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Council President Herb Wesson and Councilmembers Richard Alarcon,
Tony Cardenas, Eric Garcetti, Janice Hahn, Jose Huizar, Paul Koretz, Paul
Krekorian, Tom LaBonge, Bernard C. Parks, Jan Perry, Ed Reyes, Bifi
Rosendahl, Dennis P. Zine, Mitchell Englander, Joe Buscaino
Los Angeles City Council

200 N. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 20012

Re: Proposed Ordinance on Community Care Facilities, efal-
Case No. CPC-2009-800-CA
Council File No. 11-0262

Dear Council President Wesson and Councilmembers:
We write on behalf of Disability Rights California and the people with

disabilities who it is our federal mandate to represent, tncladmg Lawanna
Arnold,Chris Kidd, Lawrence Lazon, and Nicole Dollison,’ and Disability

! Disability Rights California is a non-profit agency serving Californians with disabilities
each year through advocacy, legal representation, abuse investigations, and public
education initiatives. Disability Rights California is the nation’s largest disability rights
organization, and is the agency mandated to provide protection and advocacy services
for those individuals in California who have developmental, physical, sensory, and/or
mental disabilities, pursuant to the federal Developmental Disabilities Assistance and
Bill of Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 15001, 15041, et seq., as amended, 45 C.F.R. § 1386;
Protection and Advocacy for Individuals with Mental lliness Act, 42 U.S.C. § 10801, et
seq.; the Protection and Advocacy for Individual Rights Act, 29 U.S.C. § 794e; the
Assistive Technology Act, 29 U.S.C. §§ 3011, 3012; the Ticket to Work and Work
Incentives Improvement Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1320b-20; the Children’s Health Act of 2000,
42 1).8.C. § 300d-53; and the Help America Vote Act of 2002, 42 U.S.C. § 15461-
62;and California Welfare & Institutions Code §§ 4900 et seq.
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Rights Legal Center.? We urge the City to reject or amend the Community
Care Facilities Ordinance (“Ordinance”), as it is unlawful as written in evety
version pending before the Council.

We write to expand upon our concemns about the Ordinance as addressed
initially in our letters to the City Planning Commission on the same matter,
dated October 14, 2010, November 4, 2010, February 10, 2011, March 28,
2011, May 31, 2011, March 20, 2012, June 15, 2012, and December 9,
2012. W. also concur with and adopt by reference the conclusions drawn
in the February 3, 2011 jetter submitted to the City Planning Commission
by the Law Office of Kim Savage. We also agree with and adopt by
reference the letters submitted to the City by Disability Rights Legal Center,
Western Center on Law and Poverty, and Public Counsel.

The Ordinance (particularly the portions that affect shared housing) has the
potential to displace or disrupt as many as 473,396 individuals currently
living in shared housing arrangements. It will greatly exacerbate
homelessness and decrease affordable housing opportunities in L.os
Angeles, a city which already suffers from a severe shortage of affordable
housing and supported housing in particular. The Ordinance undermines
recent efforts to provide additional supportive housing and innovative
housing options in the City that have proven successful in reducing
homelessness. We find it particularly troubling that the City is considering
the Ordinance at this time of severe cutbacks in funding for affordable
housing (including the loss of redevelopment housing funds), because
shared housing options are among the most inexpensive to create. The
Ordinance will create great harm to those who are most challenged in
finding appropriate, affordable, accessible housing, including people with
disabilities who need supportive housing. We urge the Council o reject
this ordinance which has no foundation in any reasonable policy.

2 DRLC is a non-profit disability rights firm that enforces the civil rights of individuals with disabilities under
the Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA"} and related federal and state disability rights statutes. Our
cffice litigates both individual and class action cases that are designed to address systemic discrimination
in all aspects of society. - ‘
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The Ordinance will devastate the City’s affordable housing consumers,
including people with disabilities, leaving thousands in the City with
nowhere to go but inappropriate institutions or the streets.

A. Multiple Versions of Ordinance

We note that there are at least three options and two substantially different
versions of the Ordinance pending in front of the Council:

1. Adopt the September 2011 version of the ordinance, per the
PLUM report of April 2012 passing along the ordinance without
recommendation (item 13.A); or

2. Instruct the City Atiorney to prepare revisions, per the Public
Safety Committee report of December 2012 (ltem 13.B); or

3. Pass the January 2013 version of the ordinance prepared by the
City Attorney (Item 31), apparently with or without the additional
revisions proposed by the Department of City Planning on January
25, 2013.

As discussed in more detail below, the language in these drafts of the
Ordinance are highly problematic. None of the versions of the Ordinance,
with or without any of the proposed amendmenits is lawful. All versions of
the Ordinance will contribute to homelessness and discriminate against
people with disabilities, minorities, and other protected classes.

Furthermore, there are a number of provisions in all proposed versions of
the Ordinance, including the definitions of “Family,” “Single Housekeeping
Unit,” and “Boarding and Rooming Houses,” that violate federal and state
fair housing laws, the Americans with Disabilities Act and similar state iaws,
state land use and zoning ordinances, and the federal and state
constitutions. The Ordinance is also inconsistent with the City’s Housing
Element and General Plan, and the City’s Analysis of Impediments
submitted to HUD as outlined the accompanying letter submitted jointly with
Waestern Center on Law and Poverty (and incorporated herein by
reference). Additionally, a negative declaration under CEQA is
inappropriate, because the Ordinance is likely to have a significant
environmental impact that requires an EIR as outlined in the accompanying
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letter from Laurel Impett (and incorporated herein by reference). We
continue to urge the City Council to reject this ordinance as written,
because it is unlawlful for all of these reasons.

Our comments, in this letter and prior and accompanying letters, address
all the versions being considered but focus on the impact of shared housing
in the January 2013 draft. We incorporate by reference our comments in
prior letters regarding these definitions in other versions of the Ordinance,
including the September 2011 draft and urge the City Council to re,=ct all
proposed versions of the Ordinance. At a minimum, given the lack of
clarity and certainty as to what is being considered, the Council should
reject the ordinances until a clear, understandable option is presented. In
addition to our comments below, we preserve our comments
communicated to Council in prior and accompanying letters described
above, and incorporate them by reference here.

Similar to the burdensome limits that Ordinance drafts prior to January
2013 imposed on shared housing, the January 2013 draft would
significantly limit housing options for seniors, people with disabilities, and
others.

For example, the interaction between the revised definition of “Single
Housekeeping Unit” and the revised definition of “Boarding or Rooming
House,” creates the result that four or more people —~ regardless of their
relationship with one another — who rent a single family home or a duplex
become a “Boarding or Rooming House,” rendering them banned in low
density zones, even though such household configurations are currently
permitted in these zones under the current zoning code. This provision
could affect up to 473,396 residents of the City of Los Angeles. Exhibit 6 to
January 29, 2013 Letter from Andrew Beveridge to Laurel Impett
{(hereinafter “Beveridge Letter,” accompanying this letter and incorporated
by reference). Even if the Council were o amend the Ordinance to exempt
Single Housekeeping Units from the Boarding or Rooming House definition,
it would still impact four tenants who were unable to meet the definition of a
Single Housekeeping Unit, such as a blood-related family of three who
rented a single-family home and sublet a portion to an individual who did
not share household activities or all living spaces with them. Under such a
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scenatio, the Ordinance would still affect up to 146,974 City residents. /d.
Even if one assumed that the reach of an amended Ordinance would only
touch households with at least four renters completely unrelated by blood,
marriage, or adoption to the main householder, up to 48,122 people in the
City would still be affected. Comparable numbers of people would impacted
by a lease restriction that defined a Boarding or Rooming House as a
household with three or fewer leases, and even more people would be
impacted — and could face displacement — with a single lease provision, as
appeared in earlier drafts of the Ordinance.

To understand the potential impact of any version of the Ordinance, it is
important to understand that Boarding or Rooming Houses are prohibited
from over 90 percent of the residentially-zoned land in the City. Exh. 4 to
Beveridge Letter. Only 13,226 of a total of 137,641 acres of residentially-
zoned land allow Boarding or Rooming Houses. Adding in other areas of
the City that allow Boarding or Rooming Houses brings the total available
zoned land to only 30,438 acres (out of a total of 260,719 acres of zoned
land in the City). fd.

Even in the areas of the City that do allow Boarding or Rooming Houses,
the new parking restrictions in the January 2013 proposed definition of
“Boarding or Rooming House” would likely make it impossible for such
households to locate there, further eliminating an important source of
affordable housing in the City. The definition states that every 250 feet of
floor area would be the equivalent of a separate guest room. As a general
matter, the current zoning code requires a parking space for every guest
room. The increased parking requirement would impossible to meet at
most, if not all locations: for example, a 1000 square-foot home (which is
small by today’s standards) would need four parking spaces. This would
affect an even larger number of people.

The January 2013 draft also proposes additional restrictions on Community
Care Facilities over and beyond state law, including parking restrictions and
occupancy requirements. For example, the January 2013 draft requires
that all licensed Community Care Facilities “shall provide a minimum of two
automobile parking spaces, with 0.2 automobile parking space provided for
each additional resident over the number seven.” The City should remain



Los Angeles City Council
January 30, 2013
Page 6 of 24

consistent with state law and not impose additional restrictions on
Community Care Facilities beyond what is required by state licensing
agencies; this will only obstruct the siting of crucial, licensed facility housing
for people with severe disabilities in the City.

B. The Ordinance Fails to Directly Acknowledge The Rights of
Community Care Facilities and Other Facilities With Six or
Fewer Residents.

Initial drafts of the Ordinance acknowledged that licensed Community Care
Facilities, as defined in §1502 of the Health and Safety Code, may operate
in all residential zones as of right when serving six or fewer residents. The
same right was recognized for licensed alcoholism or drug abuse recovery
or treatment facilities, and for licensed residential care facilities for the
elderly.® As amended in recent versions, however, including the
September 2011 and January 2013 drafts, the Community Care Facilities
portion of the Ordinance fails to acknowtedge the exemption; it merely
imposes requirements on facilities of seven or more individuals.

We encourage the City Council to reintroduce language making it explicit
that Community Care Facilities and other similar facilities of six or fewer
can operate in ali residential zones as of right, conforming provisions
regarding those facilities to state law. We urge the City to restore the
earlier version of this latter provision and expand it to incorporate several
other categories of housing that are entitled to operate in all residential
zones as of right under state law, and which are overfooked in all proposed
versions of the Ordinance.

C. The Ordinance Overlooks Several Other Categories of Homes
Protected Under State Law

In addition to omitting language explicitly acknowledging the rights of

% Individuals in recovery from drug and alcohol addiction are defined as disabled under
the Fair Housing Act, 24 C.F.R. § 100.201, and other applicable laws.
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certain licensed facilities with six or fewer residents, all proposed versions
of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and January 2013 drafts,
miss in their definition of “Boarding and Rooming Houses” or otherwise
note that several other categories of homes which, if serving six or fewer
residents, are explicitly granted the same protections under separate
chapters of the Health and Safety Code. For example:

1) Residential Care Facility for Persons with Chronic Life Threatening
liness (Health & Safety Code § 1568.0831, defined at § 1568.01).

2) Intermediate Care Facility/Developmentally Disabled Habilitative,
intermediate Care Facility / Developmentally Disabled — Nursing, and
Congregate Living Health Facility (Health & Safety Code §§ 1267.8
and 1267.16, defined at § 1250).

3) Pediatric Day Health and Respite Care Facility (Health & Safety Code
§ 1761.4, defined at § 1760.2).

4) Employee Housing (Health & Safety Code § 17021.5, defined at
§ 17008).

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the Septernber 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, fail to note clearly that under Health and Safety Code
§ 1566 (Community Care Facilities) and the corresponding statute for each
other type of home, "six or fewer persons” does not include the licensee,
members of the licensee's family, or persons employed as facility staff, The
operators of the home and as many as six residents served are treated as
a family for zoning purposes.

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, also fail to note California law that provides specific
statutory protections for an even broader range of homes designed to
provide care for individuals with disabilities. In the Lanterman-Petris-Short
Act, the California Legislature found that “mentally and physically
handicapped persons are entitled to live in normal residential surroundings
and should not be excluded therefrom because of their disabllity.” As such,
the Legislature declared that “the use of property for the care of six or fewer
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mentally disordered or otherwise handicapped persons is a residential use
of such property for the purposes of zoning.” Lanterman-Petris-Short Act,
Woelfare and Institutions Code § 5115, emphasis added. Pursuant to that
finding, the Legislature further declared that “a state-authorized, certified, or
licensed family care home, foster home, or group home serving six or fewer
mentally disordered or otherwise handicapped persons or dependent and
neglected children, shall be considered a residential property for the
purposes of zoning if such homes provide care on a 24-hour-a-day basis.”
Such homes shall be a permitted use in all residential zones, including, but
not limited to, residential zones for single-family dwellings.” (Welfare and
Institutions Code § 5116, emphasis added). See also Health & Safety
Code §§ 1265-1271.1, 1250(i), 1250(e), 1250(h), and 1760-1761.8. All
proposed versions of the Ordinance fail to address these laws, and
improperly exclude homes that may be exempt from licensure as a
Community Care Facility but may otherwise be state-authorized or certified
(e.g., a family care home, foster home or group home which is certified by a
foster family agency). All proposed versions of the Ordinance also fail to
exempt these homes from the definition of “Rooming and Boarding House.”

D. The Ordinance Violates State and Federal Fair Housing Laws

Federal and state laws prohibit housing discrimination against individuals
with disabilities. Fair housing laws apply both to licensed and unlicensed
homes, including those exempt from licensing, and they apply regardless of
the number of residents. All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including
the September 2011 and January 2013 drafts, violate a number of federal
and state fair housing laws, including the Fair Housing Amendments Act of
1988, the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”), Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (“Section 504”), the California Fair Employment
and Housing Act (“FEHA”"), the 14" Amendment to the U.S. Constitution,
California Government Code §65008, and the Unruh Civil Rights Act.

1) Federal Law

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, violate the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, the
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ADA, and Section 504. The Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988
(FHAA) prohibits intentional discrimination, in which disability is a factor'in
the negative action, as well as unintentional discrimination, in which a
neutral action discriminates via a disparate impact on individuals within a
protected group. 42 U.S.C. § 3604, et seq. The FHAA also protects
people with disabilities from discrimination arising out of 1} Failure to make
reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, or practices to enable them
to live in the community, and 2) Refusal to permit a tenant with disabilities
fo make reasonable modificativ. s to the premises at the tenant's expense.
id.

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 further prohibit local government entities from
discriminating on the basis of disability, including discrimination in land use
and zoning ordinances. 42 U.S.C. § 12132; 29 U.S.C. § 794. Within the text
of the ADA, Congress set forth its broad goal of "providing a clear and
comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of discrimination
against individuals with disabilities." 42 U.S.C. § 12101(b)(1). Moreover,
these laws were intended to protect people with disabilities “from
deprivations based on prejudice, stereotypes, or unfounded fear.” Bay
Area Addiction Research & Treatment, Inc. v. City of Antioch, 179 F.3d
725, 737 (9th Cir. Cal. 1999) (citing School Board of Nassau County v.
Arline, 480 U.8. 273, 287 (1987)); Chalk v. United States Dist. Court, 840
F.2d 701, 707-08 (9th Cir. 1988) ("To allow the court to base its decision on
the fear and apprehension of others would frustrate the goals of Section
504."); Innovative Health Systems, Inc. v. City of White Plains, 117 F.3d 37,
49 (2d Cir. 1997) ("Although [a city] may consider legitimate safety
concerns in its zoning decisions, it may not base its decisions on the
perceived harm from . . . stereotypes and generalized fears.").

The Americans with Disabilities Act* (“ADA”) and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973° (“Section 504”) prohibit local government

* Title il of the Americans with Disabilities Act provides, in relevant part:
“...[N]o qualified individual with a disability shall, by reason of such
disability, be excluded from participation in or be denied the benefits of the
setrvices, programs, or activities of a public entity, or be subjected to
discrimination by any such entity.” 42 U.S.C. § 12132
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entities and entities receiving federal financial assistance from -
discriminating on the basis of disability, including discrimination in land-use
and zoning ordinances. 42 U.S.C. § 12132; 29 U.8.C. § 794; See Bay Area
Addiction Research Treatment, Inc. v. City of Antioch, 179 F.3d 725, 730
(9™ Cir. 1999) (holding that Title Il of the ADA and Section 504 apply to
discriminatory zoning practices because zoning is a normal function of a
government entity); /nnovative Health Sys., Inc. v. City of White Plains, 117
F.3d 37, 44-49 (2d Cir. 1997) (holding that the ADA applies to zoning
decisions involving drug and alcohol rehabilitation center); and the
Americans with Disabilities Act: Title Il Technical Assistance Manual ("TA
Manual") § 11-3.6100, iflus. 1 (1993) (identifying zoning as covered by the
statute).

The ADA and Section 504 prohibit many types of discrimination. Even if
the discrimination is not found to be intentional, a public entity can be liable
for discrimination against people with disabilities by denying them
“meaningful access” to its services, programs or activities. See Dare v.
California, 191 F.3d 1167, 1171-72 (9th Cir. 1999). Courts have held that
there is a denial of “meaningful access” when (1) persons with disabilities
are disproportionately burden due to their unique needs or (2) a pubilic
entity fails provide necessary reasonable accommodations for disabled
persons.

The Ninth Circuit has repeatedly and unequivocally held that governmental
action which “disproportionately burdens people with disabilities because of
their unique needs [is] actionable under the ADA.” Rodde, 357 F.3d at 998
(citing Crowder v. Kitagawa, 81 F.3d 1480 (9th Cir. 1996)).

In Crowder v. Kitagawa, 81 F.3d 1480 (9th Cir 1996), the Ninth Circuit
adopted the “meaningful access” standard. The Crowder court recognized
that in passing the ADA, Congress intended to address not only “intentional
exclusion” but also “the discriminatory effects of architectural,

> Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provides in pertinent part:
“No otherwise qualified individual with a disability ... shall, solely by reason
of her or his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or acttvrty
receiving Federal financial assistance.
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transportation, and communication barriers, overprotective rules and
policies, [and] fallure to make modifications to existing facilities and
practices.” Id. at 1483. Thus, the Ninth Circuit held that “...the barriers to
full participation...are almost all facially neutral but may work to effectuate
discrimination against disabled persons.” Id. The Ninth Circuit found that a
disparate impact analysis was not appropriate in the context of disability
and instead, when examining “discriminatory effects,” the inquiry should
focus on whether disabled persons were denied “meaningful access” to a
public entity’s setvices, programs or activities. /d. at 1484 (citing Alexander
v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287, 302 (1985)); see also Rodde, 357 F.3d at 998
(upholding a preliminary injunction precluding Los Angeles County from
closing a hospital that provided medical care disproportionately required by
people with disabilities and not readily available elsewhere in the County).
Applying this analysis, the Court found that the imposition of a 120-day
quarantine on carnivorous animals entering Hawaii “burdens visually-
impaired persons in a manner different and greater than it burdens others.”
Crowder, 81 F.3d at 1485. The Court explained that because of the unique
need for guide dogs among the visually-impaired, such persons cannot
leave their dogs in quarantine and enjoy public services (e.g., public
transportation) like anyone eise. Id. at 1484-85. Thus, meaningful access
to the public services provided to others was denied to persons with vision
disabilities because the quarantine failed to take into account their unique
needs in violation of the ADA. /d. at 1485.

All proposed versions of the Ordinance also fail to provide any
opportunities for people with disabilities to request a change or modification
to the Ordinance as a reasonable accommodation, as required by federal
and state law. See May 15, 2001 Letter from California Attorney General
(attached to our prior letters and herein incorporated by reference).

All proposed versions of the Ordinance unlawfully restrict small unlicensed
shared living arrangements housing individuals with disabilities as well as
larger homes, whether licensed or unlicensed. In City of Edmonds v.
Oxford House, 514 U.8. 725, 735 (1995), involving a 10-12 resident group
home for individuals recovering from alcohol and drug addiction, the
Supreme Court found that “rules that cap the total number of occupants in
order to prevent overcrowding of a dwelling ‘plainly and unmistakably,’ ..
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fall within § 3607(b)(1)'s absolute exemption from the FHA's governance;
rules designed to preserve the family character of a neighborhood, |
fastening on the composition of households rather than on the total number
of occupants living quarters can contain, do not.” For example, the January
2013 draft effectively prohibits any household with four or more renters who
do not meet the intrusive definition of a “Single Housekeeping Unit” from
residing in low-density residential zones.

The Supreme Court has explicitly found that the right to "establish a home"
is a fundamental liberty protected under the 14" Amendment’s Equal
Protection Clause. For a number of adults with disabilities, exercising this
right translates to establishing a group home in the community. Each factor
that makes group homes harder to establish "operates to exclude"”
individuals with disabilities from the community. Cily of Cleburne v.
Cleburne Living Center, Inc., 473 U.S. 432 (1985), recognizing that group
homes for adults with mental disabiiities are "an essential ingredient of
normal living patterns® for such individuals; Olmstead v. L.C. by Zimring,
527 U.S. 581 (1999), holding that institutionalization of individuals with
disabilities whose needs could be met in 2 more integrated community
setting constituted disability discrimination in violation of the ADA.

Many people with disabilities choose to live as families in households with
other individuals. The City cannot interfere with that choice by making
arbitrary distinctions among families based on the relationships of
individuals, their chosen living arrangements, or the licensing status, if any,
of their residence. Arbitrary distinctions such as these not only make no
practical sense, but they violate the fair housing laws and constitutional
equal protection protections. See North-Shore Chicago Rehabilitation Inc.
v. Village of Skokie, 827 F.Supp. 497 (1993). The new definitions of
“Family” and “Single Housekeeping Unit” in all versions of the proposed
ordinance represent just such arbitrary distinctions as well as violating
State privacy protections, as outlined below.

To the extent that the City’s true intent in passing this ordinance is to
regulate certain types of housing for a specific category of people with
disabilities—recovering drug and alcohol users in sober living homes—it
also violates the above statutes. Earlier staff reports expressly state that
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the City repeatedly tried to regulate sober living homes (without
substantiation of a problem), but legally could not do so because it singled
out a particular group of persons with disabilities.

Courts have found similar ordinances intended to exclude recovery facilities
from residential zones, as amply indicated here in the underlying staff
reports, constitute intentional discrimination in violation of the ADA and
Section 504 and related state laws. See, e.g., Bay Area Addiction
Research & Treatment, Inc., 179 F.3d at 734 (City ordinance prohibiting
methadone recovery clinics from operating within 500 feet of any residential
property held discriminatory); New Directions Treatment Servs. v. City of
Reading, 490 F.3d 293, 304 (3d Cir. 2007} (ban on the establishment of
methadone clinics within 500 feet of many structures, including schools,
churches, and residential housing developments held discriminatory); MX
Group v. City of Covington. 293 F.3d 326, 344-345 (6th Cir. 2002} (City's
amendment to zoning ordinance effectively prohibiting methadone clinic
from operating within the City held discriminatory).

it is important to note that the couris in all of these cases found that public
opprobrium and presumed risks asserted by neighborhood community
groups did not equal “real evidence” of “significant risk” sufficient to warrant
the exclusions of these ordinances, and were precisely the kind of myths,
stereotypes, and “unfounded fears” that disability rights laws were designed
to protect people with disabilities against. Bay Area Addiction Research &
Treatment, Inc. at 179 F.3d at 736-737; New Directions Treatment Servs.
490 F.3d at 303-304; MX Group, 293 F. 3d at 341-342.

Pursuant to federal law, the City has an affirmative duty to further fair
housing choice. if the proposed ordinance is adopted, the City will be in
violation of this duty. A violation of this duty jeopardizes federal funding in
that HUD may withdraw its funds, or seek reimbursement of its funds, as it
has done in other jurisdictions across the country. indeed, federal
prosecutors are currently investigating whether city officials falsely told
HUD that the City is in compliance with federal reguiations requiring
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protections for people with disabilities.® And just recently, the United States
Department of Justice filed a brief in support of plaintiff sober living home
operators and residents in a case against the City of Newport Beach
involving a similar ordinance.’

The Fair Housing Act requires HUD to “administer [housing] programs....in
a manner affirmatively to further the policies of [the Fair Housing Act],”
including the general policy to “provide, within constitutional limits, for fair
housing throughout the United States.” (42 U.S.C. § 3608(¢e)(5).) As a
recipient of HUD funds, the City of Los Angeles has an obligation to
affirmatively further fair housing. See, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(42 U.S.C. §§ 2000a et seq.), the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 3601-
3619), 42 U.S.C. §5304(b)(2).

The City receives a variety of HUD funding, including HOME and
Community Development Block Grant money. To receive HUD funding,
the City must prepare a Consolidated Plan. The Consolidated Plan
regulations (24 CFR § 91) require that each local government submit a
certification that it is affirmatively furthering fair housing. This means that it
will (1) conduct an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice; (2) take
appropriate actions to overcome the effects of impediments identified
through that analysis; and (3) maintain records reflecting the analysis and
actions. See Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice Reissuance,
Memorandum from the Offices of Community Planning and Development
and Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, September 2, 2004. The HUD
Fair Housing Planning Guide instructs entitlement jurisdictions to analyze
how local laws, regulations and administrative policies, procedures and
practices affect the location, availability, and accessibility of housing, and
how conditions, both private and public, affect fair housing choice. Fair
Housing Planning Guide, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, March 1996, at 2-7.

® See David Zahniser, Los Angeles under federal investigation over disabled housing, Los Angeles
Times, Los Angeles Times, available at: hitp://www Jatimes.com/news/local/la-me-disabled-probe-
20111212,0,5924677.story

7 See http//www.justice.gov/cri/about/app/briefs/pacificshoresbrief. pdf.
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The violation of this duty should not be taken lightly. A major lesson of the
historic settlement in Westchester County, New York is that the analysis of
the policies that affect the location of affordable housing is necessary for a
jurisdiction to accurately centify that it is furthering fair housing. United
States ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Ctr. of Metro N.Y., Inc., v. Wesichester
County 668 F.Supp.2d 548 (S.D.N.Y. 2009). As noted above, actions to
further reduce fair housing choice have drawn severe consequences. Since
the Wesichester decision, HUD has frozen or threatened to freeze its
disbursement of federal funds when local jurisdictions have proposed
actions which violate the obligation to affirmatively further fair housing.

2) State Law

In addition to the federal laws and Supreme Court precedent discussed
above, all proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September
2011 and January 2013 versions, violate a number of state laws, including
the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), California Gov't
Code § 65008, California Gov't Code § 11135, and the Unruh Civil Rights
Act, California Civil Code § 51, et seq. (“Unruh Act”).

California's Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) protects from
discrimination individuals with disabilities and children who may be more
likely than others to live with unrelated individuals in group housing.? FEHA
provides protections at least as extensive as those recognized under the
federal FHAA. See Cal. Gov't Code §12900, et seq. California’s Unruh Civil
Rights Act similarly prohibits housing discrimination against people with
disabilities, and states that a violation of the ADA is also a violation of each
act. See Cal. Civ. Code § 51, et seq.

California Gov't Code § 65008 provides that any planning and zoning
action taken by the city “is null and void if it denies to any individual or
group of individuals the enjoyment of residence, landownership, tenancy, or

® ‘Working Together to Ensure Housing Opportunities for People with Disabilities and
Children.” Assembly Committee on Human Services, Information Hearing, Background
Briefing Paper, February 18, 2009. Attached to prior letters and herein incorporated by
reference.
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ahy other land use” on the basis of a number of protected characteristics,
including disability. '

The history of the Ordinance emphasizes that it is aimed at regulating
people in sober living homes and people with disabilities who share living
arrangements, and is thus, discriminatory. Regardless of the City Council’s
intent, the Ordinance would have a harmful, disproportionate, and
discriminatory impact on people with disabilities, as explained below in Part
E.

E. The Ordinance Violates Federal and State Constitutional
Privacy Rights By Attempting to Redefine "Family"

The Ordinance’s definitions of *family” and “single housekeeping unit” in all
proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, are vague, ambiguous, and intended to limit housing
opportunities for people in protected categories, including people with
disabilities. The definitions violate federal and state constitutional privacy
protections by attempting to define “family” and “single housekeeping unit”
in an exclusionary manner. See Cily of Santa Barbara v. Adamson, 27 Cal.
3d 123, 134 (1980); California Constitution art. |, § 1; U.S. Const., amend.
XIV. '

Furthermore, supportive housing, regardless of the number of individuals in
such housing, is considered a residential use of property and should be
“subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of
the same type in the same zone.” Cal. Gov't Code § 65583. Overall, the
proposed definitions and requirements in all proposed versions of the
Ordinance create a high risk of discriminatory application of the Ordinance
against individuals with disabilities.

F. The Ordinance Would Have Significant Harmful '
Consequences, With a Discriminatory Impact On Individuals
With Disabilities

All proposed versions of the Ordinance are likely to have a disparate and
discriminatory impact in violation of federal and state disability rights laws.
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The January 2013 draft, in particular, similar to previous drafts of the
Ordinance, including the September 2011 draft, would have a disparate
and discriminatory impact on people with disabilities and other protected
classes by requiring additional procedures for all facilities with over seven
residents and by threatening households of four or more people.

While state law makes it explicit that certain small facilities can site as of
right in all residential zones, it does not supersede federal and state law
non-discrimination provisions for larger housing units. Furthermore,
specific state siting statutes do not eliminate the obligation of the City to
avoid discrimination against other living arrangements simply because they
are not licensed or do not fall within a specific statutory exemption. The
City cannot enact ordinances that discriminate against housing for peopie
with disabilities, either intentionally or through a discriminatory impact,
regardless of the number of residents or their licensing or certification
status.

The definitions of “Family,” “Single Housekeeping Unit” and “Rooming and
Boarding Houses,” in all proposed versions of the Ordinance discriminate
against people with disabilities and violate federal and state fair housing
laws, the ADA, the federal and state constitutions, and other legal
protections for people with disabilities. These restrictions disproportionally
impact people with disabilities, large families, and people from ethnic
communities, all of whom are protected classes under federal and state
law.

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, will have the significant and harmful impact on
individuals with disabilities of significantly limiting their already narrow
housing options. The Ordinance ignores recent statutory and case
developments that express a strong preference for serving people with
disabilities in the least restrictive environment, including the Supreme
Court’s decision in Olmstead v. L C. by Zimring, 527 U.S. 581 (1999) The
proposed Ordinance limits community housing options for people with
disabilities whose needs could be met in the community, and directs them
instead to institutionalization. The ways in which the Ordinance would limit
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community housing options for people with disablllttes include but are not
limited to the following:

1) The Ordinance Will Have a Discriminatory and
Disproportionate Impact on People with a Disability-Related
Need to Live in a Shared Living Arrangement

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, will have a discriminatory impact on people with a
disability-related need to live in shared housing. For example, clients of
Regional Centers are people with severe disabilities arising from diagnoses
of mental retardation, cerebral palsy, autism, seizure disorder and other
related conditions that arose before the age of 18. They have been
determined to need life-long case management and care coordination.

One of the alternatives for institutional care is supported living in one’s own
apartment. Under that program, usually two or more regional center clients
are paired into an apartment with the support of services to assist them to
move toward increasingly independent living. The regional center case
managers and supportive living services providers assist in the process of
matching compatible roommates. The supported living program is one way
California seeks to bring itself into compliance with the integration mandate
of the Lanterman Act and The Americans with Disabilities Act as
interpreted by Olmstead.

In addition to people with developmental disabilities, a significant number of
people with other disabilities have a disability-related need for a shared
living situation. According to the 2009 California Health Interview Survey,
an estimated 1,045,000 Los Angeles County residents needed professional
help for self-reported mental/emotional and/or aicohol-drug issues (of
these, over half fell below 300% of the federal poverty ievel).
Http://www.chis.ucla.edu. Many of these individuals are able to avoid
institutionalization or homelessness, as well as manage the symptoms of
their dlsabmty, by tiving in shared housing.

To give some concrete examples, one woman was homeless for eight
years; although she participated in a number of “programs” during the time
she was homeless, none of them were able to keep her stable and healthy
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until she entered a shared home, where she has lived for nearly a decade.
At the home, she receives supportive services, is able to take her
medication consistently, and is able to reassure her children that she is
safe and well. Another woman, who has bipolar disorder and autism, was
able to leave the restrictive environment of a board and care institution by
entering the same shared home, where she has lived in the community for
approximately twenty years. She works for eight hours per week doing
filing at a local community college.

For these individuals, their living situation is a critical aspect of the
treatment of their disability, and they benefit from the ability to live in fow-
density residential areas where they assist in the upkeep of their home and
take pride in being a part of the neighborhood. They live in low density (R1
or R2) residential zones with others. The Ordinance would prohibit their
living situation and affect not only these women, but many others in similar
situations throughout Los Angeles. The Ordinance would also prohibit
other people with disabilities from benefiting from such a living arrangement
in the future.

There are many indications that this Ordinance will affect a large number of
people with disabilities directly, and will limit the abiiity of many more to
have a shared living arrangement in Los Angeles:

The Westside Regional Center, which is only one of five Regional Centers
serving people with developmental disabilities in the City of Los Angeles,’
reporied to us that 750 of their clients live in a non-institutional setting and
estimate that one-third of those are in the City of L.os Angeles.

H.0.M.E., an organization dedicating to providing housing for people with
developmental disabilities, reports that they have well over one hundred
tenants in Los Angeles County, many of whom live in the City of Los
Angeles who live in shared housing.

® The other regional centers whose clients include Los Angeles residents are: North
Los Angeles Regional Center, Lanterman Regional Center, South Central L.os Angeles
Regional Center, and East Los Angeles Regional Center.
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SHARE! is only one of the organizations receiving Mental Health Services
Act funding from the Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health;
they have identified fifteen houses where residents with disabilities share
housing in low density R1 and R2 neighborhoods.

The Sober Living Network reports that there are about 200 homes in its
network in the City of Los Angeles; about three quarters of the homes are
in R1 and R2 low-density residential neighborhoods.

in a May 24, 2011 letter addressed to Councilmember Richard Alarcon
from Victory Qutreach identifies 34 homes in the City of Los Angeles that
provide shared housing.

In a May 15, 2011 letter to Councilmember Richard Alarcon, the
organization New Directions has identified $2 million in lost Mental Health
Services Act funds that it would be unable to utilize to provide housing for
American veterans with disabilities.

These numbers are only a portion of the people who could be directly and
indirectly affected by the Ordinance.

2) Limited Income Seniors and Persons with Disabilities Will Be
Prevented from Living in the City of Los Angeles Under the
Ordinance

in addition to the people described above, many seniors and people who
live on a limited income because of a disability, such as those on SSI/SSP
or Social Security Benefits are only able to live in the community through
shared housing.” They are financially unable to guarantee the entire rent
on their own. _

1% See generally “Priced Out in 2010: The Housing Crisis for People with Disabilities” at
http://www.tacinc.org/media/13444/PricedOut2010.pdf. According to the report, an SSI|
recipient would have to pay 115% of their income in 2010 just to cover the rent on an
efficiency apartment-in the Los Angeles/Long Beach area. The income of SSi recipients
in California has since been reduced due to state budget cuts, making housing even
more unaffordabie than at the time the report was written.



Los Angeles City Council
January 30, 2013
Page 21 of 24

“Empty nesters,” widows and widowers, and other persons trying to live on
reduced income frequently are able to remain in their own home only by
finding roommates. All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the
September 2011 and January 2013 drafts, are overreaching and violative
of privacy rights by the limitation on roommates and additionally by
defining the scope of the relationship between the homeowner/renter and a
roommate or roommates. Presently, the revised definitions of “Single
Housekeeping Unit” and “Boarding or Rooming House” in the January 2013
draft not only requ..es that a homeowner/renter rent only to three or fewer,
but also requires that all persons jointly occupy the home with joint access
to all facets of living in the home.

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, prevent elderly or disabled homeowners, renters, or
roommates from keeping their food and meal preparation separate from
others in their household in order receive the fuil food stamp benefit they
are entitled to. Further, a roommate or the homeowner/primary renter may
have dietary needs that require that meals and food preparation be handled
separately. Such separation would directly conflict with the revised
definition of a Single Housekeeping Unit in the January 2013 draft.

All proposed versions of the Ordinance also interfere with the right of
a resident to choose his or her own IHSS attendant and handle meals,
laundry, cieaning of own space separately. Such an arrangement would
directly conflict with the revised definition of a Single Housekeeping Unit in
the January 2013 draft.

3) ?’he Ordinance Impacts A Broad Range Of Persons In Need Of
Shared Housing.

All proposed versions of the Ordinance, including the September 2011 and
January 2013 drafts, undermine shared housing—a critically important
source of affordable housing—and have an extremely broad reach in the
communities that it impacts. Recent drafts effectively eliminate many
housing opportunities for parolees and probationers, a group with a critical
need for affordable housing. They add a new zoning code definition,
“Parolee-Probationer” home, with a number of restrictions. The burden this
places on people on parole or probation in their search for housing not only
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prevents much-needed shared living virtually the entire City and effective
reintegration of this population into the community, but also substantlauy
increases administrative and financial costs on the City.

The need for shared living also includes current college students, recent
coliege graduates burdened with enormous education debt, people with
income in the entry level range, and many others.

In response to the havoc that the Ordinance will wreak on an already low
supply of affordable housing in the City of Los Angeles, the City will need to
ensure many more shelter beds for individuals and families, unnecessarily
increasing municipal costs.

G. The Ordinance Violates the City’s Obligations under CEQA
and under its Federal Obligations to “Affirmatively Further
Fair Housing.”

As outlined in the letter submitted on our behalf by Laurel Impett,
incorporated herein by reference, the City has also made unsupported
findings related to the Ordinance pursuant to California law, including the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Cal. Gov't Code § 65302.8,
and Cal. Gov't Code § 65863.6. The proposed ordinance will have a
significant effect on the environment and on the housing needs of the
region. Among other necessary findings, the City must study the impact
the proposed ordinance will have on the City’s housing supply and its ability
to meet the housing needs of the region.

The City’s determination to issue a Negative Declaration, and its
determination that no Environmental impact Report is required, is contrary
to the statutory terms of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and its related reguiations and guidelines. All proposed versions of the
Ordinance will have a significant effect on the environment, mcludmg but
not limited to: - :

e The displacement of large numbers of individuals (including many
with disabilities) thus necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere;
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e Creating an increase in homelessness;

e causing substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly and
indirectly;

o Causing the loss of affordable housing units, resulting in a need to
develop additional affordable and supportive housing units in a fewer
number of land use zones;

¢ Reducing the availability of sites for affordable and supportive
housing, increasing demands for additional housing in higher
densities in other parts of the City;

» Increasing demands for transportation and/or public services in some
parts of the city as a resul{ of forcing supported and shared housing
into fewer zones; and

e Conflicting with other land use and zoning laws including the Housing
Element, the General Plan, the Analysis of Impediments, and the
coastal plan/program and ordinances (for housing in the coastal
zone).

See, e.g., 14 C.C.R. Sec. 15000 et seq., Guidelines for Implementation of
the California Environmental Quality Act, including Appendix G,
Environmental Checklist Form, Sections X, XIII, X1V, XVI, and XVIli;, Public
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., including 21083 and 21087
21083.05 65088.4; 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083,
21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151; Gov. Code 65088.4

Moreover, federal law requires the City of Los Angeles, like

all public entities subject to Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
regulations, to affirmatively further fair housing choice or risk losing federal
grant money. 42 U.S.C. § 5304(b)(2). The proposed ordinance is in
violation of that obligation, as well as any certification the City has made
that it is in compliance, because it increases the barriers to free housing
choice for people with disabilities. The Housing Element itself references
the City of Los Angeles’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing as
recommending the removal of barriers to siting treatment programs for
people with disabilities at pp. 2-28.

There are additional unlawful components of the Ordinance, but we wished
to highlight some of the major concerns. Please contact us with any



Los Angeles City Council
January 30, 2013
Page 24 of 24

questions or for further analysis or legal citations. We urge the Committee
not to adopt the Ordinance as currently written, or prior versions of the
Ordinance,

Sincerely,

f .
4"—'\~ ‘ "/ /{: <5 prae

Dara L. Schur ,
Director of Litigation, Disability Rights California

utumn M. Elliott
Associate Managing Attorney, Disability Rights California

I AL

Sri Panchalam 4 dw€
Staff Attorney, Disability Rights California’

%p/x% //% e

Michelle Uzeta
Legal Director, Disabiiity Rights Legal Center
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www. srwlaw.com impett@smwlaw.com

ECEIVE

JAN 3 ¢ 2013

January 29, 2013

The Honorable City Council of the City of
Los Angeles

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Proposed Ordinance on Community Care Facilities; Council File No.
11-0262

Dear Honorable Council Members:

On behalf of Disability Rights California, Western Center on Law and
Poverty, and the clients that those organizations represent, we have reviewed the
proposed Ordinance to update the Los Angeles Municipal Code regarding various
licensed community care facilities (“Ordinance” or “Project™). We have also reviewed
the March 19, 2009 Initial Study/ Negative Declaration (“IS/ND™), the November 19,
2009 addendum to the March 2009 IS/ND and the January 3, 2013 City Attorney Report.’
We submit this letter to express our legal opinion that: (1) the IS/ND for the proposed
Project fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA™), Public Resources Code § 21000 ef seq., and the CEQA Guidelines,
California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. (“Guidelines™), and (2) the City
must prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”) before proceeding with the Project.
We prepared these comments in conjunction with Andrew Beveridge, demographic
consultant. See Beveridge Letter, attached as Exhibit 1.

" This letter addresses the January 3, 2013 version of the proposed Ordinance with
the changes to the definitions of Single Housekeeping Unit, Boarding or Rooming House
and Parolee Probationer Home. See City Attorney Report to Council, January 3, 2013, at
2.
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Stephanie Haffner, Senior Litigator, Western Center on Law and Poverty
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ANDREW A. BEVERIDGE, Ph.D.
50 MERRIAM AVENUE
BRONXVILLE, NEW YORK 10708
PHONE: 914-337-6237
FAX: 914-337-8210

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

Rights California:

QUALIFICATIONS

1) [ am a Professor of Sociology at Queens College and the
Graduate Center, City University of New York. My primary responsibilities
at the College and Graduate Center are teaching statistics and research
methods at the graduate and undergraduate level and conducting
quantitative, statistically-based social research. In July 2006, l‘assumed a
three-year term as chair of the department and began a second term in
July 2008. Trained at Yale University, | have been a professor since 1973,
first at Columbia University until 1981 and since then at Queens College
and the Graduate Center of CUNY. My areas of expertise include

demography, the statistical and quantitative analysis of social science

Page 1 of 13



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

entities, where | provide services related to demographic analysis.

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

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

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

Los Angeles City Council File 11-0262.

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

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

if any modifications are appropriate.

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

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

a. With one exception, the zones that 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 Houses" once the

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

Houses.”

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

renters in their dwelling.

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

circumstances.’

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

current structures, dwelling units, and uses, so that

! Under the current zoning code, Boarding or Rooming Houses are permitted in RD
zones only if there are two or more buildings per lot. The proposed ordinance also
prohibits Boarding or Rooming Houses in single-family homes.
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those currently living in shared living arrangements, as
well as units currently classified as Boarding or

Rooming Houses, would be affected.

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

reflected in Columns 1, 2 and 3 of Exhibit 3.2

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

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

DATA SOURCES

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

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

website www.census.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.” 1 used the Public Use Micro-Data
Samples, which allowed me 1o create my own
tabulations. These data are available on the Census

Website at www.census.gov.

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

Microsoft EXCEL, a standard spreadsheet package.

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

as streets and features.

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

City. This map is available at hitp://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

hitp://assessorlacounty.gov/exiranel/ouisidesales/gisd

ata.aspx.

DATA RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

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

parcels that do not allow Boarding or Rooming Houses.®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

not.

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

allow Boarding or Rooming Houses.

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

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

and 77.63 percent reduction of parcels.

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

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

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

the modified parking requirements in the proposed ordinance.
18)

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

Census and from the American Community Survey.

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

“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 presénts relevant Census definitions regarding living

quarters and household relationship.

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

(See Exhibit 5 for the Census definitions.)

22) To estimate the potential effects of the proposed

ordinance on current households and the number of persons living in those

Page 10 of 13



households, | used the Public Use Microdata Sample from the 2009-2011

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

residents could be affected.

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

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

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

proposed ordinance:

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

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

from the Summary File 1 of the Census. Using this and the proportion of
Page 12 of 13 :



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

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

Sincerely,

Chodo]. Bl

Andrew A. Beveridge, Ph.D.

Attachments:

Exhibit 1, Curriculum Vitae

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

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

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

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

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

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

those presenied here.
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EXHIBIT 1

CURRICULUM VITAE . 03/01/2012

Andrew Alan 'Beverfc_.,'g_a;d:‘,ﬁ-:,_;?_i .

Office: 233 Powdermaker Hall Home: 50 Merriam Avenue
Department of Sociology Bronxville, New York 10708
Queens College--CUNY (914) 337-6237
Flushing, New York 11367 (914) 337-8210 FAX
(718) 997-2837, 718-997-2852
(718) 997-2820 FAX

PERSONAL

Born Aprit 27, 1945, Madison, Wisconsin
Married, one child
U.8. Citizenship

EDUCATION
1968-73 Yale University (Sociology), M.Phil. 1871; Ph.D. 1973
1967-68 Yale Universily (Econometrics, Economic Theory)
1964-67 Yale College (Economics), B.A. 1967, with honors in economics
1963-64 California Institute of Technology (Freshman Year, Math, Science)
RECOGNITION AND AWARDS
2007 American Sociological Association Public Understanding of Sociology Award
2006-pres. Marquis Who's Who in the World
2005-pres. Marguis Who's Who in America
Sacial Explorer {Co-Creator) named Qutstanding Reference Source by the Reference

2010

and Users Services Association of the American Libraries Association

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

2006-11 Chalr, Queens College, Depariment of Soclology

2002-pres.  Professor, Queens College and Ph.D. Program in Sociology, Graduate School and
University Center, The City University of New York

1681-01 Associate Professor of Sociology, Queens College, and Ph.D. Program in Sociology
Graduate School and University Center, The City University of New York

1981-82 Associate Professor of Sociology, Columbia University

1973-81 Assistant Professor of Sociology, Columbia University

1972-73 Acting Instructor, Department of Sociology, Yale University

1869-70 Assistant in Instruction, Department of Sociology, Yale University

RESEARCH APPOINTMENTS

2008-pres. Executive Committee Member and Affiliate, CUNY Institute for Demographic Research

1087-88 Visiting Researcher, Center for Studies of Social Change, The New School for Social
Research

1982-83 Research Associate, Center for the Social Sciences, Columbia University

1980-82 Co-Director, Annual Housing Survey Project, Center for the Social Sciences, Columbia
University

1970-72 Research Affiliate, Institute for African Studies {the former Rhodes-Livingsione Institute),
Lusaka, Zambia

1965-69 Research Assistant and Programmer, Department of Economics and Economic Growth

Center, Yale University

OTHER RELATED ACTIVITIES

2006-pres.

1997-pres.

Co-Founder {with Ahmed Lacevic) and Presidens, Social Explorer, Inc. A web-based
map and data service, now distributed by Oxford University Press and Pearson
Publishing.

President of Andrew A. Beveridge, Inc. a Demographic and Social Science Data
Consulting Firm that provides consuiting in litigation and other settings.



OTHER RELATED ACTIVITIES (Continued) 2

1993-pres.
2001-pres.

PUBLICATIONS

Papers

In Press

2011

2011
2011
2009
2008
2007
2006

2006
2006

2006

Consultant to the Newspaper Division of the New York Times. Work with reporters and
editors regarding covering social science and demographic trends. Analyses and data
cited over 1000 times in Newspaper.

Columnist for the Gotham Gazeffe. Write Demographic Topic on recent irends and
news related to social and demographic frends.

“The Development and Persistence of Racial Segregation in United States Urban Areas:
1880 to 2000." Andrew A. Beveridge. In fan Gregory and Alistair Geddes (eds.) Re-
thinking space and place: New directions in historical GIS. Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press.

“Avenue to Wealth or Road to Financial Ruin? Home Ownership and Racial Distribution
of Mortgage Foreclosures.” Elena Vesselinov and Andrew A. Beveridge. In Christopher
Niedt and Marc Silver {(eds.) Forging a New Housing Policy: Opportunity in the Wake of
Crisis. Hempstead NY: National Center for Suburban Studies, Hofstra University, pp.
45-55.

"The Rise and Decline of the L A. and New York Schools.” David Halle and Andrew A,
Beveridge. In Dennis R Judd and Dick Simpson {(eds.) The City, Revisited: Urban
Theory from Chicago, Los Angeles and New York. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, pp. 137-69.

“Commonalities and Contrasts in the Development of Major United States Urban Areas;
A Spatial and Temporal Analysis from 1810 to 2000." Andrew A. Beveridge. |n Myron P.
Guttman, Glenn D. Deane, Emily R. Merchant and Kenneth M. Sylvester {eds.)
Navigating Time and Spacé in Population Studies, Springer for the international Union
for the Scientific Study of Population, pp. 185-216.

“How Does Test Exemption Affect Schools’ and Students’ Academic Performance?”
Jennifer L. Jennings and Andrew A. Beveridge. Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis, vol. 31: June, pp. 153-75.

‘A Century of Harlem in New York City: Some Notes on Migration, Consolidation,
Segregation and Recent Developments.” Andrew A. Beveridge. City and Community
vol, 7:4 pp. 357-64.

“Who Counts for Accountability? High-Stakes Test Exemptions in a Large Urban School
District.” Jennifer Booher-Jennings and Andrew A. Beveridge. In A. Sadovnik, J. O'Day,
G. Bohmstedt, & K. Borman (eds.) No Child Left Behind and the Reduction of the
Achievement Gap: Sociological Perspectives on Federal Education Policy. Routledge,
Taylor & Francis Group, pp. 77-95.

‘Community-Based Prevention Programs in the War on Drugs: Findings from the
‘Fighting Back’ Demonstration.” Leonard Saxe, Charles Kadushin, Elizabeth Tighe,
Andrew A. Beveridge, David Livert, Archie Brodsky and David Rindskopf, Journal of
Drug Issues, vol. 36:2 pp. 263-94.

“Varieties of Substance Use and Visible Drug Problems: Individual And Neighborhood
Factors.” Jufie Ford and Andrew A. Beveridge. Journal of Drug Issues, vol. 36:2, pp.
377-82.

“Neighborhood Crime Victimization, Drug Use And Drug Sales: Resuits From The
‘Fighting Back’ Evaluation.” Julie Ford and Andrew A. Beveridge, Journal of Drug
Issues, vol. 36:2, pp. 393-4186.

"Scale-Up Methods as Applied to Estimates of Heroin Use.” Charles Kadushin, Peter D.
Killworth, Russell H, Bernard, Andrew A, Beveridge. Journal of Drug Issues, vol. 36:2,
pp 417-40,



PUBLICATIONS (Continued) 3

2004

2003

2003

2003

2002

2002

2001

2001

2061

2000

1097

1088

1986

1085

1985

1985

“Bad' Neighborhoods, Fast Food, ‘Sleazy’ Businesses and Drug Dealers: Relations
Between the Location of Licit and Hlicit Businesses in the Urban Environment.” Julie
Ford and Andrew A. Beveridge. Journal of Drug Issues, vol. 341, pp. 51-76.

"Race and Class in the Developing New York and Los Angeles Metropolises: 1940 to
2000.” Andrew A, Beveridge and Susan Weber. In David Halle {(ed.) New York and Los
Angeles: Politics, Society and Culture, A Comparative View. University of Chicago
Press, pp. 49-78.

"Residential Separation and Segregation, Racial and Latino [dentity, and the Racial
Composition of Each City.” David Halle, Robert Gedeon and Andrew A. Beveridge. In
David Haile (ed.) NewYork and Los Angeles: Politics, Society and Culture: A
Comparative View. University of Chicago Press, pp. 150-80.

“The Black Presence in the Hudson River Valley, 1790 to 2000: A Demographic
Overview.” Andrew A. Beveridge and Michael McMenemy. In Myra B. Armestead (ed.)
Mighty Change, Tall Within: Black Identity in the Hudson Valley. State University of New
York Press, pp. 263-80.

“Immigrant Residence and Immigrant Neighborhoods in New York, 1910 and 1980."
Andrew A, Beveridge. In Pyong Gap Min {ed.) Classical and Conternporary Mass
Migration Periods; Similarities and Differences. Altamira Press, pp.189-231.

“Immigration, Ethnicity and Race in Metropolitan New York, 1900-2000." Andrew A.
Beveridge. In Anne Kelly Knowles (ed.) Past Time, Past Place: GIS for History. ESRI
Press, pp. 65-78,

“The Visibility of Hlieit Drugs; implications for Community-based Drug Control Strategies.’
Leonard Saxe, Charles Kadushin, Andrew A. Beveridge, David Livert, Elizabeth Tighe,
Julie Ford and David Rindskopf, American Journal of Public Healfth, vol. 91:12, pp. 1987-
o4,

“Does Neighborhood Matter? Family, Neighborhood and School Influences on Eighth-
Grade Mathematics Achieverent.” Sophia Catsambis and Andrew A. Beveridge.
Sociological Focus, vol. 34, October, pp. 435-57.

2

"Simulating Social Research Findings To Aid in Teaching Introductory-Level Sociology
Courses." Andrew A. Beveridge, Joanne Miller, Dean Savage, Lauren Seiler and
Carmenza Gallo. In Vernon Burton (ed.) The Renaissance of Social Science Computing.
Champaign: University of lilinois Press.

“Survey Estimates of Drug Use Trends in Urban Communities: General Principles and
Cautionary Examples.” Andrew A. Beveridge, Charles Kadushin, Leonard Saxe, David
Rindskopf and David Livert. Substance Use and Misuse, vol, 35, pp. 85-117.

“Think Globally Act Locally: Assessing the Impact of Community-Based Substance
Abuse Prevention.” Leonard Saxe, Emily Reber, Denise Hallfors, Charles Kadushin,
Delmos Jones, David Rindskopf and Andrew A. Beveridge. Evaluation and Program
Planning, vol. 20:3, pp. 357-66. :

"An Evaluation of 'Public Attitudes Toward Science and Technology' in Science
Indicafors the 1985 Report.” Andrew A. Beveridge and Fredrica Rudell. Public Opinion
Quarterly, vol. 53: Fall, pp. 374-85.

"Microcomputers as Workstations for Sociologists.” Andrew A. Beveridge.  Sociological
Forum, vol. 1:Fall, pp. 701-15.

"Running Records and the Automated Reconstruction of Historical Narrative." Andrew
A. Beveridge and George V. Sweeting. Historicalf Social Research vol. 35:July, pp. 31-
44,

"Local Lending Practices: Borrowers in a Small Northeastern Industrial City, 1832-1915."
Andrew A. Beveridge. Journal of Economic History, vol. 65:2, pp. 393-403.

"Action, Data Bases, and the Historical Process: The Computer Emulating the
Historian?" Andrew A. Beveridge and George V. Sweeting. In Robert F. Allen (ed.) Data



PUBLICATIONS (Continued) 4

Maps

Book

Bases in the Humanities and Social Sciences. Osprey Florida, Paradigm Press, Inc., pp.
117-22.

1981 "Studying Community, Credit and Change by Using 'Running’ Records from Historical
Sources." Andrew A. Beveridge. Historical Methods, vol. 14:4, pp. 153-62.

1980 "Organizing 'Running’ Records to Analyze Historical Social Mobility." Andrew A.
Beveridge, George R. Hess and Mark P. Gergen. In Joseph Raben and Gregory Marks
(eds.} Data Bases in the Humanities and Social Sciences. Amsterdam and New York,
North-Holland Publishing Company, pp. 157-64.

1977 "Social Effects of Credit: Cheshire County, New Hampshire: 1825-1860." Andrew A.
Beveridge. Regional Economic Hisfory Research Cenfer Working Papers, Autumn, pp.
1-33.

1974 "Economic Independence, Indigenization and the African Businessman: Some Effects of
Zambia's Economic Reforms." Andrew A. Beveridge. African Studies Review, vol. 17:3,
pp. 477-92.

2011 "Charles Burmnetl’s Los Angeles, Circa 1970: The City” and "Charles Burnett's Los
Angeles, Circa 1970: His Neighborhood." Andrew A. Beveridge. In Robert E. Kapsis
{ed.) Charles Burnett Interviews. Jackson, MS, University of Mississippi Press, in folio
between p.94 and p.95.

1979 African Businessmen and Development in Zambia. Andrew A. Beveridge and A.
Cberschall. Princeton N.J. and Guildford, Surrey, United Kingdom: Princeton University
Press, 382 pp.

Invited Pieces and Columns

Gotham Gazette Demographic Topic Columns: January 2001-pres.

“10 Years Later: Enumerating the Loss at Ground Zero” (September 10, 2011)

“Under a Different Name Census Data is Ready for Perusal” (August 11, 2011)

“Failure of Redistricting Reform Could Bring Reprise of 2002's Fiasco” (June 16, 2011)

"Census Wounded City's Pride but Probably Got the Numbers Right” (April 26, 2011)

“Census Brings Unpleasant Surprise for State Politicians” (January 04, 2011)

“Census Likely to Offer Accurate Count of New Yorkers” (September 16, 2010)

“Census Could Set Off Major Redistricting in State” (February 25, 2010)

“New York's Now Beleaguered Financial Workforce” (August 2009)

“New York and the Fight Over the 2010 Census” (February 2009)

“The Senate's Demographic Shift” (November 2008)

“A Shift in Albany Could Avert Higher Rents” (October 2008)

"An Affluent, White Harlem?” (August 2008)

“The School Divide Starts at Kindergarten” {June 2008)

"Housing Squeeze Shows No Sign of Easing” (May 2008)

“A Religious City” (February 2008)

“Will the 2010 Census ‘Steal' New Yorkers?” (December 2007)

“The End of ‘White Flight'?" (November 2007)

"“Feeling the Effects of a Housing Bust” (September 2007)

“No Quick Riches for New York’s Twentysomethings” (June, 2007)

“Women of New York City” (March, 2007y

"Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cocper Village, Then and Now" (September, 2006)

“What New Yorkers Are Like Now” — First Resulis of the American Community Survey” (August,
2006)

“Hitting the @ Million Mark” {June, 2006)

“New York's Asians” (May, 2606)

“Undocumented Immigrants™ (April, 2006)

“Transit Workers/Transit Riders; Beginning Lawyers Are Richer, 9 Million New Yorkers?" {March,
2006)



PUBLICATIONS (Continued) . e 5

“Teachers In NYC's Institutions Of Higher Learning” {(January, 2008)

"Hispanics and the Ferrer Candidacy” {December, 2005)

“Disabled in New York City; Also; Is The City Still Booming?" (November, 2008)

“Who Can Afford to Live in New York City?” (October, 2005)

"Can NYC *Profile” Young Muslim Males?"(August, 2005)

“Upstate and Downstate — Differing Demographics, Continuing Conflicts” (July, 2005)

“Living at Home Afier College” (June, 2005)

"Four Trends That Shape The Ciy's Political Landscape” (May, 2005).

“High School Students” (April, 2005)

"New York's Responders and Proteciors” (March, 2005)

“Who Got The Death Penalty” {February, 2005)

“Wall Street Bonus Babies” (January, 2005)

“New York Lawyers: A Profile” (December, 2004)

“Bush Does Better and Other Election Results in NYC” (November, 2004)

“‘New York's Creative Class” (October, 2004)

“Portrait of Same-Sex (Married) Couples” (September 2004)

“New York City Is a Non-Voting Town” (August, 2004)

"New York's Divided Afghans” (July, 2004)

“Flaws in the New School Tests" (June, 2004)

“Why Is There A Plunge In Crime?" (May, 2004)

“Estimating New York City's Population” (April, 2004)

“The Passion for Religion Ebbs” (March, 2004)

“imprisoned In New York” (February, 2004)

“Who Are NYC's Republicans?” (January, 2004)

“Five Hidden Facts about Housing--An Analysis of Data from the Housing and Vacancy Survey

(December, 2003)

“Young, Graduated and in New York City” {October, 2003)

“Back To (Public and Private} School” (September, 2003)

“The Vanishing Jews” (July, 2003)

“The Affluent of Manhattan” {June, 2003)

“How Different Is New York City From The United States?” (May, 2003)
" “The Poor in New York City” (April, 2003)

“Eight Million New Yorkers? Don't Count On it (March, 2003)

“Does Archie Bunker Still Live in Queens?” (February, 2003)

“Is There Still A New York Metropolis?” (January, 2003)

“City of the Foreign-Born” (December, 2002)

“Can The US Live Without Race?” (November, 2002)

"New York's Declining Ethnics” (October 2002)

“A Demographic Portrait of the Victims in 10048” (September, 2002)

“Manhattan Boom” (August, 2002)

*GOP Senate Majority Repeals Census 2000” (July, 2002)

“Changing New York City” (June, 2002)

“The Census Bureau's Bad Estimates” (May, 2002)

“The Boom 1990's?” (April, 2002)

“Segregation” (March, 2002)

“Non-l.egal immigranis” (February, 2002)

“*Counting Muslims” (January, 2002)

"The Arab Americans in Our Midst" (September, 2001)

“A White City Council’ (August, 2001)

“Counting Gay New York” (July, 2001)

“Redistricting” (June, 2001)

“Politics and the Undercount” (May, 2001)

“False Facts about Census 2000” {(April, 2001)

“Eight Million New Yorkers!" (March, 2001)

“Redefining Race” (February, 2001)

“Census Bureau Finds 830,000 ‘Extra’ New Yorkers” (January 2001)

Other:

1988 "Credit to the Community: American Banking's Tribal Roots.” Thesis (Spring), pp. 18-23.
1086 “Sociologists: Eyes Open for Trends in New York City.” ASA Footnotes, January,. p. 1.



PUBLICATIONS (Continued) 6

1996
1976
Book Reviews

1995
1960
1988
1988

1985

1979
1978
1977

1976

1976

Reports

2000

19097

1997

1997

1996

1994

1994

1992

“Strolt the Upper East Side for Lifestyles of the Elite.” ASA Footnotes, March, p. 1
"African Businessmen in Zambia." New Society, 35:702: pp. 599-601.

The Assassination of New York. Robert Fitch. Confemporary Sociofogy, vol. 24:March,
pp. 233-34,

Doing Deals: Investment Banks at Work. Robert G. Eccles and Dwight B. Crane.
Contemporary Sociology, vol. 18:May, pp. 186-87.

The End of Economic Man? Custom and Competition in Labor Markets, David Marsden.
Contemporary Sociology, vol. 17:March, pp. 172-73.

Technocrimes: The Computerization of Crime and Terrorism. August Bequai. Society,
vol. 25:May/June, pp. 87-88.

The Economic Basis of Ethnic Solidarity. Small Business in the Japanese American
Community. Edna Bonacich and John Modell. American Journal of Scciology, vol.
90:January, pp. 942-45,

Oneida Community Profiles. Constance Noyes Robertson. Business History Review,
vol. 83:Autumn, pp. 277-78.

Urban Man in Southern Africa. C. Kileff and W.C. Pendleton {eds.) African Studies
Association Review of Books, vol. 4, pp. 25-26,

Colonialism in Africa, 1870-1960 Volume Four: The Economics of Colonialism, Peter
Duignan and L.H. Gann (eds.) Business Hisfory Review, vol. 51:Autumn, pp. 382-85,
The Quality of American Life: Perceptions, Evaluations, and Satisfactions. Angus
Campbell, Philip Converse, and Willard L. Rogers (eds.). Political Science Quarterly,
vol. 91:Fall, pp. 529-31.

Corporate Power in an African State: The Political Impact of Muitinational Mining
Companies in Zambia. Richard L. Sklar. African Studies Association Review of New
Books, vol. 2, pp. 53-55.

Fighting Back Household Survey, interim Report of 1995-1999 Findings. David Livert,
Charles Kadushin, Leonard Saxe, Andrew A. Beveridge, David Rindskopf, Elizabeth
Tighe, Jennifer Hoffman, Saul Kelner, Ricardo Barreras and Julie Ford.

Fighting Back Evaluation Interim Report: Wave Il General Population. Survey David
Livert, Charles Kadushin, Leonard Saxe, Andy A. Beveridge, David Rindskopf, Elizabeth
Tighe, Jennifer Hoffman, Saul Kelner, Ricardo Barreras and Julie Ford.

Manitoring Archival Indicators of Alcohol and Other Drug Harm: A Fighting Back
Progress Report. Andrew A. Beveridge, Elizabeth Tighe, Mary Jo Larson, David
Rindskopf, David Livert, Susan Weber, Charles Swartz, John McKenna, Charis Ng and
Leonard Saxe.,

Social Trends in North America: Andrew A. Beveridge, Vivian Brachet, Lorne Tepperman
and Jack Veugelers. Prepared for the State of the Environment Report of the
Consortium for Environmental Cooperation, Montreal, Quebec.

Fighting Back Program Interim Report, Leonard Saxe, Emily Reber, Charles Kadushin,
Andrew A. Beveridge, Mary Jo Larson, David Rindskopf, David Livert, Joe Marchese,
Michael Stirrat and Susan Weber.

Black and White Property Tax Rates and Other Homeownership Costs in 30
Metropolitan Areas: A Preliminary Report. Andrew A. Beveridge and Jeannie D’Amico.
Queens College of the City University of New York, Depariment of Sociology, Program
for Applied Sccial Research. '

An Analysis of Black and White Income Differences: Queens County and the United
States. Andrew A. Beveridge and Jeannie D’Amico. Queens College of the City
University of New York, Department of Sociology, Program for Applied Social Research.

Patterns of Residential Segregation in New York City, 1980-1980: A Preliminary
Analysis. Andrew A. Beveridge and Hyun Sook Kim. Queens College of the City
University of New York, Department of Sociclogy, Pregram in Applied Social Research.
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1988

1084

1978

Integrating Social Science Workstations info Research and Teaching: Final Report fo
IBM. Andrew A. Beveridge and Lauren Seiler. Queens College of the City University of
New York, Department of Soclology.

Changing Lifestyles and Newspaper Reading: An Exploratory Study of Younger Adults.
Andrew A. Beveridge and Albert E. Gollin. Newspaper Readership Project, Newspaper
Advertising Bureau.

Social Effects of Time of Use Pricing of Electric Power: A Sociclogical Approach.
Andrew A. Beveridge. Electric Power Research Institute

SELECTED RECENT PRESENTATIONS

Presentations of Scholarly Work

2011

2011

2011
2011
201
2011

2011

2010

2010

2010

2010

2010

2010

2009

Elena Vesselinov and . “Foreclosures, Subprime Loans and the Neighborhood
Effects of Race and Class in Detroit and Phoenix.” Annual Meeting of the American
Sociclogical Association, Las Vegas, NV, August 23.

Elena Vesselinov and . “From Chicago to l.as Vegas? The Housing Bubble,
Ethnic Communities, Social Class and the Effects of Mortgage Foreclosures.” Annual
Meeting of the American Sociological Association, Las Vegas, NV, August 22.

“The Demographics of Boom and Bust; New York and LA Metros, 1990 to 2011.”
Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association, August 20, Las Vegas, NV.

“How Do Current Districts Stack-Up.” The Redistricting Puzzle: The Shifting Sands of
Population and the Electorate: Changes in New York. CUNY Graduate Center. May 5.

“Displacing Hope: Hope VI and the Destruction of Housing for Poor Families.” Annual
Meeting of the Urban Affairs Association, March 16-19, New Orleans, LA.

“2010 Census: Research Issues and Opportunities.” Panelist. Annual Meeting of the
Eastern Sociotogical Society, Philadelphia, PA, February 26.

“The Effects of Foreclosure on Educational Performance.” Annual Conference of the
Sociology of Education Association. Asilomar Conference Center Pacific Grove,
California. February 18-20, 2011.

“The Origins of the “Bubble” and the Financial Crisis 2008: "Looting” by Lenders or
Default by Profligate Borrowers.” Andrew A, Beveridge. Annual Meeting of the Social
Science History Association, November 18-21, Chicago, IL.

“Success in Cumulative Voling Systems.” Andrew A. Beveridge and Robert Smith.
Annual Meeting of the Social Science History Association, November 18-21, Chicago,
i

“Avenues to Wealth or Roads to Financial Ruin? Homeownership and the Distribution of
Mortgage Foreclosures. Elena Vesselinov and Andrew A. Beveridge. Annual Meeting
of the American Sociclogical Association, August 15, Atlanta, GA.

“Teacher Effectiveness on High- and Low-Stakes Tests,” Corcoran, Sean P., Jennifer L.
Jennings, and Andrew A, Beveridge. Presented at the Institute for Research on Poverty
Summer Institute, University of Wisconsin — Madison, June.

“Social Effects of Foreclosures in New York and Los Angeles Metros, a Preliminary
Analysis. Andrew Beveridge, and Elena Vesselinov. Eastern Sociological Society
Annual Meeting, Boston, MA. March 18-21. '

"Homeowners No More: A First Look at the Foreclosure Crisis's Effects on
Neighborhoods and Communities acress the United States.” Andrew Beveridge and
Elena Vesselinov. Eastern Sociological Society Annual Meeting, Boston, MA. March
18-21.

"Foreclosure Patterns and Demographic Trends in the Los Angeles and New York
Metros.” Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Social Science History Association.
L.ong Beach, CA. November 12-15.
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2009

2009

20089

2008

2008

2008

2007

2006

2006

2006

2006

2006

2006

2006

“Cities: What the Classics Can Tell Urbanisms Today.” Panel Presentation, Annual
Meeting of the Social Science History Association, Long Beach, CA. November 12-15.

“Reflecting on Efforts to Build Communities of Teachers, Learners, and Researchers
using Web 2.0 Tools.” Panel Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American
Sociological Association, San Francisco. August 8-11.

“Sociologists and the Media: Developing Positive Relationships between Journalists and
Academia.” Workshop Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American
Sociological Association, San Francisco. August 8-11.

“Religious Adherents and the 2000 Presidential Election: A Spatial Analysis.” Presented
at the Social Science History Association 2008 Annual Meeting, Miami, Florida, October
24-26.

"Segregation Revisited: The Growth and Dispersal of Black, Latino, Immigrant and
Ethnic Populations in United States Metropolitan Areas Since 1950” Presented at
Historical GIS 2008. University of Essex, UK. August 21-22,

“Teacher Effects on High and Low-Stakes Tests,” Jennifer L. Jennings and Andrew A.
Beveridge. Annual Meeting of the American Education Research Association, New
York, NY, March 25-28.

“School Games: Does Gaming the System Affect Students’ Academic Achievement?
Andrew A. Beveridge and Jennifer Booher Jennings. Presented at the 2007 American
Educational Research Association Annual Meeting, Chicago, i, April 9-13.

"Peopling and Building New York City, 1900 to 2000: The Interaction of Demographic
Factors and Land Use Decisions.” Presented at the 2006 Annual Meeting of the Social
Science History Association, Minneapolis, MN, November 2-5.

“Commonalities and Contrasts in the Development of Major United States Urban Areas:
A Spatial and Temporal Analysis from 1910 to 2000. Presented at the International
Union for the Scientific Study of Population Seminar Space and Time in Historical
Demographic Research — New Methods and Models.” Minneapolis, MN, October 31
and November 1.

“Neighborhood Crime Victimization, Drug Use and Drug Sales” Julie Ford and Andrew A.
Beveridge. Presented at the 2006 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological
Association. Montreal, Quebec, August 11-14.

“Are All US Urban Areas Becoming Los Angeles? New Findings About Urban Growth
and Development” Presented at the 2008 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological
Assaciation, Montreal, Quebec, August 11-14,

“Research Workshop. Geographical Information Systems (GIS) as a Research Tool for
Sociologists.” Presented at the 2006 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological
Association. Monfreal, Quebec, Au.gust 11-14.

“Research Workshop. Using Data from the U.5. Department of Education for Research’
Presented at the 2006 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association.
Montreal, Quebec, August 11-14.

“The Sociclogical implications of Improbable Score Patterns in the Houston Independent
School District.” Jennifer Bocher Jennings and Andrew A, Beveridge. Presented at the
Annual Meeting of American Education Research Association. San Francisco, CA, April
10-14.

Presentations Regarding Social Explorer

2011

American Sociological Association, Annual Meeting, Research Poster, August 21, Las
Vegas, NV,

American Library Association, Annual Meeting, Oxford University Press, Booth, June 25,
New Orieans, LA.

Center for Geographical Analysis, Harvard University, 2011 Conference, May 6 and 7,
Cambridge, MA.
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2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

CUNY Journalism School, Ethnic Community and Media Census Training, May 5, New
York, NY.

American Association of Public Opinion Research, New York Chapter, April 21, New
York, NY.

Population Association of America, Pre-Conference Session, March 30, Washington,
bC.

National Low Income Housing Coalition, Annual Conference, March 28, Washington,
bC.

Census Bureau, Geography Division, January 28, Washingten, DC.

National Science Foundation NSF Course Curriculum and Laboratory Improvement
Program/Transforming Undergraduate Education in Science Conference and Atrium
Presentation, January 26-28, Washington, DC.

CUNY Journalism School, Making Sense of the Census, January 3, New York, NY.

Social Science History Association, Annual Meeting, "Exploring Long Term US Change:
Research and Teaching with Social Explorer,” November 18, Chicago, IL.

Jewish Community Relations Council, Community Connections Fellowship Crientation,
New York, November 9.

U.S. State Department, Office of International Visitors. "Changing Demographics and
Multiculturalism in the United States.” Flushing, NY, September 21,

American Sociological Association, Annual Meeting, Research Funding Opportunities
and Data Resources Poster, August 15, Atlanta, GA.

American Sociological Association, Annual Meeting, Research and Data Support Poster,
August 8-11, San Francisco, CA.

Eastern Scciological Association, Annual Meeting, Research Workshop, April 2-5.
Baltimore, MD.

American Sociological Association, Annual Meeting, Research and Data Support Poster,
August 2, Boston, MA.

New York Chapter of the American Association of Public Opinion Research, October 4,
New York, NY.

American Sociological Association, Annual Meeting, Research and Data Support Poster,
August 12, New York, NY,

Coalition for the National Science Foundation, U.S. House Office Building Reception,
Official Representative of the American Sociological Association, Washington, DC, June
26,. '

Pew Research Center, Washington, DC, June 25.

National Center for Supercomputing Applications ,Invited Conference on Spatial
Thinking in the Social Sciences and Humanities," December 18-19, Urbana, IL.
Annual Meeting of the Social Science History Association, “Social Explorer as a
Resource for Teaching,” November 2-5,, Minneapolis, MN.

Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association, Research Workshop,
“Geographical Information Systems {GIS) as a Research Tool for Sociologists,” August
11-14, Montreal, Quebec.

Annual Meeting of American Sociological Association, Research and Data Support
Poster, August 11-14, Montreal, Quebec..

National Center for Supercomputing Applications, Invited Conference on Spatial
Thinking in the Social Sciences and Humanities, December 18-19, Urbana, IL.

GRANTS AND AWARDS

Grants and Awards in Progress

"integrated Public Use Microdata Sample Redesign.” Subcontract through University of Minnesota
from National Institutes of Health R01,2006--pres $175,000.

"Census Analyses for the New York Metropolitan Area.” New York Times Newspaper Division and
CUNY Center for Advanced Technology, 1993-pres.,$1,479,726.
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“Creating and Disseminating Tools to Teach with Demographic Data Maps and Materiais." Andrew
A, Beveridge and Josh Radinsky, National Science Foundation, Division of Undergraduate
Education, 2009-2012, $232,896

“Collaborative Research—The National Historical Geographic Information System." National
Science Foundation, Sociology Program, 2007-2012, $99,725 (Continuing Award)..

Grants and Awards Completed

"The Distribution and Social Impact of Mortgage Foreclosures in the United Staies.” Andrew A.
Beveridge and Elena Vesselinov, National Science Foundation, Sociology Program, 2008-2010,
$144,995.

"Collaborative Research—Creating Exemplary Curricula and Supporting Faculty Development in
Using Social Explorer to Teach with Demographic Data Maps." Andrew A. Beveridge and
Joshua Radinsky, National Science Foundation, Division of Undergraduate Education, CCLI,
Phase 1, 2006-2008, $149,970.

“Collaborative Research—A Digital Library Collection for Visually Exploring United States
Demographic and Socizl Change.” Andrew A. Beveridge and David Halle, 2002-26G07,
$706,746.

“National Historical Geographical information System.” John Adams, Andrew A. Beveridge, et al,
Subcontract of National Science Foundation Infrastructure Grant through University of
Minnesota, Organize Historical City Based Data, 2001-2006, $194,000.

“Using Socio-Economic Characteristics of Residents of Student Neighborhoods as a Proxy for
Socio-Economic Characteristics of Students: An Assessment Using ECLS-K," National Center
for Education Statistic through Educational and Statistical Services Institute, 2004-2005,
$57,058,

‘Adding Census 2000 Data and Geographic Location to the ECLS-K Data Set.” Andrew A.
Beveridge and Sophia Catsambis, National Center for Education Statistic through Educational
and Statistical Services Institute, 2002-2003, $59,335.

“Visualizing and Exploring United States Urban and Rural Social Change, 1790-2000: interactive
Multimedia and Web Based Tools.”. Andrew A. Beveridge and David Halle, National Science
Foundation, Division of Undergraduate Education, Educational Materiais Development, 2001 -
2004, $418,000.

“Evaluation of Fighting Back.” Lecnard Saxe, Charles Kadushin, Andrew A. Beveridge, Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation, 1984-2002, $370,000.

“‘Development of a Map and Demographic Data Server,” CUNY Software Institute, 2001, $8,000.

“Redistricting and Minority Voting Rights in Metropolitan New York.” Randolph Mclaughiin and
Andrew A. Beveridge, 2000-2001, Pace Law School $90,000 total; Andrew A. Beveridge
$60,000.

“Mapping and Exploring New York City Change, 1905-2000: A Set of Interactive Web Based Tools."
National Science Foundation, 1999-2000, $78,860.

"A Laboratory for Integrating Multimedia and World Wide Web Technology Inio Scciclogical
Instruction.” Samuel Heilman, Robert Kapsis, Max Kilger, Dean B. Savage and Andrew A.
Beveridge, National Science Foundation, 1996-1998, $47,846.

“A Shared Computer Work Station and Storage System for Social Science Research.” National
Science Foundation, 1996-1997, $20,964.

"The Battle for Yonkers and the Dilemma of Desegregation.” Presidential Research Award, 1893~ -
1994, One Term Release.

"Why Do Neighborhoods Change or Stay the Same?" Ford Foundation, Diversity initiative Grant.
1983, Course Release and Student Stipends.

"Separate American Dreams Face the Common American Dilemma: The Battle to Segregate

Yonkers, New York, 1940-1990." Profession Staff Congress, Research Award Program, 1992-
1984, $6,800.



GRANTS AND AWARDS (CONTINUED) i1

"Using the Census for Social Mapping Across the Scciology Curriculum.” President's Mini-Grant for
Innovative Teaching, 1992-1993, $3,500.

“Modeling the Results of Union Elections by Developing Standard and Hierarchical Logistical
Models." Diane Poland, Andrew A. Beveridge, and Wing-Shing Chan, Probe Program for Grand
Chatllenges in the Social Sciences, National Center for Supercomputing Activities, 1992-1994,
Super-Computer Time at National Center.

"The Introductory Sociology Curriculum Initiative: An Empirical, Scientific Approach.” Andrew A.
Beveridge, Joanne Miller, Lauren H. Seiler and Dean B. Savage, National Science Foundation,
Undergraduate Course and Curriculum Program, 1992-1895, $160,000.

"A Computer Laboratory for Quantitative and Scientific Reasoning in Sociology.” Andrew A.
Beveridge, Joanne Miller, Dean Savage and Lauren H. Seiler, National Science Foundation,
instructional Instrumentation and Laboratory Program, 1991-1994, $50,825.

"Socially Mapping the New York Area." Ford Diversily Initiative Grant, 1992, Course Release Time.

"Development of Research Mentorship and Laboratory in Sociology.” CUNY Dean for Research
and Academic Affairs, Depariment Faculty Development Program, 1991-19922, One Course
Release Time,

"Integrating Yonkers." Faculty-In-Residence Award, 1988-1989, One Course Release Time.

"Credit Allocation and Community Change." Professional Staff Congress CUNY, Faculty
Fellowship, 1987, $6,200.

"Credit Allocation and Community Change.” Professional Staff Congress CUNY, Research Award
Program, 1986-1988, $13,268.

"A Study of Industrial Development of an Agricultural Community Based Upon Financial Records:
Keene and Cheshire County, New Hampshire, 1820-1915." Putnam Foundation, 1985-1988,
$33,000.

"The Intelligent Work Station in Social Science Research: Development, Evaluation, Insiruction and
Demonstration.” Lauren Seiler and Andrew A. Beveridge, International Business Machines
Corporation, Special Study, 1985-1987, $78,000 of hardware and sofiware, $17,000 funding.

"Integrated Software for the Social Research Workstation." Andrew A. Beveridge and Lauvren
Seller, Inter-University Consortium for Educational Computing, 1985-1986, $20,000.

"A Study of the Industrial Development of an Agricultural Community.” National Endowment for the
Humanities Grant, Basic Research Program, 1984-1985, $75,000.

"Credit Allocation and Community Change." Professional Staff Congress CUNY, Research Award,
1984-1985, $6,973.

"Credit Allocation and Community Change." Professional Staff Congress CUNY, Research Award,
1983-1984, $6,928.

Andrew A. Beveridge and Phoebus J. Dhrymes, "Longitudinal Transformation and Analysis of the
Annual Housing Surveys." Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1980-1982,
$248,000.

"Credit and Social Change: Cheshire County and lts Provident Institution, 1832-1915." American
Council of Learned Societies, Fellowship, 1978-1979 $13,500.

"The Context of Credit in Wilmington, Delaware, 1800-1870." Regional Economic History Research
Center, Eleutherian Mills Hagley Foundation, Grant and Fellow, 1978-1978, $12,000.

"Societal Effects of Credit Alocation." National Sélence Foundation Sociology Program Research
Grant, 1976-1978, $81,781.

"Social Structure, Social Change and Credit Allocation: A Case Study.” National Endowment for the
Humanities Summer Stipend, 1976, $2,000.

"Social Structure, Social Change and Credit Allocation: A Case Study.” American Philosophical
Society, Grant, 1976, $750.
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"African Businessmen in Zambia: Economic, Social and Governmental Impact." Foreign Area
Fellowship Program Fellowship, 1970-1971, $11,400.

Pre-Doctoral Research Grant. National Institute of Mental Health, 1969-1972, Stipend and Tuition.

OTHER SCOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
Selected Analyses Appearing in New York Times and Elsewhere

(Since 1992, Professor Beveridge or Queens College Sociology has been cited over one thousand times in
the New York Times, and materials have been syndicated or appeared elsewhere. Other media
appearances include NPR, WCBS, WABC, WNBC, WNYW, CUNY-TV, CBS Radio, AP, and many others.)

“Racial Patterns Are Found in Recent School Budget Elections.” The New York Times, August 25, 2010,
Pg. A19. By Sam Roberts.

“A Slice of Queens Where People Who Arrived in 1977 Are Newcomers.” The New York Times, January 8,
201, Pg. A15. By Joseph Berger

"As With the Kennedys, the Large, Boisterous Irish Family Is Fading Into History.” The New York Times,
August 29, 2009 Pg. A12. By Michael Wilson.

“In New York, Black and Hispanic Strongholds Become More White.” The New York Times, December 15,
2010; Pg. A17, By Sam Roberts. (Maps Pg. A17) :

“Immigrants Make Paths To Suburbia, Not Cities.” The New York Times, December 15, 2010 Pg. A15. By
Sabrina Tavernise and Robert Gebeloff. (Maps Pg. A1, A16)

"Economic Boom in Washington Leaves Gaping Income Disparities " The New York Times, December 18,
2010, Pg. A11. By Sabrina Tavernise and Robert Gebeloff; Sabrina Tavernise .

“New York's House Delegation to Lose One or Two Seats.” The New York Times, December 2, 2010, Pg.
A28. By Sam Roberts.

“Census Confirms a Much Smaller New Orleans.” The New York Times, February 4, 2011, Pg. A11. By
Camphbell Roberison,

“Black? White? Asian? More Young Americans Choose All of the Above.” The New York Times, January
30, 2011, Pg. A1. By Susan Saulny.

“Whites Again a Majority Of Manhattan's Population." The New York Times, July 5, 2010. By Sam Roberts.

“Facing a Financial Pinch, and Moving Back Home.” The New York Times, March 22, 2010; Pg. A20. By
Sam Roberts

“Detroit Census Figures Confirm A Grim Desertion Like No Other.” The New York Times, March 23, 2011
Wednesday, Pg. A1. By Katharine Q. Seelye.

“Non-Hispanic Whites Are Now a Minority in the 23-County New York Region." The New York Times,
March 28, 2011, Pg. A19. By Sam Roberts.

"Cougars Aren't Mythical.” The New York Times, October 15, 2009, Pg. C1. By Sarah Kershaw.

“Five-Year-Olds at the Gate: Why are Manhattan's elementary schools turning away kindergartners? How
the Bloomberg administration missed the baby boom it helped create” New York Magazine, June 1, 2009.
By .Jeff Coplon.

STUDIES CONNECTED WITH LEGAL CASES

Legislative Districting and Redistricting (Including Plans for Jurisdictions and for Community
"~ Groups) '

Center for Law and Social Justice, Medgar Evers College and Newman, Ferrara Favors v. Cuomo,
et al., U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of NY (Hearing Testimony, 2012);
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Frederick Brewington and Randolph McClaughlin, Melvin Boone, et. al., vs. Nassau County Board
of Legislators, et. al. U.S. Disfrict Court for the Eastern District of New York. Produced report and
plan and testified in trial regarding redistricting of Nassau County Legislature. 2011--

Westchester County Board of Legislators, Plan for Redistricting Westchester County, Adopted May
17, 2011.

City of New Rochelle. Plan for Redistricting City Council Districts. Adopted May 10, 2011.

United States Department of Justice. Unifed Stafes v. Port Chester. U.S. District Court for the
Southern District of New York. Investigation, Voting Analysis, Analysis of Potential Plans, Reports
and Declarations, Testimony, 2002-2009.

Emery, Celli, Curti, Brinkerhoff and Abadi. Rodriguez v. Pataki. U.S. District Court for the
Southern District of New York. Reports, affidavits, deposition testimony and trial testimony related
to claims about the State Senate Redistricting Plan in New York State, 2002-2004.

Randolph McClaughlin, Esq. New Rochelle Voter Rights Committee, et al vs. New Rochelle, ef al.
U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York. Plaintiff's redistricting plan, affirmation,
report, trial testimony, negotiated redistricting plan, settlement hearing testimony, 2003-2005.

Frederick Brewington, Esq., Montano v. Suffotk County Board of Legisfators. U.8. District Court for
the Eastern District of New York. Produced report and plan and testified in trial regarding proposed
redistricting of Suffolk County Legislature. Cited in District Court Opinion, 2003.

City of Yonkers. Plan for the Redistricting the City Council. Adopted June 24, 2003.

Center for Constitutional Rights and Social Justice Center, Pace University Law School. Goosby v.
Town Board of Hempstead. U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York. Designed and
presented plaintiff's plan for districting the Town of Hempstead, a community of 720,000, Created
single member district plan using census data and boundary files. Submitted plan including maps
and data and testified at trial. Court ordered plan; affirmed by 2™ Cireuit; Supreme Court denied
certiorari. Plan and testimony cited in District Court and 2™ Circuit opinions. 1995-1997.

Connecticut Civil Liberties Unilon. Coalition for Fair Representation, ef al. v. City of Bridgeport, et al,
U.S. District Court for the District of Connecticut. Analysis of segregation patterns in Bridgeport
Connecticui. Affidavit and maps filed. Cited in 2nd Circuit Decision. 1993-1994,

Berger, Poppe, Janiec. Diaz, ef al. v. City of Yonkers. U.S. District Court for the Southern District
of New York. Prepared redistricting plan for the Yonkers City Council, met with plaintiffs and
defendants and in court. Plan accepted by City Council and District Court, 1992-1993.

Housing Discrimination, Affirmative Steering, Rent Stabilization and Affordability, ete.

Foley and Lardner and U.8. Department of Justice. MSP Real Estale, Inc., et al., v. City of New
Berlin, et af., and United States v. City of New Berlin, U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of
Wisconsin; (Repaort, 2011)

Foley and Lardner. Bear Development LLC v. City of Kenosha and Redevelopment Authority of the
City of Kenosha, U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Wiscansin {Report and Deposition
Testimony, 2011)

Hofstra University, Schoot of Law, Law Ciinic. Isidoro Rivera, et. al. v. Incorporated Village of
Farmingdale, ef. al. U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York. Report. 2009-pres.

Skadden, Arps, Siate, Meagher & Flom. Fair Housing in Huntington Committee, et. al. v. Town of
Huntington, New York, ef. al. U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York. Report and
Rebuttal Report. 2010.

South Brooklyn Legal Services. Barkley v. United Homes LLC, ef al., U.S. District Court for the
Eastern District of New York, Report, Deposition and Trial Testimony. 2008-2011.

Relman and Dane. Anti-discrimination Center of Metropolitan New York v. County of Westchester,
et al. U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York. Report, Rebuttal Report and
Deposition Testimony, 2008-2009.

Sullivan & Cromwell. Vargas, et. al. v. Town of Smithtown. U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of Long Island. Report. 2008.
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Southern New Jersey Legal Services. Mount Holly Gardens Citizens in Action, Inc., et al v.
Township of Mt Holly, et al. U.8. District Court for the District of New Jersey. Declaration, 2008
and 2010.

The Advancement Project. Anderson, ef al. v. Jackson, et al. U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of Louisiana. Report and Deposition re: Public Housing Demolition in New Orleans, 2007.

Three Rivers Legal Services and Scuthern Legal. Helene Henry, et al v. National Housing
Partnership. U.5. District Court for the Northern District of Florida, Gainesville, Division. Three
reports and deposition Testimony. 2007-2008.

Legal Services of Southern New Jersey. Bergen Lanning Residents in Action ,et al. vs. Melvin R.
“Randy” Primus, et al. Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Camden County Repott re:
Bergen Square Redevelopment in Camden, NJ. 2005,

Legal Services of Southern New Jersey. Cramer Hill Residents Association, et al. vs. Melvin R
“Randy” Prirmus, et al. Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Camden County. Report re:
Cramer Hill Redevelopment in Camden, NJ. 2005,

Legal Services of Southern New Jersey. Citizens In Action ,et al. vs. Township of Mount Holly, et al.
Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Burlington County. Report and Certification re:
Redevelopment of the Gardens in Mount Holly. 2005.

Legal Services of Southern New Jersey. Hispanic Alliance, et al. vs. City of Ventnor, et al. Superior
Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Atlantic County Report and Testimony re: Ventnor
Redevelopment. 20056.

Legal Services of New Jersey. Connie Forest, et al vs. Mel Martinez, et al. Superior Court of New
Jersey, Law Division, Essex County. Report re: Brick Towers Demolition in Newark. 2003-2006.

Legal Services of Southern Florida, Reese v. Miami-Dade County Housing Authority, Analysis of
Relocation of Public Housing Tenants. U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Florida.
Report and Testimony at Trial. Cited in District Court Opinion. 2001-2003, and 2009.

City of Long Beach, Walfon v. City of Long Beach. Analyzed the vacancy rate in the City of Long
Beach for 1992 through 2000. Filed affidavits in state and federal court. Testified in proceedings.
Carried out various studies related to vacancy rate. 1997-2000.

Arnold and Porter. Witt, ef al. v. New York State Board of Elections. Analyzed those who have two
or more domiciles where they regularly reside for case involving voting in more than one local
election. 2000—2002

Coral Ortenberg Zeck and Condispoti. Village of Spring Valley v. Town of Clarkstown. Analyzed
the affordability of housing in Rockland County New York for a case involving the annexation of a
parcel to build such housing. Testified at trial. 2000.

United States Justice Department, Civil Rights Division. United Sfates vs. Tunica Mississippi
Schoof District. Analyzed proposal to build a new school near the Casino development in Tunica
Mississippi, which was desegregated by order in 1971. Case settled. 1999-2000.

New York City Environmental Justice Alliance. New York City Environmental Justice Alliance, et al.
v, Rudolph W. Giuliani, et al. Filed an affidavit that analyzed the racial and Hispanic distribution of
the various community gardens for sale and not-for-sale in New York City in 1999, Case settled.
Cited in the 2" Circuit opinion.

Connecticut Civil Liberties Union, Center for Children’s Advocacy, NAACP Legal Defense Fund,
and the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Educational Fund. Sheff v. O'Neil. Analyzed the
changing patterns of schoot enroliments in the Hartford area for this landmark case. Supplied a
series of exhibits used by plaintiffs. 1998.

Connecticut Civil Liberties Union and National Association for the Advancement of Colored People.
NAACP v. Milford. Analyzed historical housing and segregation patterns in the Milford region, and
provided disparate impact analysis for not providing low-income housing as agreed. Case settled.
1997-1908.
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Connecticut Civil Liberties Union and Puerto Rican Legal Defense Fund. Pifts v. Hartford.
Analyzed placement of low-income public housing tenants in wake of destruction of public housing.
Case settled. 1997,

American Civil Liberties Foundation of Maryland. Carmen Thompson, et al. vs. U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, ef al.. Analysis of various proposed plans for the relocation of
public housing tenants throughout the Baltimore metropolitan area. Created a series of maps and
analyses. Prepared trial testimony. Consent Decree Entered, April 1996.

Gurian and Bixor; Davis, Polk and Wardwell. Open Housing Center, Inc. vs. Kings Highway
Realty, a Division of Provenz Realty Corp.; Provenz Realty Corp; Diane Provenz; Evelyn Cannon;
and Barbara Noonan. Analyzed real estate “tester” data and apartments that various clients were
shown. Imputed racial status of clients by using GIS techniques. Prepared affidavit. Cited in
judge’s opinion denying summary judgment. 1994-1996.

Westchester Legal Services and Sullivan and Cromwell. Carol Giddins, et al. v. U.8. Department
of Housing and Urban Development, et al. Analyzed various proposed plans to end racial steering
of Section 8 tenants to South West Yorkers., Maps and analyses incorporated into consent
decree, and still in use in placing tenants. 1692-1994 and continuing.

Metropolitan Action Institute. Analysis of Housing Segregation Patterns in Yonkers, New York and
Starrett City, Brooklyn, 1983-1984. (Materials Used for Testimony of Paul Davidoff.)

Federal Court Jury System Challenges

Andrea Hirsch, Martinez v. Kefly. U.5. Appeals Court for the Second Circuit. Analyzed effects of
peremptory challenges for habeas corpus petition. 2006-2007.

Stern Shapiro Weissberg & Garin. United Sfafes v. Darryl Green, et al. 1U.S. District Court for the
Eastern District of Massachusetis. Analyzed jury selection system for using Census data, local
lists and other materiais. Filed 7 declarations and testified twice. 2004-2006.

Federal Public Defender, Eastern District of LA, New Orleans, LA. United States v. Torres.
Analyzed jury selection system for the Eastern District of Louisiana based upon Census Data and
Estimates, as well as filings in the Eastern District. Declaration filed. 2006.

Federal Public Defender, Eastern District of LA, New Orleans, LA. United States v. Caldwell.
Analyzed jury selection system for the Eastern District of Louisiana based upon Census Data and
Estimates, as well as filings in the Eastern District. Declaration filed. 2006.

Federal Public Defender, Western District of PA, Pittsburgh. United Stafes v.Lawrence Skiba.
Analyzed jury selection system for the Pittsburgh Division of the Western District of Pennsylvania
based upon Census Data and Estimates, as well as filings in the Western District. Affidavit filed.
2004.

Federal Public Defender, Western District of PA, Pittsburgh. United States v. Minerd. Analyzed
jury selection system for the Pittsburgh Division of the Western District of Pennsylvania based upon
Census Data and Estimates, as weli as filings in the Western District. Affidavit filed. 2002,

Federal Public Defender, Western District of PA, Erie, PA. United States v. Rudolph Weaver.
Analyzed jury selection system for the Pittshurgh Division of the Western District of Pennsylvania
based upon Census Data and Estimates, as well as jury lists and voting. Affidavit Submitted 2001,

Newman Schwartz and Greenberg. Unifed States v. Albert J. Pirro, Jr. Filed affidavit that analyzed
representation in master jury wheel for White Plains and Foley Square Court Houses in the
Southern District using census data with respect to the dilution of ltalian Americans likely tc be on a
jury, if venue changed from White Plains to Foley Square. Venue change motion was denied.
2000.

Polstein, Ferrara, Dwyer and Speed and Stephen P. Scaring. United States v. Dennis McCall,
Trevor Johnson. Analyzed representation in master jury wheel for White Plains Court House in the
Southern District. Filed affidavit, which was cited in judge’s opinion. 1988.

Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt and Mosle, United States v. Don King and Don King Productions.
Analyzed representation in master jury wheel for New York City Courthouse in the Southern
District. Affidavit and Consulting. 1997-1998.
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Dominick Porco. United States v. Kevin Veale. Analyzed representation in master jury wheel for
White Plains Court House in the Southern District. Filed affidavit. 1997,

Diarmuid White, United States v. Jose Reyes, et al. Analyzed representation in master jury wheel
for New York City Courthouse in the Southern District. Report and testimony in case cited in the
judge’s opinion, 1996,

State Court Jury System Challenges

Fitch Richardson, Commonwealth of Virginia v. Prieto. Fairfax County Virginia Circuit Court.
Affidavit and Trial Testimony, 2010.

Capital Defenders Office, Atlanta GA. State of Georgia vs. Jason McGhee. Forsyth County
Georgia State Court, Trial Testimony, 2010.

Public Defenders Office and Joseph Flood, Commonweaith of Virginia v. Sanchez. Prince William
County Virginia Circuit Court. Analyzed Jury Selection in Prince William County, VA, Affidavit,
2008.

Ferrell Law, Commonweaith of Virginia v. Ajlan. Prince William County Virginia Circuit Court.
Analyzed Jury Selection in Prince Willlam County, VA, Affidavit, 2008.

New Hampshire Public Defender, New Hampshire v. Addison. Hillsborough County, New
Hampshire, North Division, Superior Court. Declaration, Deposition and Testimony, 2008.

Public Defenders Office, Commonwealth of Virginia vs. Portilla-Chicas. Stafford County Virginia
Circuit Court. Analyzed Jury Selection in Stafford County, VA. Affidavit, 2006.

Virginia Indigent Defense Commission, Commonwealth of Virginia vs. Rogers. Stafford County
Virginia Circuit Court. Analyzed Jury Selection in Stafford County, VA. Report and Testimony,
2006, '

Criminal Legal Clinic of Syracuse University Law School, People v. Tyisha Taylor. Syracuse City
Court. Analyzed Jury Selection System for Syracuse and Onondaga County, New York.
Testimony, 2005.

Capital Defenders Office, New York State v. Sweat. Analyzed representation in jury selection in
Broome County, New York. Two affidavits filed, one relating to factors likely to lead to
underrepresentation of African Americans in Jury Pool, another related to the operation of the
allocation of jurors among courts in Broome County. (Capital Murder Case.) 2003

Michael J. Spiegel, New York State v. Dennis Salvador Alvarez-Hernandez, Analyzed
representation in jury selection in Westchester County, New York. Analysis based upon census
data and estimates, and an emulation of the reported jury selection process using voter lists and
other sources. Filed affidavit reporting results. (Capital murder case.) 2001--.2003

Capital Defenders Office, New York Stafe v. Taylor. Analyzed representation in jury selection in
Queens County, New York. Analysis based upon census data and estimates, and an emulation of
the reported jury selection process using voter lists and other sources. Filed affidavit reporting
results; testified at hearing. Produced demographic analyses by town to assist in jury selection.
Testified in 2002. (Capital murder case.) 2000-2002

Mann and Mitchell, State of Rhode Island vs. David Tremblay. Analyzed representation in jury
selection in Bristol and Providence Counties, Rhode Island. Affidavit filed that includes an analysis
of the geographic, racial, and Hispanic representation of jurors in counties in Rhode Istand and
includes an estimate of the disparities by race and Hispanic status. 1999-2001.

Capital Defenders Office, New York State v. McCoy. Analyzed representation in jury selection in
Suffolk County, New York. Analysis was based upon census data and estimates, and an emulation
of the reported jury selection process using voter lists and other sources. Filed affidavit reporting
results. Produced demographic analyses by town to assist in jury selection. {Capital murder case.)
1997-1998.

Reynolds, Caronia and Gianelli. New York State v. Robert Shulman. Analyzed representation in
jury selection in Suffolk County, New York. Analysis was based upon census data and estimates,
and an emulation of the reported jury selection process using voter lists and other sources. Filed
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affidavit reporting results. (Capital murder case.). 1997. Opinion reproduced in New York Law
Journal.

Capital Defenders Office, New York Stafe v. Gordon. Analyzed representation in jury selection in
Queens County, New York. Analysis was based upon census data and estimates, and an
emulation of the reported jury selection process using voter lists and other sources. Filed affidavit
reporting results. (Capital murder case.) 1997. Opinion reperted on and reproduced in New York
Law Journal.

Capital Defenders Office, New York Stafe v. Sam Chinn, Ill. Analyzed representation in jury
selection in Onondaga County. Affidavit filed that presented an analysis of the geographic, racial,
and Hispanic representation of jurors. If includes an estimate of the disparities by race and
Hispanic status. Plea bargain offered and accepted. Discussed at presentation at the New York
State Defenders Association, Glen Falls, NY. (Capital murder case.) 1997.

Capital Defenders Office, New York State v. George Bell Analyzed representation in jury selection
in Queens County, New York. Analysis was based upon census data and estimates, and an
emulation of the reported jury selection process using voler lists and other sources. Filed affidavit
reporting results. {Capital murder case.) 1996-1997,

Capital Defenders Office, New York State v. Hale. Analyzed representation in jury selection in
Kings County, New York. Analysis was based upon census data and estimates, and an emulation
of the reported jury selection process using voter lists and other sources. Filed affidavit reporting
results. (Capital murder case.) 1996-1997.

Employment Discrimination

Shneyer and Shen. Grimston vs. Marsh and McLanahan. Analyzed employment patterns based
upon Census data and defendant records, Filed expert report and testified in deposition. Case
Settled. 1998-2000.

Shneyer and Shen. Maglasang vs. Beth Israel Medical Center. Analyzed employment patterns
based upon Census data and defendant records. Filed expert report and testified in deposition.
Case Settled. 1999-2000.

Shreyer and Shen. Williams vs. Safesites, Inc. Analyzed employment patterns based upon
Census data and defendant records. Filed expert report. 1998,

Shneyer and Shen. Lachica vs. Emergency Medical Services. Analyzed employment patterns
based upon Census data and defendant records. Case Settled. Filed expert report. Case Settled.
1996-1997.

Other

Dewey & LeBoeuf and Latino Justice (PRLDEF). Adriana Aguifar, et. al., v. Immigration and
Customs Enforcement, Division of the United States Department of Homeland Security, et. al. U.S.
District Court for the Southern District of New York. Report, Rebuttal Report and Deposition
Testimony, 2010-pres. '

Debevoise & Plimpton; Five Borough Bicycle Club, et al v. City of New York, et al. U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of New York. Summonsing Patterns Regarding Critical Mass Rides
in Manhattan. Report, Deposition and Trial Testimony, 2008-2009

Rabinowitz, Boudin, Standard and Krinsky, Garrison v. LR.8. U.S, District Court for the District of
Columbia. Filed expert report and testified at trial. Analysis based upon a survey of a sample of all
synagogues in the United States. 1991-1802. .

OTHER MAJOR STUDIES AND ANALYSES

Time-Warner Cable of New York. Analyzed and provided maps with underlying ethnic and racial
composition for each of the six cable systems managed by Time-Warner Cable in Manhattan,
Queens and Brookiyn, 1998-1099 (Proprietary).

New York Times. Analyzed circulation patterns of the New York Times in connection with their
launch of the Boston and Washington editions, 1926-1997 (Proprietary).
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Newspaper Association of America. Analysis of Field Experiment of Full-Color Run of the Press
Advertisements in Richmond, Virginia, 1992,

Newspaper Advertising Bureau. Analysis of a Panel Study of Change in Newspaper Readership
among Young Adulis, 1983-1984.

Friends of Vincenza Restiano. Pelitical Consulting, Polling, and Voting Analysis, Computer Based
Voter List Organization, 1983, 1985, 1987, and 1991.

Abt Associates, through Center for the Social Sciences, Columbia University. Transfer of Annual
Housing Survey Project to Abt, 1982.

Response Analysis Corporation, Princeton, N.J. Problems in Reliability of Longitudinal Household
Surveys. 1982,

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS AND ACTIVITIES

American Soclological Association: Organizer, sessions on Applied and Evaluation Research, 1998,
Organizer, special session on New York Trends, 1996; Organizer, sessions on Economy and
Society, 1984; Organizer, sessions on Social Change, 1879,

Eastern Sociological Society: Vice President 1997-1998; Program Committee, 1981-1992; Co-
Chair, Computer Committee, 1985-1987; President and Discussant, Women's History Session,
1985, Member, Computer Commiitee, 1984-1985; Coordinator, Computer Workshops, 1984
Annual Meeting; Co-Chair, Membership Committee, 1983-1984; Member, Papers Commitiee,
1883-1986; President, Historical Sociology Session, 1983; Co-Chair, Papers Commitiee, 1982-
1983; Chair, Membership Committee, 1981-1082; Co-Chair, Conference Committee, 1980-
1981.

American Association for Public Opinion Research: Program Committee, 1983-84; Nominating
Committee, 1985-1986; Task Force Regarding the Use of Survey-based Evidence in Legal
Proceedings, 2010.

New York Chapter, American Association for Public Opinion Research, Associate Program, Chair
2006-07; Program Chair, 2007-08.

International Sociological Association, Research Liaison Committee on Economy and Society
American Economic Association

Social Science History Association

Population Association of America

COURSES TAUGHT

Graduate: (M.A. and Ph.D.} Demography; Computer Applications in the Social Sciences; Advanced
Social Statistics; The Sociological Study of Economies; Logic of Social Research; Survey Research
Methods; Co-Operative Education Field Placemant; Demography; Integrated Social Research;
Ph.D. Dissertation and M.A. Thesis Supervision,

Undergraduate: Social Change in the City; Methods of Social Research; Sociology of Economic Life;
Third World in Social Change; Social Statistics; Sociological Analysis; New York Area
Undergraduate Research Program {at Columbia). Housing Crisis in New York CHy , Equity of the
Criminal Justice System, implementation of No-Fault in New York.

UNIVERSITY, COLLEGE AND DEPARTMENTAL ACTIVITIES

CUNY Research Foundation, Faculty Advisory Committee, 2006-pres.; Board of Directors, 2006-pres.

CUNY Professional Staff Congress, Legislative Committee, 2000-2001; CUNY, University Committee on
Research Awards, 1988-1991; CUNY, University Computer Policy Commitiee, 1986-1987;
CUNY/PSC Sociology Research Award Panel, 1986-1987; Graduate Center Sociology Program,
Chair, Search Committee, 1989-1990; Methods Subcommitiee, 1986-1987; Computers
Committee, 1987-1900.

Queens College, Committee on Fellowship Leave, 1990-1991; Queens College, Committee on
Research and Sponsored Programs, 1982-1986; Ad Hoc Computer Committee, Division of Social
Sciences, 1982-1986, 1994-1996, 1998-pres.; Official Representative to the Inter-University
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Consortium for Political and Sccial Research (ICPSR), 1983--; Workload Committee, 2007-09,
Executive Committee of College Personnel and Budget Committee, 2006-2011

Queens College, Department of Sociology, Chair 2008-11 ;Computer Committee, 1981-pres. (Chair
most years); Queens College, Departmental M.A. Program Commitiee, 1981-2011 (Director and
Chair, 1982-1987, 2001-2003, 2004-2006).

CIVIC AND COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES

Yonkers Board of Education, Trustee 1986-1980. President, 1888-1988. Chair, Policy Commitiee,
1889-1990; Chair, Spelling Bee Committee, 1986-1988.

Yonkers Democratic Party, Second Vice-Chair and District Leader, 1991-1992; District Leader,
1995-2002

Councit of Large City School Districts, 1986-1991. Executive Committee, 1980-1991; Committee on
School Choice, 1991; Lobbying Committee, 1989-1990.

New York State School Boards Association, Member Federal Refations Network, 1989-1990.

Longvale Homeowners Association, Board of Directors, 1983-1985. Presidenit 1985.

Yonkers Private Industry Council, 1888-1990. Chair, Program and Planning Committee, 1989-
1990,

Founding Member and Vice-President, Citizens and Neighbors Organized to Protect Yonkers
{CANOPY), 1987-1092,

Volunteer, Friends of Nicholas Wasicsko, 1989 and 1991,

Volunteer, Friends of Vincenza Restiano, 1983, 1985, 1987, and 1991.

Volunteer, Friends of Terence Zaleski, 1991.






EXHIBIT 2

Summary of Select Proposed Changes to Section 12.03 and 12.24 of
the Los Angeles Municipal Zoning Code, As Set Out in Sections 1, 2
and 5 of the “Revised Draft Ordinance Amending Sections 12.03, 2.21,
12.22, 12.24 and 14.00 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Regulating
State Licensed Community Care and Residential Care Facilities;
Defining Single Housekeeping Unit and Parolee-Probationer Home;
and Amending Definitions for Boarding or Rooming House and
Family.”

(City Attorney Letter Reporis R 13-0014 and R 11-0339)

{L.A. City Council File: 11-02v¢)

1) The Los Angeles City Municipal Code, Chapter | (Planning And
Zoning Code), Chapter | General Provisions and Zoning, Article 2 Specific
Planning - Zoning Comprehensive Zoning Plan, Sec. 12.03, provides for
definitions.

2) Section 2 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City Council File; 11-
0262) would amend Sec. 12.03 to redefine a “Boarding or Rooming House”
as “[a] dwelling where lodging is provided to four or more persons for
monetary or non-monetary consideration. This definition does not include
any state licensed facility serving six or fewer persons which, under state
law, is not considered a boarding house. For purposes of calculating
parking requirements, every 250 square feet of floor area shall be

considered the same as a separate guest room.”
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3) Section 1 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City Council File: 11-
0262) would add to Section 12.03 a definition of a “Single Housekeeping
Unit” which is defined in the proposed ordinance as a “Any household
whose members are a non-transient interactive group of persons jointly
occupying a dwelling unit, including joint access to and use of all living,
kitchen, and eating areas within the dwelling unit, and sharing household
activities and responsibilities such as meals, chores, expenses and
maintenance, and whose makeup is determined by the members of the unit
rather than by the landlord, property manager, or other third party. This
does not include a Boarding or Rooming House.”

4)  Alternatively, Section 1 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City
Council File: 11-0262) may add to Section 12.03 a definition of a “Single
Housekeeping Unit” which is defined in the proposed ordinance as a “Any
household whose members are a non-transient interactive group of
persons jointly oecupying a dwelling unit, including joint access 1o and use
of all common areas, including living, kitchen, and eating areas within the
dwelling unit, and sharing household activities and responsibilities such as
meals, chores, expenses and maintenance, and whose makeup is

determined by the members of the unit rather than by the landlord, property
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manager, or other third party. This does not include a Boarding or Rooming
House.”

5)  Alternatively, Section 1 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City
Council File: 11-0262) may add to Section 12.03 a definition of a “Single
Housekeeping Unit” which is defined in the proposed ordinance as
[o]ne household where all the members have common access to and
common use of all living, kitchen, and eating areas within the dwelling unit,
and household activities and responsibilities such as meals, chores,
expenses and maintenance of the premises are shared or carried out
according to a household plan or other customary method. If a resident
owner rents out a portion of the dwelling unit, those renters must be part of
the household and under no more than one lease, either written or oral. If a
nonresident owner rents out the dwelling unit, all residents 18 years and
older have chosen to jointly occupy the entire premises of the dwelling unit
under a single written lease and the makeup of the household occupying
the unit is determined by the residents of the unit rather than the landlord or
property manager.”

6)  Section 2 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City Council File: 11-
0262) would amend Sec. 12.03 to redefine a “Family” as “[o]ne or more

persons living together in a dwelling unit as a single housekeeping unit.”
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7)  The pending proposed ordinance (L.A. City Council File: 11-
0262} may be further amended to delete the following sentence from the
proposed definition of “Single Housekeeping Unit:” “This does not include
a Boarding or Rooming House.”

8) The pending proposed ordinance (L.A. City Council File: 11-
0262) will may also be further amended to define “Boarding or Rooming
House” in a manner which does not include households who meet the
definition of a “Single Housekeeping Unit.”

9)  Alternatively, Section 2 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City
Council File: 11-0262) may amend the definition of “Boarding or Rooming
House in Section 12.03 to be “{a} one-family dwelling where lodging is
provided to individuals with or without meals, for monetary or non-monetary
consideration under two or more separate agreements or leases, either
written or oral, or a dwelling with five or fewer guest rooms or suites of
rooms, where lodging is provided to individuals with or without meals, for
monetary or nonmonetary consideration under two or more separate
agreements or leases, either written or oral. A leased bedroom shall be
considered the same as a guest room for density and parking

requirements. This definition does not include any state licensed facility
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serving six or fewer persons which under state law is not considered a
boarding house.”

10) Section 5 of the proposed ordinance (L.A. City Council File: 11-
0262) would amend Section 12.22(a) of the existing zoning code by adding
a new Subdivision 31 to read as follows: “31. Boarding or Rooming Houses
in the RD Zone. Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 12.09.1 of this
Code, any one-family dwelling located on a iot zoned RD shall not be used
as a boarding or rooming house.”

11)  The Los Angeles City Municipal Code, Sec. 12.03, currently
defines a “Boarding or Rooming House” as: “A dwelling containing a single
dwelling unit and not more than five guest rooms or suites of rooms, where
lodging is provided with or without meals, for compensation.”

12) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines a
“dwelling unit” as “[a] group of two or more Eooms, one of which is a
kitchen, designed for occupancy by one family for living and sleeping
purposes.”

13) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines
“dwelling” as “[a]ny residential building, other than an Apartment House,

Hotel or Apartment Hotel.”
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14) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines
“apartment house” as “[a] residential building designed or used for three or
more dwelling units or a combination of three or more dwelling units and
not more than five guest rooms or suites of rooms.”

15) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines “hotel” as
“la] residential building designated or used for or containing six or more
guest rooms, or suites of rooms, which may also contain not more than one
dwelling unit, but not including any institution in which human beings are
housed or detained under legal restraint.”

16) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines
“apartment hotel” as “[a] residential building designed or used for both two
or more dwelling units and six or more guest rooms or suites of rooms.”

17) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines a “group
dwelling” as “[tjlwo or more one-family, two-family or multiple dwelling,
apartment houses or boarding or rooming houses, located on the same lot.”

18) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines a “Guest
Room” as: “[a]ny habitable room except a kitchen, designed or used for
occupancy by one or more persons and not in a dwelling unit.”

19) Existing Municipal Code Sebtion 12.03 further defines a

“Family” as “One or more persons living together in a dwelling unit, with
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common access to, and common use of all living, kitchen, and eating areas
within the dwelling unit.”
20) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 does not coniain a

definition of “Single Housekeeping Unit.”
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| Exthibit 3. Zoning Classes, Boarding or Rooming House
Reslrictions, Acres, and Parcels

Boarding or
Zoning Specific Class Rooming Parcels Acres
Houses
Aliowed
Residential R1 No 287,438 46,321
Residential R1P No 36 16
Residential R2 No 51,734 6,997
Residential R2P No 8 6
Hesidential RA No 27,334 12,989
Residential RAP No 1 1
Residential RAS3 No 88 25
Residential RAS4 No 242 55
Residential RD1.5 No 47,334 6,144
Residential RD2 No 33,486 4,400
Residential RD3 No 12,936 1,584
Residential RD4 No 1,921 241
Residential RD5 No 2,429 328
Residential RD6 No 3,402 870
Residential RE No 258 555
Residential RE11 No 25,179 7,732
Residential RE15 No 20,241 8,305
Residential RE20 No 5,071 3,145
Residential RE40 No 7,567 11,868
Residential RE9 No 5,049 1,493
Residential RMP No 53 329
Residential RS No 55,203 10,774
Residential RSP No 1 1
Residential RU No 14 2
Residential RW1 No 400 27
Residential Rwz2 No 80 5
Residential RZ2.5 No 156 11
Residential RZ3 No 128 12
Residential RZ4 No 734 165
Residential RZ5 No 110 14
Residential R3 Yes 85,220 9,803
Residential R3(PV) Yes 119 123
Residential R3P Yes 37 15
Residential R4 Yes 17,768 2,874
Residential R4(PV) Yes 317 97
Residential R4P Yes 52 19
Residential R5 Yes 6,267 287
Residential R5P Yes 22 9
Other ADP Yes 350 66
Other CH Yes 1,971 524
Other C1(PV) Yes 1 10
Other C1.5 Yes 1,122 360
Other c2 Yes 34,446 8,483
Other C2(PV) Yes 1,719 166




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

Boarding or
Zoning Specific Class Rooming Parcels Acres
Houses
Allowed
Other C4 Yes 8,429 2,150




1Exhibit 3. Zoning Classes, Boarding or Rooming House
Restrictions, Acres, and Parcels

Boarding or
Zoning Specific Class Rooming Parcels Acres
Houses
Alowed

Other C4(0X) Yes 868 31
Other C5 Yes 1,339 53
Other CCS Yes 1 53
Other CM Yes 2,859 883
Other CM(GM) Yes 1,035 74
Other CR Yes 652 161
Other CR(PKM) Yes 315 52
Other Ccw Yes 1,766 320
Other HILLSIDE Yes 276 2,926
Other WC Yes 2,806 902
Other A1l No 2,306 15,379
Other A2 No 1,116 2,649
Other A2(PV) No 1 14
Other LASED No 273 25
Other LAX No 717 3,324
Other M(PV) No 42 106
Other M1 No 5,506 3,031
Other M2 No 8,729 6,516
Other M2(PV) No 1 0
Other M3 No 4,217 10,901
Other MR No 2,721 1,334
Other MR2 No 1,617 1,575
Other 08 No 3,454 40,376
Other OS(PV) No 18 249
Other P No 1,026 1,289
Other PB No 147 87
Other PF No 3,134 17,205
Other SL No 1 1,805

793,188 260,719

Note: Zoning classification and acres derived from the LA City Zoning Map
available from hitp://planning.lacity.org/. Number of parcels derived from the LA
County Assessor's Office map and local roll available from
hitp://assessor.lacounty.gov/extranet/outsidesales/gisdata.aspx. The location of
each parcel and its zoning was derived from the LA Zoning Map overlaid with
the LA County Assessor's Office map. The list of zones in the first, second and
third column indicating which zones allow Boarding or Rooming Houses is
based upon assumptions regarding LA Zoning Code information as summarized
in my report.







Exhibit 4. Analysis of Potential Impact of Proposed Ordinance by Acres and

Parcels by Location

Acres Percent Parcels | Percent
Total Zoned Land 260,719 793,188
Residentially Zoned Land 137,641 52.79% 698,307 88.04%
Not Allowing Boarding or Rooming Houses 124,416 47.72% 588,613 74.21%
Allowing Boarding or Rooming Houses 13,226 507%| 109,694 13.83%
% Allowing Boarding or Rooming House 9.61%
Other Zoned Land
Not Allowing Boarding or Booming Houses 105,865 40.61% 34,926 4.40%
Allowing Boarding or Rooming Houses 17,213 6.60% 59,955 7.56%
Total Allowing Boarding or Rooming Houses 30,438 11.67%] 758,262 95.60%

Potential Reduction in Acreage and Parcels Available for Shared Housing Living
Arrangements as a Result of Application of Revised Definitions in Proposed Ordinance

Acres

Percent

Parcels

Percent

Total Disaliowed Based Upon Residentially
Zoned Land

124,416

90.39%

588,613

84.29%







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

LIVING QUARTERS

All living quarters are classified as either housing units or group quarters.
Living quarters are usually found in structures that are intended for
residential use, but they also may be found in structures intended for
nonresidential use. Any place where someone lives is considered to be a
living quarters, such as an apartment, dormitory, shelter for people
experiencing homelessness, barracks, or nursing facility. Even tents, old
railroad cars, and boats are considered to be living quarters if someone
claims them as his or B-14 Definitions of Subject Characteristics her
residence. Note that structures that do not meet the definition of a living
quarters at the time of listing may meet the definition at the time of
enumeration. Some types of structures, such as those cited in items 1 and
2 below, are included in address canvassing operations as place holders,
with the final decision on their living quarters status made during
enumeration. Other types of structures, such as those cited in items 3 and
4 below, are not included in the address canvassing operation. The
following examples are not considered living quarters: 1. Structures, such
as houses and apartments, that resemble living quarters but are being
used entirely for nonresidential purposes, such as a store or an office, or
used for the storage of business supplies or inventory, machinery, or
agricultural products, are not enumerated. 2. Single units as well as units in
multiunit residential structures under construction in which no one is living
or staying are not considered living quarters until construction has reached
the point where all exterior windows and doors are installed and final
usable floors are in place. Units that do not meet these criteria are not
enumerated. 3. Structures in which no one is living or staying that are open
to the elements—that is, the roof, walls, windows, and/or doors no longer
protect the interior from the elements—are not enumerated. Also, vacant
structures with a posted sign indicating that they are condemned or they
are to be demolished are not enumerated. 4. Boats, recreational vehicles
(RVs), tents, caves, and similar types of shelter that no one is using as a
usual residence are not considered living quarters and are not
enumerated.



Group Quarters Group quarters are places where people live or stay in a
group living arrangement, which are owned or managed by an entity or
organization providing housing and/or services for the residents. This is not
a typical household-type living arrangement. These services may include
custodial or medical care as well as other types of assistance, and
residency is commonly restricted to those receiving these services. People
living in group quarters are usually not related to each other. Group
quarters include such places as college residence halls, residential
treatment centers, skilled-nursing facilities, group homes, military barracks,
correctional facilities, and workers’ dormitories.

Institutional Group Quarters Institutional group quarters (group quarters
type codes 101-106, 201-203, 301, 401-405) are facilities that house
those who are primarily ineligible, unable, or unlikely to participate in the
labor force while residents.

Correctional Facilities for Adults (codes 101-106)—Correctional
facilities for adults include the following types: Federal detention centers
{code 101)—Federal detention centers are stand alone, generally multi-
level, federally operated correctional facilities that provide “short-term”
confinement or custody of adults pending adjudication or sentencing.
These facilities may hold pretrial detainees, holdovers, sentenced
offenders, and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) inmates,
formerly called Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) inmates.
These facilities include Metropolitan Correctional Centers (MCCs),
Metropolitan Detention Centers (MDCs), Federal Detention Centers
(FDCs), Bureau of Indian Affairs Detention Centers, ICE Service
Processing Centers, and ICE Contract Detention Facilities. Federal (code
102) and state (code 103) prisons—Federal and state prisons are aduit
correctional facilities where people convicted of crimes serve their
sentences. Common names include prison, penitentiary, correctional
institution, federal or state correctional facility, and conservation camp. The
prisons are classified by two types of control: 1) “federal” (operated by or
for the Bureau of Prisons of the U.S. Department of Justice) and 2) “state.”
Residents who are forensic patients or criminally insane are classified on
the basis of where they resided at the time of enumeration. Patients in
hospitals (units, wings, or floors) operated by or for federal or state
correctional authorities are counted in the prison population. Other forensic
patients will be enumerated in psychiatric hospital units and floors for long
term non-acute patients. This category may include privately operated
correctional facilities. Local jails and other municipal confinement facilities



(code 104)—Local jails and other municipal confinement facilities are
correctional facilities operated by or for counties, cities, and American
Indian and Alaska Native tribal governments. These facilities hold adults
detained pending adjudication and/ or people committed after adjudication.
This category also includes work farms and camps used to hold people
awaiting trial or serving time on relatively short sentences. Residents who
are forensic patients or criminally insane are classified on the basis of
where they resided at the time of enumeration. Patients in hospitals (units,
wings, or floors) operated by or for local correctional authorities are
counted in the jail population. Other forensic patients will be enumerated in
psychiatric hospital units and floors for long-term non-acute care patients.
This category may include privately operated correctional facilities.
Correctional residential facilities (code 105)—Correctional residential
facilities are community-based facilities operated for correctional purposes.
The facility residents may be allowed exiensive contact with the
community, such as for employment or attending school, but are obligated
to occupy the premises at night. Examples of correctional residential
facilities are halfway houses, restitution centers, and prerelease, work
release, and study centers. Military disciplinary barracks and jails (code
106)—Military disciplinary barracks and jails are correctional facilities
managed by the military to hold those awaiting trial or convicted of crimes.

Juvenile Facilities (codes 201—203)—Juvenile facilities include the
following: Group homes for juveniles (non-correctional) (code 201)—Group
homes for juveniles include community based group living arrangements
for youth 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.
Examples of non-correctional group homes for juveniles are maternity
homes for unwed mothers, orphanages, and homes for abused and
neglected children in need of services. Group homes for juveniles do not
include residential treatment centers for juveniles or group homes operated
by or for correctional authorities. Residential freatment centers for juveniles
(non-correctional) (code 202)—Residential treatment centers for juveniles
include facilities that provide services primarily to youth on-site in a highly
structured live-in environment for the treatment of drug/alcohol abuse,
mental illness, and emotional/behavioral disorders. These facilities are
staffed 24 hours a day. The focus of a residential treatment center is on the
treatment program. Residential treatment centers for juveniles do not



include facilities operated by or for correctional authorities. Correctional
facilities intended for juveniles (code 203)—Correctional facilities intended
for juveniles include specialized facilities that provide strict confinement for
their residents and detain juveniles awaiting adjudication, commitment or
placement, and/or those being held for diagnosis or classification. Also
included are correctional facilities where residents are permitted contact
with the community for purposes such as attending school or holding a job.
Examples of correctional facilities intended for juveniles are residential
training schools and farms, reception and diagnostic centers, group homes
operated by or for correctional authorities, detention centers, and boot
camps for juvenile delinquents. |

Nursing Facilities/Skilled-Nursing Facilities (code 301)—Nursing
facilities/Skilled-nursing facilities include facilities licensed to provide
medical care with 7-day, 24-hour coverage for people requiring long-term
non-acute care. People in these facilities require nursing care, regardless
of age. Either of these types of facilities may be referred to as nursing
homes.

Other Institutional Facilities (codes 401-405)—Other institutional
facilities include the following: Mental (psychiatric) hospitals and psychiatric
units in other hospitals (code 401)—Mental (psychiatric) hospitals and
psychiatric units in other hospitals include psychiatric hospitals, units and
floors for long-term non-acute care patients. The primary function of the
hospital, unit, or floor is to provide diagnostic and treatment services for
long-term non-acute patients who have psychiatric-related illness. All
patients are enumerated in this category. Hospitals with patients who have
no usual home elsewhere (code 402)—Hospitals with patients who have no
usual home elsewhere include hospitals that have any patients who have
no exit or disposition plan, or who are known as “boarder patients” or
“boarder babies.” All hospitals are eligible for inclusion in this category
except psychiatric hospitals, units, wings, or floors operated by federal,
state, or local correctional authorities. Patients in hospatais operated by
these correctional authorities will be counted in the prison or jail population.
Psychiatric units and hospice units in hospitals are also excluded. Only
patients with no usual home elsewhere are enumerated in this category. In-
patient hospice facilities (both free-standing and units in hosp:tals) (code
403)—In-patient hospice facilities (both free-standing and units in hospitals)
include facilities that provide palliative, comfort, and supportive care for
terminally ill patients and their families. Only patients with no usual home
elsewhere are tabulated in this category. Military treatment facilities with



assigned patients (code 404)—NMilitary treatment facilities with assigned
patients include military hospitals and medical centers with active duty
patients assigned fo the facility. Only these patients are enumerated in this
category. Residential schools for people with disabilities (code 405)—
Residential schools for people with disabilities include schools that provide
the teaching of skills for daily living, education programs, and care for
students with disabilities in a live-in environment. Examples of residential
schools for people with disabilities are residential schools for the physically
or developmentally disabled.

Noninstitutional Group Quarters Noninstitutional group quarters (group
quarters type codes 501, 601, 602, 701, 702, 704, 706, 801, 802, 900, 901,
903, 904) are facilities that house those who are primarily eligible, able, or
likely to participate in the labor force while residents.

College/University Student Housing (code 501)—College/University
student housing includes residence halls and dormitories, which house
college and university students in a group living arrangement. These
facilities are owned, leased, or managed either by a college, university, or
seminary, or by a private entity or organization. Fraternity and sorority
housing recognized by the college or university are included as college
student housing. However, students attending the U.S. Naval Academy,
U.S. Military Academy (West Point), U.S. Coast Guard Academy, and U.S.
Air Force Academy are counted in military group quarters.

Military Quarters (codes 601 and 602)—Military quarters (code 601) are
facilities that include military personnel living in barracks (including “open”
barrack transient quarters) and dormitories and military ships (code 602).
Patients assigned to Military Treatment Facilities and people being held in
military disciplinary barracks and jails are not enumerated in this category.
Patients in Military Treatment Facilities with no usual home elsewhere are
not enumerated in this category.

Other Noninstitutional Facilities (codes 701, 702, 704, 706, 801, 802,
900, 901, 903, and 904)—Other noninstitutional facilities include the
following: Emergency and fransitional shelters (with sleeping facilities) for
people experiencing homelessness (code 701)—Emergency and
transitional shelters (with sleeping facilities) for people experiencing
homelessness are facilities where people experiencing homelessness stay
overnight. These include: 1. Shelters that operate on a first-come, first-
serve basis where people must leave in the morning and have no
guaranteed bed for the next night. 2. Shelters where people know that they



have a bed for a specified period of time (even if they leave the building
every day). 3. Shelters that provide temporary shelter during extremely cold
weather (such as churches). This category does not include shelters that
operate only in the event of a natural disaster. Examples are emergency
and transitional shelters; missions; hotels and motels used to shelter
people experiencing homelessness; shelters for children who are
runaways, neglected, or experiencing homelessness; and similar places
known to have people experiencing homelessness. Soup kitchens,
regularly scheduled mobile food vans, and targeted non-sheltered outdoor
locations (codes 702, 704, and 706)—This category includes soup kitchens
that offer meals organized as food service lines or bag or box lunches for
people experiencing homelessness; street locations where mobile food
vans regularly stop to provide food to people experiencing homelessness;
and targeted non-sheltered outdoor locations where people experiencing
homelessness live without paying to stay. This also would include persons
staying in pre-identified car, recreational vehicle (RV), and tent
encampments. Targeted non-sheltered outdoor locations must have a
specific location description; for example, “the Brookiyn Bridge at the
corner of Bristol Drive,” “the 700 block of Taylor Street behind the old
warehouse,” or the address of the parking lot being utilized. 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.
Residential treatment centers for adults (code 802)—Residential treatment
centers for adults provide treatment on-site in a highly structured live-in
environment for the treatment of drug/alcohol abuse, mental iliness, and
emotional/behavioral disorders. They are staffed 24 hours a day. The focus
of a residential treatment center is on the treatment program. Residential
treatment centers do not include facilities operated by or for correctional
authorities. Maritime/Merchant vessels (code 900)—Maritime/merchant
vessels include U.S. owned and operated flag vessels used for commercial
~ or noncombatant government-related purposes at U.S. ports, on the sea, or
on the Great Lakes. Workers’ group living quarters and Job Corps centers
(code 901)—Workers' group living quarters and Job Corps centers include
facilities such as dormitories, bunkhouses, and similar types of group living
arrangements for agricultural and non-agricuitural workers. This category



also includes facilities that provide a full-time, year-round residential
program offering a vocational training and employment program that helps
young people 16 to 24 years old learn a trade, earn a high school diploma
or GED, and get help finding a job. Examples are group living quarters at
migratory farm-worker camps, construction workers’' camps, Job Corps
centers, and vocational training facilities. Living quarters for victims of
natural disasters (code 903)—lL.iving quarters for victims of natural
disasters are temporary group living arrangements established as a result
of natural disasters. Religious group quarters and domestic violence
shelters (code 904)—Religious group quarters are living quarters owned or
operated by religious organizations that are intended to house their
members in a group living situation. This category includes such places as
convents, monasteries, and abbeys. Living quarters for students living or
staying in seminaries are classified as college student housing, not
religious group quarters. Domestic violence sheiters are community-based
homes, shelters, or crisis centers that.provide housing for people who have
sought shelter from household violence and who may have been physically
abused.

Comparability—Due to the consolidation of group quarters types and
general streamlining of the definitions, several changes have been
implemented in the 2010 Census group quarters definitions and type codes
that are reflected in 2010 Census data products. As in Census 2000,
group quarters are either institutional group quarters or noninstitutional
group quarters. Institutional group quarters are facilities that house those
who are primarily ineligible, unable, or unlikely to participate in the labor
force while residents. This definition has been simplified since the 1990 and
2000 Censuses (both used the same definition, which focused on
institutions providing formally authorized, supervised care or custody) to
focus on labor force participation. The phrase “institutionalized persons” in
the 1990 Census data was changed to “institutionalized population” in
Census 2000 and continues in the 2010 Census. Correctional facilities for
adults—In the 2010 Census data products, the Census 2000 term “other
type of correctional institutions” is categorized as “correctional residential
facilities.” Juvenile facilities—Those group quarters categorized as “homes
for abused, dependent, and neglected children” (public, private, or
ownership unknown) in the Census 2000 data products are categorized as
“group homes for juveniles (non-correctional)” in the 2010 Census data
products. Those categorized in “training schools” (public, private, and
ownership unknown), “detention centers, reception or diagnostic centers,”



and “type of juvenile institution unknown” in Census 2000 data products are
categorized in the 2010 Census data products as “correctional facilities
intended for juveniles” (i.e., training schools and farms, reception and
diagnostic centers, detention centers, boot camps and group homes
operated by or for correctional authorities). Nursing facilities/skilled-nursing
facilities—In the 2010 Census data products, all nursing homes are
categorized as “nursing facilities/skilled-nursing facilities.” Other institutional
facilities—Those group quarters categorized as “schools, hospitals, or
wards for the physically handicapped” in Census 2000 data products are
categorized as “residential schools for people with disabilities” in the 2010
Census data products. “Military hospitals or wards for chronically ill” are
classified as “military treatment facilities with assigned patients” in the 2010
Census data products. Also, what were called “military hospitals with
patients who have no usual home elsewhere” in Census 2000 data
products are categorized as “hospitals with patients who have no usual
home elsewhere” in 2010 Census data products. “Hospices or homes for
the chronically ill or other hospitals or wards for chronically ill” are
categorized in the 2010 Census data products as “in-patient hospice
facilities.” “Hospitals and wards for drug/alcohol abuse” and “mentally ill
(psychiatric) hospitals or wards” are categorized in the 2010 Census data
products as “mental (psychiatric) hospitals and psychiatric units in other
hospitals.” The phrase “staff residents” was used for staff living in
institutions in both the 1990 and 2000 Censuses. In Census 2000, staff
living in institutions included those living in “agricultural workers’
dormitories,” “other workers’ dormitories,” “Job Corps and vocational
training facilities,” "dormitories for nurses and interns in military hospitals,”
and “dormitories for nurses and interns in general hospitals.” In the 2010
Census, all these groups are categorized as “workers’ group living quarters
and Job Corps centers.” Noninstitutional group quarters—In the 1990
Census, the Census Bureau used the phrase “other persons in group
quarters” for people living in noninstitutionalized group quarters. In 2000,
this group was referred to for the first time as the “noninstitutionalized
population.” in 2010, this population continues to be referred to as the
noninstitutionalized population. Noninstitutional group quarters are facilities
that house those who are primarily eligible, able, or likely to participate in
the labor force while a resident. As of Census 2000, the Census Bureau
dropped the rule of classifying ten or more unrelated people living together
as living in noninstitutional group quarters. This rule was used in the 1990
and 1980 Censuses. In the 1970 Census, the criteria was six or more-
unrelated people. College/University student housing—In the 2010 Census,



residence halls and dormitories, which house college and university
students in a group living arrangement, may be owned, leased, or
managed either by a college, university, or seminary or by a private entity
or organization. in Census 2000, these types of facilities had to be owned
by the college or university. Military quarters—In 1960 data products,
people in military barracks were shown only for men. Starting in 1970 and
to the present, data are available for both men and women in military
barracks. What were classified as “transient quarters for temporary
residents (military or civilian)” in Census 2000 data products no longer
include the civilian population, and the military residents are tabulated in
“military quarters” in 2010 Census data products. Other noninstitutional
facilities—In the 2010 Census, "workers group living quarters and Job
Corps centers” are comprised of the following Census 2000 group quarters
types: “agriculture workers’ dormitories,” “other workers’ dormitories,” “Job
Corps and vocational training facilities,” and “dormitories for nurses and
interns in hospitals (general and military).” As in Census 2000 and alsc in
1990, workers’ dormitories were classified as group quarters regardless of
the number of people sharing the dormitory. In 1980, ten or more unrelated
people had to share the dorm for it to be classified as a group quarters. In
the 2010 Census, “emergency and transitional shelters (with sleep
facilities) for people experiencing homelessness” includes the Census 2000
categories “emergency and transitional shelters” and “shelters for children
who are runaways, neglected, or without conventional housing.” In the
2010 Census, “religious group quarters” are combined with “shelters for
abused women (or shelters against domestic violence)’ to make the
category “religious group quarters and domestic violence shelters.” In the
2010 Census data products, the category “group homes intended for adulis
(non-correctional)” consists of the following group quarters types (as listed
in Census 2000): “homes for the mentally ill,” “homes for the mentally
retarded,” “homes for the physically handicapped,” “residential care
facilities providing protective oversight,” and “other group homes.” “Homes
or halfway houses for drug/alcohol abuse” are categorized as “residential
treatment centers for adults (non-correctional).” The following group
quarters types that were included in Census 2000 are no longer classified
as group quarters in the 2010 Census: “military hoteis/campgrounds,”
“transient locations,” and “other household living situations ‘~dangerous
encampments.” Like in Census 2000, rooming and boarding houses are
classified as housing units in the 2010 Census. In the 1990 Census, these
were considered group quarters.



Housing Units A housing unit is a living quarters in which the occupant or
occupants live separately from any other individuals in the building and
have direct access to their living quarters from outside the building or
through a common hall. Housing units are usually houses, apartments,
mobile homes, groups of rooms, or single rooms that are occupied as
separate living quarters. They are residences for single individuals, groups
of individuals, or families who live together. A single individual or a group
living in a housing unit is defined to be a household. Additional details
about housing for the elderly population and group homes are provided in
the section “Housing for the Older Population.” For vacant housing units,
the criteria of separateness and direct access are applied to the intended
occupants whenever possible. Nontraditional living quarters such as boats,
RVs, and tents are considered to be housing units only if someone is living
in them and they are either the occupant’s usual residence or the occupant
has no usual residence elsewhere. These nontraditional living
arrangements are not considered to be housing units if they are vacant.
Housing units are classified as being either occupied or vacant.

Occupied Housing Unit—A housing unit is classified as occupied if it is
the usual place of residence of the individual or group of individuals living in
it on Census Day, or if the occupants are only temporarily absent, such as
away on vacation, in the hospital for a short stay, or on a business trip, and
will be returning. The occupants may be an individual, a single family, two
or more families living together, or any other group of related or unrelated
individuals who share living arrangements. Occupied rooms or suites of
rooms in hotels, motels, and similar places are classified as housing units
only when occupied by permanent residents; that is, occupied by
individuals who consider the hotel their usual place of residence or who
have no usual place of residence elsewhere. However, when rooms in
hotels and motels are used to provide shelter for people experiencing
homelessness, they are not housing units. Rooms used in this way are
considered group quarters, |

Vacant Housing Unit—A housing unit is classified as vacant if no one is
living in it on Census Day, unless its occupant or occupants are only
temporarily absent—such as away on vacation, in the hospital for a short
stay, or on a business trip—and will be returning. Housing units temporarily
occupied at the time of enumeration entirely by individuals who have a
usual residence elsewhere are classified as vacant. When housing units
are vacant, the criteria of separateness and direct access are applied to the
intended occupants whenever possible. If that information cannot be
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obtained, the criteria are applied to the previous occupants. Boats, RVs,
tents, caves, and similar shelter that no one is using as a usual residence
are not considered living quarters and therefore are not enumerated at all.

Housing for the Older Population—Housing specifically for the older
population has become more and more prevalent and is being identified by
many different hames. Living quarters in these facilities, unless they meet
the definition of skilled nursing facilities, are housing units, with each
resident’s living quarters considered a separate housing unit if it meets the
housing unit definition of direct access. These residential facilities may be
referred to as senior apartments, active adult communities, congregate
care, continuing care retirement communities, independent living, board
and care, or assisted living. People may have to meet certain criteria to be
able fo live in these facilities, but once accepted as residents they have
unrestricted access to and from their units to the outside. Housing units and
group quarters may coexist under the same entity or organization and in
some situations, actually share the same structure. An assisted living
facility complex may have a skilled nursing floor or wing that meets the
definition of a nursing facility and is, therefore, a group quarters, while the
rest of the living quarters in the facility are considered to be housing units.
Congregate care facilities and continuing care retirement communities
often consist of several different types of living quarters, with varying
services and levels of care. Some of the living quarters in these facilities
and communities are considered to be housing units and some are
considered to be group gquarters, depending on which definition they meet.

Comparability—The first Census of Housing in 1940 established the
“dwelling unit” concept. Although the term became “housing unit” and the
definition was modified slightly in succeeding censuses, the housing unit
definition remained essentially comparable between 1940 and 1990. Since
1990, two changes were made to the housing unit definition. Definitions of
Subject Characteristics B-21 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Summary
File 1 The first change eliminated the concept of “eating separately.” The
elimination of the eating criterion is more in keeping with the United
Nations’ definition of a housing unit that stresses the entire concept of
separateness rather than the specific “eating” element. Although the “eating
separately” criterion previously was included in the definition of a housing
unit, the data needed to distinguish whether the occupants ate separately
from any other people in the building were not collected. (Questions that
asked households about their eating arrangements have not been included
in the census since 1970.) Therefore, the current definition better reflects
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the information that is used in the determination of a housing unit. The
second change for Census 2000 and the 2010 Census eliminated the
“‘number of nonrelatives” criterion; that is, “9 or more people unrelated to
the householder” which caused a conversion of housing units to group
quarters. This change was prompted by the following considerations: 1)
there were relatively few such conversions made as a result of this rule in
1990; 2) household relationship and housing data were lost by converting
these units to group quarters; and 3) there was no empirical support for
establishing a particular number of nonrelatives as a threshold for these
conversions. In 1960, 1970, and 1980, vacant rooms in hotels, motels, and
other similar places where 75 percent or more of the accommodations were
occupied by permanent residenis were counted as part of the housing
inventory. However, an evaluation of the data collection procedures prior to
the 1990 Census indicated that the concept of permanency was a difficult
and confusing procedure for enumerators to apply correctly. Consequently,
in the 1990 Census, vacant rooms in hotels, motels, and similar places
were not counted as housing units. In Census 2000 and the 2010 Census,
we continued the procedure adopted in 1990.
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Household Type and Relationship Household A household includes all
the people who occupy a housing unit. (People not living in households are
classified as living in group quarters.) A housing unit is a house, an
apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room that is
occupied (or if vacant, is intended for occupancy) as separate living
quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live
separately from any other people in the building and which have direct
access from the outside of the building or through a common hall. The
occupants may be a single family, one person living alone, two or more
families living together, or any other group of related or unrelated people
who share living arrangements. In the 2010 Census data products, the
count of households or householders equals the count of occupied housing
units.

Average Household Size—Average household size is a measure
obtained by dividing the number of people in households by the number of
households. In cases where people in households are cross-classified by
race or Hispanic origin, people in the household are classified by the race
or Hispanic origin of the householder rather than the race or Hispanic origin
of each individual. Average household size is rounded to the nearest
hundredth.

Relationship to Householder

Householder—The data on relationship to householder were derived from
answers to Question 2, which was asked of all people in housing units. One
person in each household is designated as the householder. In most cases,
this is the person, or one of the people, in whose name the home is owned,
being bought, or rented and who is listed on line one of the questionnaire. If
there is no such person in the household, any adult household member 15
years old and over could be designated as the householder. Households
are classified by type according to the sex of the householder and the
presence of relatives. Two types of householders are distinguished: a
family householder and a nonfamily householder. A family householder is a
householder living with one or more individuals related to him or her by
birth, marriage, or adoption. The householder and all people in the
household related to him or her are family members. A nonfamily
householder is a householder living alone or with nonrelatives only.

Spouse—The “spouse” category includes a person identified as the
husband or wife of the householder and who is of the opposite sex. For
most of the tables, unless otherwise specified, it does not include same-sex
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spouses even if a marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage
certificates for same-sex couples.

Child—The “child” category includes a son or daughter by birth, a
stepchild, or adopted child of the householder, regardless of the child's age
or marital status. The category excludes sons-in-law, daughters-in- law,
and foster children. '

Biological Son or Daughter—The son or daughter of the householder by
birth.

Adopted Son or Daughter—The son or daughter of the householder by
legal adoption. If a stepson, stepdaughter, or foster child has been legally
adopted by the householder, the child is then classified as an adopted
child.

Stepson or Stepdaughter—The son or daughter of the householder
through marriage but not by birth, excluding sons-in-law and daughters-in-
law. If a stepson or stepdaughter of the householder has been legally
adopted by the householder, the child is then classified as an adopted
child.

Own Children—A child under 18 years who is a son or daughter by birth, a
stepchild, or an adopted child of the householder is included in the “own
children” category.

Related Children—Any child under 18 years old who is related to the
householder by birth, marriage, or adoption is included in the “related
children” category. Children, by definition, exclude persons under 18 years
who maintain households or are spouses or unmarried partners of
householders.

Other Relatives—In tabulations, the category “other relatives” includes any
household member related to the householder by birth, marriage, or
adoption but not included specifically in another relationship category. In
certain detailed tabulations, the following categories may be shown:

Grandchild—The grandson or granddaughter of the householder.

Brother/Sister—The brother or sister of the householder, including
stepbrothers, stepsisters, and brothers and sisters by adoption. Brothers-in-
law and sisters-in-law are included in the “Other Relative” category on the
questionnaire.
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Parent—The father or mother of the householder, including a stepparent or
adoptive parent. Fathers-in-law and mothers-in-law are included in the
‘Parent-in-law” category on the questionnaire.

Parent-in-Law—The mother-in-law or father-in-law of the householder.

Son-in-law or Daughter-in-Law—The spouse of the child of the
householder.

Other Relatives—Anyone not listed in a reporied category above who is
related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption (brother-in-law,
grandparent, nephew, aunt, cousin, and so forth).

Nonrelatives—This category includes any household member not related
to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. The following categories
may be presented in more detailed tabulations:

Roomer or Boarder—A roomer or boarder is a person who lives in a room
in the household of the householder. Some sort of cash or noncash
payment (e.g., chores) is usually made for their living accommodations.

Housemate or Roommate—A housemate or roommate is a person aged
15 years and over who is not related to the householder and who shares
living quarters primarily in order to share expenses.

Unmarried Partner—An unmarried partner is a person aged 15 years and
over who is not related to the householder, who shares living quarters, and
who has a close personal relationship with the householder. Responses of
‘same-sex spouse” are edited into this category. '

Other Nonrelatives—Anyone who is not related by birth, martiage, or
adoption to the householder and who is not described by the categories
given above. Unrelated foster children or unrelated foster adults are
included in this category, “Other Nonrelatives.” A foster child who has been
adopted by the householder is classified as an adopted child. B-6
Definitions of Subject Characteristics U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census
Summary File 1 When relationship is not reported for an individual, it is
allocated according to the responses for age and sex for that person while
maintaining consistency with responses for other individuals in the
household. (For more information on allocation, see “2010 Census:
Operational Overview and Accuracy of the Data.”)

Families Family Type—A family consists of a householder and one or
more other people living in the same household who are related to the
householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. All people in a household who
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are related to the householder are regarded as members of his or her
family. A family household may contain people not related to the
householder, but those people are not included as part of the
householder’s family in tabulations. Thus, the number of family households
is equal to the number of families, but family households may include more
members than do families. A household can contain only one family for
purposes of tabulations. Not all households contain families since a
household may be comprised of a group of unrelated people or of one
person living alone—these are called “nonfamily households.” Same-sex
unmarried partner households are included in the “family households”
category only if there is at least one additional person related to the
householder by birth or adoption. Families are classified by type as either a
*husband-wife family” or “other family” according to the sex of the
householder and the presence of relatives. The data on family type are
based on answers to questions on sex and relationship.

Husband-Wife Family—A family in which the householder and his or her
spouse of the opposite sex are enumerated as members of the same
household.

Other Family: « Male householder, no wife present—A family with a male
householder and no wife of householder present. « Female householder, no
husband present—A family with a female househoIder and no husband of
householder present.

Average Family Size—Average family size is a measure obtained by
dividing the number of people in families by the total number of families (or
famiiy householders). in cases where the measures “people in family” o
“people per family” are cross—tabu!ated by race or Hispanic origin, the race
or Hispanic origin refers to the householder rather than the race or Hispanic
origin of each individual. Nonrelatives of the householder living in family
households are not counted as part of the family. They are included in the
count of average household size. Average family size is rounded to the
nearest hundredth.

Multigenerational Household A multigenerational household is one that
contains three or more parent-child generations; for example, the
householder, child of householder (either biological, stepchild, or adopted
child), and grandchildren of householder. A householder with a parent or
parent-in-law of the householder and a child of the householder may also
be a multigenerational household.
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Unmarried-Partner Household An unmarried-partner household is a
household other than a “husband-wife household” that includes a
householder and an unmarried partner. An “unmarried pariner” can be of
the same sex or of the opposite sex as the householder. An “unmarried
partner” in an “unmarried-partner household” is an adult who is unrelated to
the householder but shares living quarters and has a close personal
relationship with the householder. An unmarried-partner household also
may be a family household or a nonfamily household, depending on the
presence or absence of another person in the household who is related to
the householder. There may be only one unmarried partner per household,
and an unmarried partner may not be included in a husband-wife
household, as the householder cannot have both a spouse and an
unmarried partner. Same-sex married-couple households are edited into
this category.

Comparability—The 2000 relationship category “Natural-born
son/daughter” has been replaced by “Biological son or daughter” for 2010.
The category “Foster child” was dropped due to space limitations on the
2010 questionnaire. Foster children in 2010 are included in the category
“Other nonrelatives.” They cannot be tabulated separately. The term
“married-couple” family in tabulations has been replaced by “husband-wife”
family. In all standard 2010 tabulations, the term “spouse” refers to only a
person who is married to and living with the householder and is of the
opposite sex. Data for unmarried partners are comparable to data
presented in 2000. Data on same-sex couple households will be presented
for the first time in a special product.

Institutionalized Population See “Group Quarters.”
Noninstitutionalized Population See “Group Quarters.”
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Exhibit 6. Estimates of Number of Units and Residents of Shared Living Arrangements
Potentially Disaliowed under the Proposed Ordinance Based upon Three Interpretations of the
Effects of the Ordinance

Units with Four or More Non-Family Renters

Units HResidenis

Potentiaily Disallowed
Based Upon Proposed 6,335 48,122
Zoning Changes

Units with Four or More Non-Family Members or Rental Family Units
with At Least Four Persons with At Least One Non-Family Member

Units Residents

Potentially Disallowed
Based Upon Proposed 23,089 146,974
Zoning Changes

Units with Four or More Non-Family Members or Rental Family Units
with At Least Four Persons

Uniis Residenis

Potentially Disallowed
Based Upon Proposed 82,187 473,396
Zoning Changes

Note: Analysis is based upon all structures that include no more than two housing units in LA City occupied by households,
the vast majority of which are in R1 and R2 zones. The classification of number of units and family refetionships is based
upon the Census definitions of non-family relationship as described in Exhibit 5. These do not include Group Quarters Units,
which are discussed in the report. Three interpretations of those units to be disallowed for shared living arrangements based
upon the impact of new zohing code are presented. The first fabulates units with four or more non-family renters in the
households. The second includes rental units that have four or more persons in the household with at least one non-family
member. The third includes all rental units that have four or more persons in the unit. These tabulations used the American
Community Survey Public Use Micro-Data Files for 2007-2011, which makes it possible using publicly available data to derive
these estimates. The data are available from the United States Census Bureau for download.
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Good afternoon. I appreciate this opportunity to speak with you today.

I’m not sure when you last found yourself in a planetarium. At the start of my
most recent visit, | was handed a brochure that said “Sit anywhere. All seats provide
equal viewing of the universe.” 1 took the brochure but instead of contemplating the
stars, | contemplated my job as a governor on the Federal Reserve Board. And it
occurred to me that the brochure was wrong. Completely wrong. All seats do not
provide equal viewing of the universe. Some seats are better than others. It’s not just
that the Big Dipper is clearer than Ursa Minor from certain seats. If you want, for
example, to see the economy, you don’t necessarily want to always be sitting in
Washington. That is not a seat that tells you everything vou need to know about the
economy. You have to break out, set free, and hightail it out of the Beltway to Los
Angeles. It's critical to appropriate policymaking that we get a multidimensional view of
the so-called economic universe.

From that perspective, it is an understatement to say that these are profoundly
challenging times for millions of Americans. Many families have suffered significant
declines in their net worth over the past several years, especially as the value of their
homes and other assets has plummeted. Many households have faced job losses or large
reductions in the number of hours worked, events that have reduced family income and
well-being. While I'm not happy to bear witness to households trying to navigate these
difficulties, we would be poor policymakers if we consistently avoided the seats that give
us this view.

In short, I'm very pleased to be here, but I’'m here on a mission. It’s a quest to

understand what the seat from Los Angeles tells us about the economy, and more



.

generallys hy the path of the economy in a recovery may depend on the path of the
economy 1t ecession.

To re3d and review: The U.8. economy recently endured a financial crisis

rivaling the Ohat triggered the Great Depression, and a severe recession ensued. The
cffects of the nt recession were pronounced in Los Angeles. Although the recession
was dectared te ended nearly three years ago, the recovery--both at the national

level and here is Angeles--has been extraordinarily slow compared with other

 yecoveries. Shise be surprised by this sluggish pace of recovery? Let’s compare the

view of the 1"’/‘;‘S‘onsd economic downturn with a view of the economic downturn in
J'J'IiLos Angeles. Ay, moving from recession o recovery, let’s ask how the contours of
this recovery dift; the contours of other recoveries. More generally, does the path
of a recovery dePihe path of a downturn? Lef's see what the experience of Los

Angeles can teaohcourse, 1 note that this perspective is my own perspective and

not necessarily thls in the Federal Reserve System.

The Economy in Y States and in Los Angeles
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Executive Summary

The City of Los Angeles continues to grow, and with that growth comes the need for more
housing — not only more units, but a broader array of housing types to meet evolving house-
hold types and sizes, and a greater variety of housing price points that people at all income
levels can afford. We must accommodate this growth and residential development in a sus-
tainable way, that respects the collection of unique neighborhocods that characterizes Los
Angefes, while at the same time assuring all residents a high quality of life, a vibrant economy,
and accessibility to jobs, cpen space, and urban amenities. The City's General Pian fays out
the strategy to meet this challenge, by directing growth to transit-rich and job-rich centers
and supporting the growth with smart, sustainable infill development and infrastructure
investments. By integrating the City's housing strategy with its growth strategy the City sup-
ports economic development, reduces housing costs, minimizes environmental impacts and
enhances the guality of life. At the core of this strategy are complete mixed-use, mixed-income
neighborhoods strategically located across the City that provide opportunities for housing,
jobs, transit and hasic amenities for all segments of the population.

This 2006-2014 Housing Element of the General Plan is the City's blueprint for meeting the
housing and growth challenge. It identifies the City's housing conditions and needs, reiter-
ates goals, objectives, and policies that are the foundation of the City's housing and growth
strateqy, and provides the array of programs the City has committed to implement to create
sustainable, mixed-income neighborhoods across the City.

Housing Crisis In Los Angeles |
The City of Los Angeles is facing an uaprecedented housing crisis. The ihcreasing cost of haus-
ing has far outpaced the rise in wages and safaries, making it difficult for working people and

even multiple-income families to purchase a home or pay market rent. Public schoof teachers,
police officers, healthcare professionals, bus drivers, and childcare workers have been priced

out of the City's homeownership market, and the lack of affordable rental housing combined . -
~ with a low vacancy rate has put rental housing out of reach for farge segments of the City's

population. At the same time, the turmoil in the mortgage lending industry has increased fore-
closures and the specter of foreclosure for many of those who were able to purchase homes.

The crisis impacts all segments of the housing market, but is particularly dire for those with -
low incomes, the homeless, and those with special needs. In the past decade, the median price

of a home tripled, from $174,000 in 1997 to $525,000 in 2007,' and the average monthly’

rent for a two-bedroom, one-bath apartment almost doubled, from $870 to about §1,650.%
However, during this same time, median family income increased only 18% from $47,800
{$3,983/month) in 1997 to $56,50C ($4,708/month) in 20072 In fact, the number of low
income households and the pervasiveness of poverty in Los Angeles are so much greater than -
most urban areas, that making housing affordable in Los Angeies requires far greater subs dies’
than other cities generally require. :
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Exacerbated by population growth and the resultant rise in demand, the lack of an adequate
housing supply has not only deepened the need for affordable housing for low and very low
income famities, but has also priced out middle income families from the home ownership and
rental markets. The reality facing middle income families in Los Angeles is that the very people
who provide the daily services necessary to build the City are being priced out of Los Angeles.*
In the first quarter of 2007, a family would have had to earn at least $118,344 annually
in order 1o afford a mortgage for a home at the then-current median price of $525,000.°
Many families who managed to purchase homes within the past few years now face possible
foreclosures due to subprime mortgages which will escalate beyond the affordability of the
mortgage holders. The 40% homeownership rate in Los Angeles, well below the national rate
of 68%, is evidence of the challenges to homeownership in this City.

While the lack of affordable rental housing impacts all renters, low- and very low-income
households are most affected as they teeter on the brink of eviction and subseguent home-
lessness due to unaffordable rents. In the first quarter of 2007, a low-income family making
80% of the monthiy Annua! Family Income ($3,767) had to spend 44% of its income to afford
the average monthly rent for a two-bedroom, one-bath apartment ($1,650).% As housing is
considered affordable when a household spends 30% or less of its income for rent, low-
income families were forced to pay significantly more than what is considered affordable. The
reality bodes worse for very low- and extremely low-income families.

Housing accessibility is especially difficult for those who are already homeless. This population
frequently has special needs and faces discrimination, disabling conditions, lack of transporta-
tion, and unempioyment that exacerbate difficulties in accessing permanent housing.” The
2007 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count by the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority
(LAHSA) estimated the homeless population in Los Angeles to be 40,144 persons on any
given night, In a survey of homeless individuals in Los Angeles County, 87% reported having
living arrangements in their own home, in a home owned by their partner, in rental housing,
or with family or friends prior to becoming homeless.® While the causes of homelessness are
multifaceted, according to LAHSA, the dearth of affordable housing for low-income people is
the primary cause of homelessaess.

The loss of existing rental units with affordability covenants is also aggravating the shortage
of affordable housing. Thousands of units made affordable through federal, state, and local
government subsidies are likely to convert to market-rate rents because the covenants govern-
ing affordability will expire before 2020. In the past ten years the City lost 4,181 affordable
housing units due to the expiration of these covenants, The City could lose another 21,577
affordable units in the next ten years if something is not done to extend the affordability
covenants. Replacement of these units is particularly challenging in today's environment.

Exacerbating the situation further are high development costs for hoth new construction and
rehabititation, and the need for public subsidies to cover these costs when these sources are
shrinking. Development costs for multifamily affordable housing have increased from approxi-

* Famifies making about 80-120% of the
AF (hetween $45,200 to §67,800 with
AP of $56,500) are considered "middie
income.”

* Based on a 30-year fined rate mortgage
and then-current interest rate of 6,.41%,
10% down payment, and no mose than
30% of income dedicated to housing.

& Calculated using 80% of the monthly Afl
of $3,767 (356,500 annually}.

TLAHSA, 2007 Greater Los Angeles
Homeless Count,

£ 36.1% of the respondents fived in

their own home, a home owned by thelr
partnes, of rertal housing prior to becoming
homeless, and 50.9% lived with family or
friends.
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mately $190,000/unit in 2003 to $361,000/unit in 2007 for new construction. Almost the
same amount of financing is required to preserve an existing affordable unit through moder-
ate rehabilitation. In 2006-200C7, the median total development cost for preserving an existing
affordable housing unit through moderate rehabilitation was approximately $182,700. Los
Angeles has long been committed o menitoring, notification, funding, and outreach activities
that support the preservation of affordable housing. Since 1994 through 2007, the City of
Los Angeles has provided local subsidies in the sum of $30.5 million for gap financing to
support the preservation of nearly 1,200 at-risk FHA-insured apartments in 16 developments.
Additionally, the City's Tax-Exempt Mortgage Revenue Bond Program has preserved affordable
units without focal public subsidy. From 2002-2007, the Bond Program has assisted in the
financing of 2,011 at-risk units through a $100.1 million dollar commitment of tax exempt
bonds, In the last four years, with the formal establishment of the Los Angeles Affordable
Housing Preservation Program (AHPP), a dramatic increase in activity has occurred. This activ-
ity includes: expanding resources for preservation program activities; tenant outreach and
education to residents of at-risk affordable housing developments; monitoring expiration of
rental subsidies and/or affordability restrictions on at-risk units; and ensuring enforcement of
iegal notice requirements.

Additional funding must be ideatified at alf levels of government — local, state, and federal —
to support the development and preservation of more affordable housing and to keep pace
with the City's housing needs. Since the 1930s, Congress has passed Housing Acts throughout
each decade, renewing the federal government’s commitment to advancing the right to quality
housing and appropriating funding to existing and new pragrams for rental, for-sale and
special needs housing. The State of California has also made similar commitments through
legislative acts. Through this Housing Etement Update, the City alsc commits to pursue quality
housing for all in keeping with these federal and state policies. In spite of renewed commit-
ments, state and federal appropriations have shrunk from year to year for more than a decade.
City resources as well have not increased to meet the needs. Considering that the City is
responsible for producing 112,876 new units, of which 44,733 units {40%) are designated for
very low- and low-income families based on the Regicnal Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA),
without securing additional funding for affordable housing production and preservation, the
City will face significant challenges in meeting its RHNA income distribution.

The need for affordable housing for all will intensify as the City's population continues to grow.
However, progress has been made in the recent past to address the housing crisis through the
mobilization of leadership from the City and the housing community. The City has the sites
for this housing and a General Plan and Zoning Code that allows for the development of the
sites. The 2006-2014 Housing Element Update establishes the goals, objectives, policies and
pregrams the City of Los Angeles will pursue to fadlitate the construction of affordable and
market rate housing units and to encourage the maintenance and rehabilitation of existing
housing stock serving people of all income levels.

City of Los Angeles Housing Etement 2006-2014
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Strategically Directing Growth to Meet
Housing Needs Citywide

For over ten years, the City has been pursuing a sustainable approach to accommodating long-
range growth. This approach is established in the Framework Element of the General Plan, first
adopted in 1995, which encourages sustainable growth in higher-intensity commercial and
mixed-use districts, centers and boulevards, and in proximity to transit, These centers and tran-
sit stations and stops are depicted on the map below, Map ES.1. The goals and policies of the
Framework Element establish a balanced approach to growth by linking it to the land uses and
infrastructure that will support the type of infill development that incurs the least economic,
environmental and social costs. The Housing Element fulfills this strategy, as reflected in the
overall housing goal established in Chapter 6, “it is the overall housing goal of the City of Los
Angeles to create for all residents a city of livable and sustainable neighberhoods with a range
of housing types, sizes and costs in proximity to jobs, amenities and services...”

To target growth strategically, the City is developing Transit Oriented District plans and imple-
menting financial and land use incentives to increase the feasibility of infill development near
transit. This includes new zoning categories for residential and mixed-use development near
transit stops, incentives to increase housing opportunities in Downtown that can support tens
of thousands of additional people that will leverage the billions of dollars of rail and other
infrastructure investment that has been made there, and zoning to encourage the adaptive
reuse of the City's stock of historic office buildings for housing. City agencies, including the
Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD), the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles
{HACLA) and the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA),
are committed to bringing resources necessary to support these neighborhoods, maintaining
neighborhood character and upgrading the housing stock while developing livable, affordable,
and sustainable neighborhoods,

To encourage the development of housing across the City, policies and programs will also be
carried out at a neighborhood and community level through the New Community Plan pro-
gram. Working with communities to devise neighborhood-based strategies for development,
Community Plans implement the Framework and the Housing Element policies by determining
the mix, location, and intensities of land uses, the infrastructure necessary to support those
uses and funding strategies to achieve those plans.

Through fand use planning and financial incentives, the City encourages livable and sustain-
able neighborhoods that offer a mix of housing at all income fevels, jobs, transit and services.
The City accomplishes this through infill development strategies which preserve the character
of neighborfioods and meet the needs of existing residents as the City continues to grow.
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Housing Element: Purpose and Process

Housing Element and the General Plan

The Housing Element is required by California State law to be & component of every city's
General Plan because housing needs are recognized as a State-wide concern. Pursuant to
State law, the Housing Element must identify the City's housing needs, the sites that can
accommodate these needs, and the policies and programs to assure that the housing units
necessary to meet these needs can be provided. The primary goal of the Housing Element is to
provide a range of housing opportunities for all income groups.

1.

The General Plan is a city's “constitution for development,” the foundation upon which all
land use decisicns are to be based. The City of Los Angeles’ General Plan consists of a Frame-
work Element and twelve issue-focused Elements, The Framework establishes the vision for
the City's future, and the long-range strategies, goals, objectives, and policies to implement
that vision, Each of the Elements is a more detailed expression of that vision.

The Framework Element includes chapters that address ali urban issues. The Housing Chapter
identifies the housing issues, and establishes the City's goals and policies to address these
issues and to guide future actions. The 2006-2014 Housing Element Update embodies these
goals and policies and identifies the more detailed strategies the City will implement to achieve
them while assuring that the benefits and challenges of growth are shared and that the hous-
ing goals are integrated and consistent with all of the other Elements of the General Plan.

Statutory Requirements

The requirements for the Housing Element are detineated in California State Government Code
Section 65580 — 65589.9. The Housing Element is required to be updated every five years in
accordance with a specific schedule of dates established by the State. For this update, the
State granted time extensions for the adoption of the updated Housing £lement to June 2008.
The current Housing Element therefore covers the period of January 1, 2006 ~ june 30, 2014,

Public Participation in the Preparation of the 2006-
2014 Housing Element

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65583(c){6)B), "The local government shall make a
diligent effort to achieve public participation of all economic segments of the community in
the development of the housing element...” The 2006-2014 Housing Element Update was
prepared over a period of 18 months by an interdepartmental team of twelve City depart-
ments and with the participation of a variety of stakeholders,

Early in the process, a Task Force of housing experts was created to provide information and



Executive Summary

expertise on the range of housing issues, needs, policies, and programs necessary 1o achieve
the City's RHNA goals. The Task Force was comprised of S0 members who have special and/
or technica! knowiedge about various facets of housing issues, including the business com-
munity, financial institutions, affordable and market-rate housing developers, special needs
providers, legal assistance groups, tenants’ rights groups, homeless service agencies, and
Certified Nelghborhood Councils, The Task Force was co-chaired by Robin Hughes, a member
of the City Planning Commission and Evangeline Ordaz-Molina, a member of the Affordable
Housing Commission. The Task Force established eight subcommittees to address specific is-
sues and more than 100 additional pecple participated in these meetings. The Task Force and
its Subcommittees met over a five month period from May through September, 2007 and
submitted comprehensive recommendations to City staff regarding the needs of the cccupants
of the 112,876 units and the programs that will be most effective in assuring that these units
meet the required income targets. A Summary Report of the Task Force's work was created and
every recommendation was reviewed by City staff. Nearly every recommendation of the Task
Force was incorporated into the draft Housing Element,

The Department of City Planning (DCP) created a website o provide on-going information
about the Housing Element as it was being prepared. Documents produced by the Task force
and Subcommittees and their meeting dates and agendas were posted. Related documents
and links to documents of interest were aiso posted from time to time.

Following the release of the Draft Housing Element, DCP held seven community workshops
throughout the City to discuss the Housing Element with the public and to elicit further input.
These workshops were advertised via spacial mailings to community and business crganiza-
tions as well as individuals, to the members of the Board of Directors of the 89 Certified
Neighborhood Councils in the City, and to approximately 500 news publications, including
those oriented towards particular ethnic communities. Public workshops were held in the
North San Fermnando Valley, South Valley, Downtown, South Los Angeles, East Los Angeles,
West Los Angeles, and the Harbor area on either Saturdays or early evenings to encourage the
greatest amount of participation,

In addition to the Task Force and Subcommittee meetings and the seven public workshops,
public hearings to address the draft Housing Element were held before the Affordable Housing
Commission (twice), the City Planning Commission (twice), the City Coundil's Planning and
Land Use Management Committee, the City Council’s Housing and Community and Economic
Development Commitiee, and the City Council.

Public Participation: Summary of Issues Raised and
Responses

e Livability, sustainability, quality urban design, quality development in the public realm
and access to green space/open space will be pursued through programs such as zoning

City of Los Angeles Housing Element 2008-2014
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and neighborhood implementation tools for mixed used development, transit oriented
district studies, and a walkabifity checklist, all of which have been incorporated into Goal
2 regarding safe, iivable and sustainable neighborhoods.

Alieviating development constraints and streamlining governmental approval processes
in order to fadilitate the production and preservation of housing is discussed in detail in
Chapter 2, and specific City efforts to accomplish these objectives are incorporated under
Goal 1, Objective 1.5 regarding regulatory and procedural barriers.

Provision of a variety of housing types and distribution of affordable housing and services
throughout the City will be pursued through a vast aray of housing production and
preservation programs undertaken by several City departments and agencies, ali of which
have been incorperated into Goal 1 regarding provision of an adequate supply of housing
for all residents with various needs.

o lssues regarding increased development and available infrastructure and services are
addressed in detail in Chapter 2 regarding infrastructure constraints as well as through
programs under Goal 2 to create fivable and sustainable neighborhoods,

¢ The location of future development will be addressed through programs that will
establish greater residential capacity in centers and near wansit while reducing the
residential capacity in those neighborhoods where preservation of existing character is
desired, such that the current zoning and residential capacity reflected in the cument
inventory of sites for housing will evolve and all residential development and Increased
residential density will be directed to desired locations.

e Encouraging the distribution of affordable housing throughout the City will be pursued
through a variety of incentives, including construction foans as well as land use conces-
sions, while the exploration of a mixed income housing ordinance may result in additional
methods of achieving citywide production of affordable housing.

Preservation of existing housing, preventing a net foss of units and preventing displace-
ment of residents is discussed in detail in Chapter 1.

o Achieving preservation and mitigating and/or minimizing the loss of existing housing
and displacement of tenants will be achieved through programs which support rehabilita-
tion of individual residential buildings and preservation of affordability, such as preserva-
tion of residential hotels and single room occupancy hotels, preservation of rent-stabilized
housing units, funding the rehabilitation and refinancing of affordable units in order to
extend the affordability terms, alf of which are contained under Goal 1, Objective 1.2.

» Preservation and preventing loss of units and/or displacement of residents will all
be addressed through reighborhood preservation programs which suppoert development
while preserving neighborhood character and meeting the needs of existing residents,
such as down-zoning in order to minimize the incentive to demolish and replace housing
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and development review by neighborhood councils and community stakeholders, all of
which are contained under Goal 2, Objective 2.4.

« Ending and preventing homelessness is addressed through programs that provide short-
term and long-term housing arrangements for persons with special needs and for persons
who are homeless, and include supportive services to prevent andfor end a cycle of
homelessness for those persons, all of which are contained in Goal 4 and where the City
makes a commitment to work toward reducing homelessness.

+ Sustainable residential development is addressed through a variety of programs under
Goal 2, Objective 2.2 that specifically promote sustainable buildings, such as sustainable
huilding materials, reducing impediments to innovative design, and priority plan check
and expedited permitting for green buildings.

o Education and training for all stakeholders and residents regarding housing issues, needs
and effective responses will be implemented through a variety of public outreach and
education efforts, such as property management training for landlords, raining and
outreach with neighborhood councils and other community groups, education for buyers
and homeowners to protect against predatory lending practices, and cutreach and train-
ing programs regarding fair housing awareness and the rights of tenants and property
OWners.

Summary of the 2006-2014
Housing Element Update

The 2006-2014 Housing Element Update is the City's plan for addressing housing needs
across the City. While fulfilling the statutory requirements of State housing element law, the
policies and programs herein also foster on-going partnerships among City departments, with
other governmental agencies, and with the private sector to respond to ever-changing housing
demands and market conditions. And, finally, the Update provides policy guidance to decision-
makers at aif levels of City government.

The Update is divided into six chapters, beginning with an assessment of housing needs and
constraints to residential development and culminating with Chapter 6 which delineates the
City's housing goals and the specific pelicies and programs that various departments will
implement to achieve the goals.

Chapter 1, Housing Needs Assessment, provides a comprehensive overview of the City's
population, household, and housing stock characteristics, and an analysis of these factors in
order to identify housing neads of the variety of household types and special needs across the
City. The analysis indicates high rates of housing cost burden (58% of renters and 47% of
owners pay over 30% of their income for housing), low home ownership rate (40% compared
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to 68% nationwide), and loss of existing low-rent housing (including subsidized housing as
well as rent-stabilized units). More than 20,000 units are at risk of losing affordability cov-
enants in the next ten years, Vacancy rates are low and rental rates and home prices are high
in Los Angeles where the median income has remained lower than the County and the nation.
Growth estimates for Los Angeies have led to a Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
allocation for the City of 112,876 new housing units that will be needed during the Housing
Element Update planning period of 2006-2014.

Chapter 2, Constraints on Housing Maintenance, Improvement, and Development, addresses
regulations and conditions that constitute constraints to housing production and preserva-
ticn, including governmental regulations, infrastructure requirements, conditions in the City's
Coastal Zone, and market conditions. While governmental regulations are established to pro-
tect the health and safety of residents, they also set limits on residential development; these
regulations include zoning, land use entitlement processing, redevelopment project area des-
ignations, environmental review, and affordable housing covenant requirements, Constraints
in the Coastal Zone are created through State laws that exist to protect, maintain, enhance,
and restore the overall quality of the Coastal Zone area and its resources, but which also
restrict development flexibility by, for example, restricting the density and height of projects.
Lastly, market conditions pose significant constraints, including high land, construction and
financing costs, and restricted financing availability which may be addressed through policies
and pregrams, atthough the City has little ability to reduce these constraints.

Chapter 3, Inventory of Sites for Housing - State housing element law requires the City to
show that it has adequate land zoned to accommodate the entirely of its RHNA allocation
of 112,876 housing units. The inventory identifies over 21,000 parcels suitable for additional
residential development without the need for any discretionary zoning action by the City.
While these sites could accommodate over 350,000 units, it is estimated that 13,000 units
are likely to be developed each year during the Housing Element Update pianning period, With
nearly 15,000 units already developed curing 2006, the City will be able to provide for the
build-out of 112,876 new housing units during the planning period,

Chapter 4, Opportunities for Conservation in Residential Development - State housing ele-
ment law requires cities to identify opportunities for energy conservation in residentia! develop-
ment. The City has broadened this analysis to include energy conservation, water conservation,
alternative energy sources and sustainable development which supports conservation and
reduces demand. These efforts reduce development costs and improve the affordability of
housing units. Specific City programs include providing rebates for energy efficient appliances,
shifting the time of energy use, using alternative sources of energy {i.e., solar power), installing
green roofs to increase energy efficiency, installing dual glazed windows to increase energy
efficiency, requiring more sustainable landscaping and site design, exceeding the State’s Title
24 regulations, meeting Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®} standards
for certain buildings, and adopting General Plan land use designations and zoning that create
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higher-density, compact, infill development near transit.

Chapter 5, Review of the 1998-2005 Housing Element — Preparation of the Housing Element
Update included the essential step of evaluating the previous 1998-2005 Housing Element
in order to identify accomplishments and evaluate the effectiveness of pravious policies and
programs. The review shows that over 50,000 housing units were built, fulfilling over 80% of
the. City's new construction goal for the previous Housing Element period. Furthermore, the
review showed that the goals, chjectives and policies of the previous Housing Element remain
important, and this Housing Element Update builds upon them, reconfiguring and refining
some of them to better focus the City's strategy. The review showed that the issue of home-
lessness was not adequately addressed, given its magnitude in Los Angeles, and was elevated
in importance in this Update. The goals, objectives and policies continue to be organized
around four issues: housing supply; livable communities; housing opportunities; and ending
homelessness. Similarly, the evaluation of programs provided insight into effective efforts, and
many programs have been reconfigured so that going forward, more will be accomplished.
The Housing Element Update also reflects a much broader array of housing programs that are
now being carried out by many City departments, compared to those of the previous period.

Chapter 6, Housing Goals, Policies, Objectives and Programs - Housing goals, objectives,
policies and programs are guided by the City’s overall housing goal:

It is the overall housing goal of the City of Los Angeles to create
for all residents a city of livable and sustainable neighborhoods
with a range of housing types, sizes and costs in proximity to
jobs, amenities and services. In keeping with decades of federal
Housing Acts and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights that
declared housing as a human right, the City will work towards
assuring that housing is provided to all residents.

Housing policies and more than 200 implementing programs were identified as a result of the
analysis and public input. They were organized under the following four goals:

Goal 1: A City where housing production and preservation result
in an adeguate supply of ownership and rental housing that is
safe, healthy, sanitary and affordable to people of all income

levels, races, ages, and suitable for their various needs.
Objactives were established to divide this goal into five areas: producing rental and ownership
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housing, preservation of rental and ownership housing, forecasting changing housing needs,
distributing affordable housing citywide, and reducing barriers.

The poticies and programs for production include targeted loan programs for homeowners
and housing developers, and land use changes to increase opportunity sites. Preservation
programs include inspection of housing units for Building Code violations, funding incentives
to rehabilitate and maintain the housing stock, and mechanisms to extend the affordability
terms of units facing expiring covenants. The City will track its efforts through monitoring pro-
grams which assess production and preservation accomplishments against forecasted housing
needs. Financing incentives and fand use pelicies and programs, such as density bonus and
Redevelopment Project Area activities, wiff be pursued to encourage the development of af-
fordable housing across the City. And finally, Zoning Code amendments and case processing
streamlining will faciiitate housing production and preservation in general.

Goal 2: A City in which housing helps to create safe, livable and

sustainable neighborhoods,

Objectives within this goal delineate the following four areas of focus: promoting safety and
health, promoting neighborhoods with mixed-income housing, jobs, amenities, services and
transit, promoting sustainable buildings, and promoting neighborhoods with a mix of housing
types, quality design and unigue character.

Policies and programs to improve safety and health include designing to prevent crime, and
providing access to amenities, such as well-lit walkways to recreational spaces. Sustainable
neighborhoods will be facilitated by mixing uses within profects, providing mixed income
neighborhoods, locating housing in proximity to a mix of uses, and developing Transit Orfented
District plans. The City will require buildings of a certain size to meet sustainability standards,
will provide financial incentives to train developers in green building technigues and materi-
ais, and encourage the development of higher levels of sustainable buildings. Policies and
programs to support livable neighborhoods and preserve their unique character include the
development of new urban design standards and new Community Plans that accommodate
growth while continuing to serve existing residents,

Goal 3: A City where there are housing opportunities for all

without discrimination.

Two cbjectives will guide the policies and programs that will implement this goal: assuring
access to housing without discrimination and prometing fair housing practices,

Policies and programs to address discrimination in housing include resolving filed discrimina-
tion cases in the rental or sale of housing, facifitating physical medifications to housing units
to better serve persons with disabilities, and encouraging responsible lending praciices, Fair
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housing practices will be encouraged through policies and programs such as providing easy
access to information regarding available housing and tenants’ and buyers’ rights as well
as conducting outreach and education with residents, developers and owners of all housing

types.

Goal 4: ACitycommittedto ending and preventing homelessness.

The issue of homelessness is divided into two areas of focus: providing an adequate supply
of housing and services to homeless persons and persons with special needs, and promoting
outreach and education in support of homeless persons and persens with special needs.

An adequate supply of housing for homeiess persons will be pursued through a variety of poli-
cies and programs, from short-term housing such as shelter for victims of domestic violence
and other homeless persons, to long-term solutions, such as rental assistance for homeless
persons and the development of permanent supportive housing. Efforts also include improved
coerdination and planning for housing and services as well as pursuing new resources. Poli-

_cies and programs regarding outreach and education include assistance in accessing housing
and sarvices, making information more easily and readily available to the general public, and
working with communities to understand and accommodate the unigque housing types and
broad array of housing needs within communities.

Summary of the 2006-2014 Housing Element
Update Targets

Through the implementation of the policies and programs set forth in the 2006-2014 Housing
Element, the City will pursue the production and preservation of housing for all residents and
will strive to meet its RHNA goal of 112,876 new units by 2014. The following chart quantifies
the units anticipated through implementation of aif of the programs by income and by type
of program:

Table £S.1a Quantified Objectives: New Construction (RHNA Allocation)

5

ely Low-Income 4,
Very Low-Income 8,576
Low-ncome ' 8,582
Moderate-income 4,415
Above Moderate Income 86,961
Total 112,876

City of Los Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014



In addition to the required RHNA allccation, the City intends to rehabilitate and conserve/
preserve the existing housing stock. Rehabilitation includes light, moderate and substantial
physical rehabilitation of existing housing units in order to improve the condition of the
housing units. Conservation includes the preservation of existing housing through activities
that prevent the loss of housing units, such as zoning that assures continued residential use,
funding strategies and inspections through the Systematic Code Enforcement Program. Con-
servation also includes the preservation of affordable housing at-risk of losing government
subsidies and converting to market rate housing. Units that are listed for rehabifitation may
also be counted as units under conservation/preservation and vice versa.

Table £5.1b Quantified Objectives: Rehabilitation and
Conservaticn/Preservation

Extremely Low-Income 4,722 17,477
Very Low-Income 2,964 1,790
Low-{ncome 7,605 6,404
Moderate-Income 413 750
Ahove Moderate income 534,690 250
Total 650,394 20,907

in additior to the housing units reflected in the above tables, the City is committed to imple-
menting a number of programs that preserve and maintain significant additional housing that
cannot be guantified into units as follows:

e Maintenance and conservation of over 239,000 multi-family buildings by preserving
residential and SRO hotels, completing urgent repairs, enforcing nuisance abatement,
and a number of other programs. The number of units per building varies vastly, from 100
units in a residential hotel to 10 units in a building where nuisance abatement is being
pursued.

*  Fund and provide other support for the maintenance of short-term housing for homeless
persons, including emergency shelter beds and transitional housing beds. This includes
over 1,000 beds for victims of domestic violence, 200 beds for persons living with HIV/
AIDS, over 1,700 general emergency shelter beds, over 2,800 general transitional housing
beds, and over 1,700 winter shelter beds (provided from December through March of
each year, as required by weather conditions}, These beds generally serve extremely low
income households and individuals.

o Rental subsidies through various U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development



Executive Summary

(HUD) funding sources used by qualifying households to help pay rent in market rate units
across the City. For example, general Housing Choice Vouchers support approximately
37,000 households; targeted Housing Choice Vouchers serve another 4,000 homeless
persons; and other rental assistance programs serve persons living with HIV/AIDS and
persons with disabilities.

City of Los Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014
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MAJCR HOUSING ISSUES ‘
top i

The City of Los Angeles has been facing a housing problem for a number of years as it is one of the
most expensive housing markets in the United States. Factors exacerbating the present housing
situation include increased population, increased average household size, lack of significant
developable land, and reduced level of building activity. A mismatch presently exists between the
number of available housing units, the size of the population, and between incorne fevels and housing
cosis, although the recession in the early 1990s served to level off increases in rental costs.

Other factors which negalively impacted the housing in this City include the recession-related
depreciation of housing values and loss of dwelling units due to the 1994 Northridge earthquake. I
addition, the federal government has reduced funding levels for provision of affordabie housing to
very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.

Pursuant to State Housing Element law, this chapter identifies housing needs and affordability issues,
providing context and background for their examination. Data on population, employment, and
household characteristics, as well as age and housing conditions, are carefully documeanted to further
detail the extent of the local housing situation. This chapler identifies "affordable housing” as our
primary housing problem, as well as detailing the housing needs of certain special needs groups
within the population.

Also included In this chapter is a discussion of the potentia loss of federal, state, and locally assisted
housing. "At fisk" housing is defined as assisted housing at risk of reversion to market rents.

ANALYSIS OF AT-RISK HOUSING
fopadit

Housmg ELEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Housing Element law requires that jutisdictions 1} evaluate the potential for existing rent-restricted low
incorme housing units to convert to market rate housing and 2) propose programs {0 preserve or
replace those units. Stale legislation was passed in 1989 in response to the potential loss of
numetous affordable rental units that received assistance from federal, State, and local programs.
State law requires each city and county to provide an analysis of and pregrams for preserving
assisted rental housing developments in a ten-year period.

The presetvation analysis and list of programs must be updated every 5 years, at the same time that
the locality's housing element is updated, and the analysis must project activities into the nexd 19
years. For this update of the Housing Element, the City's 10-year analysis period is divided into two
5-year periods, December 31, 2000 to June 30, 2005 and July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2010,

Consistent with State requirements, the City of Los Angeles Housing Element preservation and
program analysis includes the following:
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1. An inventory of restricted low income housing developments in the City and their potential for
conversion;

2. An analysis of the costs of preserving or replacing the units at-risk;

3. An analysis of the organizational and financial resources available for preserving or replacing
at-risk units;

4. Local programs for preserving at-risk units, and

5. Quantified objectives for the number of at-risk units to be preserved.

BACKGROUND

Beginning in the 1980s, the federal government provided numerous incentives to private developers
to construct affordable housing. These incentives included low interest loans, mortgage insurance,
and rent subsidies administered by the Department of Mousing and Urban Development (HUD) and
U.5. Department of Agriculture Farmers Home Administration (FrHA). Owners who secured these
subsidies entered into contracts with HUD or FmHA to build or operate multifamily rental housing
developments that reserved units for lower income households.

Several federal programs allowed owners the option of terminating their participation by prepaying
their mortgage prior 1o loan maturity or rental contract expirations. Siili other programs aliowed owners
not to renew project subsidy contracts upon expiration of the initial contract term. When an owner
elects {o terminate subsidies, whether by prepaying an insured mortgage or opting out of
proiect-based rental assistance, the accompanying use restrictions are terminated. When owners
exercise this option, rent-restricted units in most cases convert to market-rate. As a result, iower
income tenants may become displaced due to an inability to pay higher rents, with no assurance of
securing permanently affordable housing elsewhere. Though existing tenants have recourse through
the City's Rent Stabilization Ordinance to prevent excessive rent hikes once the affordability
requirements expire, the unit is ultimately rent decontrolled and the affordability lost once the tenant
leaves the unit. Without active efforts to preserve or replace these units, the inventory of affordable
housing stock will decline.

Nationwide, the potential impact of this loss is enormous. The U.S. General Accounting Office lssued
a report in june 1986 which predicted that 1.8 million units, or approximately 90 percent, of all
federally subsidized rental housing in the couniry could be lost by the end of the century.

Statewide, the impact is large. In 1985, the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) assembled an inventory of low income rental housing units that are eligible to
convert to market rate housing over the next 20 years. A subsequent report published by the State
Office of Research in 1987 concluded that as many as 117,000 assisted rental units couid convert by
the year 2008; over two-thirds of these units, or 68 percent, have restrictions that could terminate as
early as 1895. Over 11 percent, 12,343 of these units are located within the Gity of Los Angeles.

The potential for loss of affordable units is compounded further by the consideration of low-income
units produced by state and local financing and subsidy programs (which are not always considered
10 be at-risk projects) or other federal subsidy programs such as Community Development Block
Grants. State and local programs used in the City of Los Angeles include the Low Income Housing
Tax Credit program, Affordabte Housing Incentives Program (density bonus), Galifornia Housing
Finance Agency-issued bonds, city-issued municipal bonds, City of Los Angeles Community
Redevelopment Agency revenues, and locally monitored land use restrictions (e.g., specific plans,
zone amendments). Like their federal counterparts, these programs have affordable regulatory
agreements or other use restrictions for terms of fimited duration.

INVENTORY OF AFFORDABLE HousiNG UniTs

The Affordable Housing Inventory is a comprehensive list of all multifamily housing developments
located within the City of Los Angeles. This database contains information regarding every affordable
housing development in the City of Los Angeles with any data regarding affordability restrictions due
o development incentives or financing from government sources. Among other items, the database
records the date of construction completion, the length of the affordability restriction, the total number
of units in the project, the number of units that are affordability restricted, the type of construction
(new or rehabilitation), and any target househotd guidelines. The database does not include
demoliticns of afferdable units as the information is not available. This data is used to determine
which affordable housing units are at-risk of reverting to market rents and the costs of replacing those
units.
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The City of Los Angeles has 53,365 aflordable housing units in 2,020 developments. The majority of
these units were funded through the federal Housing Administration (FHA) Section 221{d){3) and 236
programs and the local Community Redevelopment Agency housing program. Table A provides a
summary of the total number of affordable housing projects and restricted affordabie housing units
within the City of 1.os Angeles by primary financing or incentive program. The following discussion
provides information on the programs under which these units were developed, as well as an analysis
of the number of affordable units at-risk of reversion to market rates within the planning period of this
docurment.

ExHiBiT 25
INVENTORY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

i Primary Program H Projects f| Units ]
{202/811 | a1l 1,739
1207 | 2 543
1221(D)(3) | 48! 3,606|
221(D)(4) 1 26 1,487
231 | 1 26|
1236(J)(1) ] 260/ 10,875
iCity Bond-Financed | 2521 4,366
ICDBG | 131 3,424|
ICHFA I 11 594|
[CRA I 478 11,815
[Density Bonus I 144 1,505
[HOME I 279 2,766
[Land Use I 94| 905
[Section 8 - New Construction I 42| 5,128
[Section 8 - Other I 165] 4,371
[Unassigned | 56| 225
[Total | 2,020 53,365

Source: Los Angeles Housing Department, Affordable Housing Database, March 14, 200!

PROGRAMS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING FINANCING AND INCENTIVES

As described earlier, financing and incentive programs at the federal, State, and local level have
encouraged the development of affordable housing in the City of Los Angeles singe the 1960s.
However, neatly all of these programs have either been discontinued or drastically reduced in scope.
This section describes current and historic programs and the total number of units produced under
those programs. Since many projects receive funding from multiple funding sources, this analysis
identifies a primary funding source and evaluates proiect characteristics based on development
restrictions specific to that funding source.

Federal

Federal programs that aliow the termination of low-income use restrictions involve low- inleras,
FHA-insured ioans and Section 8 rental assistance. Often, housing developments receive assistance
from both programs. In these cases, the earliest termination date in either program is the earliest a
project may lose its use restrictions. With the exception of the 202 prograr and limited FHA
insurance, the programs described below are not available to new developments. These units
typically have use restrictions of 30 years, as stated in the regulatory agreement,

The City of Los Angeles has 1,389 housing developments with 25,375 locally and state-assisted units
developed using these financing and incentive programs.

LOW-INCOME HOUSING EXPIRATION ANALYSIS

Housing Element law reguires an analysis of the units whose affordability restrictions are at-risk of
expiting. This section identifies the number of units that have already expired, the number of units that
wilf expire between December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2005, and the number of units that will expire
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between July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2010.

Units Already Expired

Affordability restrictions for a total of 23,238 units have technically or officially expired. The majority of
these, 14,830 units (63 percent), are located in buildings financed through the 221(D)(3), 221(D){4),
and 236(J)(1) programs. Expiration dates recorded for these projects reflect the earliest date on which
properiy owners could prepay their mortgages, which in most cases would terminate all covenants to
restrict units at affordable rates. Congress restored owners' right to prepay in 1996, and so most
projects built under the 221(D){3) and 236{J}(1) programs are now eligible to do so if they comply with
federal and state notice requirements.

But, while the initial affordability period for these projects has expired, many of the units have not yet
lost their affordability restrictions. Most property owners have not yet prepaid despite their ability to do
s0. For the moment the affordability and rent restrictions remain in place on these properties, though
they continue to be at-risk of conversion to market rate.

Units to Expire in 0-5 Years

Between December 31, 2000 and June 3¢, 2005, 5,545 housing units will lose their affordability
restrictions. These units are concentrated in buildings assisted with FHA insurance Section 221(D}{(4),
Section § rental subsidies, or locai bonds. Most of the units expiring in this peried are family units
(3,388), with many also designated for seniors (1,817) and disabled persons (817).

Units to Expire in 5-10 Years

Between July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2019, 3,839 housing units will iose their affordability restrictions.
Maost of these units were financed through the CRA and the Section 8 program, with the remainder
funded with local bonds. Most of the units that expire in this period are family units (1,053) and senior
units {2,036). Many units designated for disabled persons also expire in this period (1,629).

ExHiBiT 26
EXPIRATION OF AFFORDABLE Housing UNiT RESTRICTIONS

Units Units
Units Expiring Expiring Units No
Expiring 31-Dec-2000 1-Jul-2005 Expiring Expiration
Primary before thru thru after Data
Program 31-Dec-2000 || 30-Jun-2005 30-Jun-2010 30-Jun-2010  Available

(202/811 I 638]| 345; 202! 527| 0
207 | 543)| 0 0 0l 0l
210)y3) | 3,585 21| 0} 0 0
221(D)}4) | 949] 458]| ol of 80}
231 | 26| of 0 ol 0
236(J)(1) I 10,296|| 75! 0l 344 160}
Bond-Financed|| 1,330]| 67911 24| 1,548 188
lcoBa I 0| 3801 B84 748) 2,234|
||CHFA i 0 0| 0 556 39)]
lcRA | 2,494] 379 1481 6,682 779)
IDensity Bonus | 57 38 24 82) 1,304]
IHOME I 338]| 188)] 109 1,068 1,063]
[Land Use | 163)| ag| ol 28 676|
Section B - 1,491 2,120 757 - 757 0
New

Construction ‘

Section 8 - 1,197 821 558 490 1,305
Other

Unassigned || 131 3 0| 75| 16
Total i 23,238 5,545 3,839) 12,809|| 7,844|

Source: Los Angeles Housing Department, Affordable Housing Database, March 14, 2001
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PRESERVATION AND REPLACEMENT ANALYSIS

State housing element law requires an analysis of the cost of preserving existing affordable uniis that
revert to market rate compared to the cost of replacing these units (Appendices M, N, Q, and P of this
document).

Methodology

This analysis examines only those urils expiring within the next 10 years, as well as 221(d){3),
221(d){4), and 236(j)(1} housing units whose owners may opt to prepay their morigage at any time. A
range of per unit costs were used for both the replacement and preservation costs analysis. The
complex circumstances influencing each housing project dictate the financial resources needed to
maintain the affordability status of those housing units or to replace those units fost with new
affordable units. Consideration by housing finance staff in the Los Angeies Housing Department
determined that rather than calculate an average cost to preserve or replace affordable housing units,
a range of costs provides a better view of funding requirements. This approach shows the wide
variability inherent in affordable housing finance and provides a more realistic view of the costs
involved. The per unit costs presented below are based upon the costs of past LAHD-financed
projects.

In this analysis, "preservation” refers to efforts that maintain the affordability restrictions currently in
place."Replacement” refers to new affordable housing units, generated either through rehabilitation or
new construction programs, that did not previously hold any affordability restrictions due to covenants
ptaced by lenders. The following preservation and replacement per unit cosis were used in this
analysis.

To preserve an existing profect, funding may be required only to subsidize rents and conduct modest
rehabilitation, or the project may require substantial rehabilitation. Funds required to preserve the
restrictions on existing affordable units may vary from $120,000 per unit to as high as $150,000 per
unit. Funds required to replace existing affordabie housing can also vary substantially. Depending
upcn land costs, presence of hazardous materials, and a wide range of other factors, new
construction costs can range from $180,000 per unit. In this analysis, projected hkigh and low
preservation and replacement costs were calcuiated for every development in the Affordable Housing
Database using the values discussed above. These per project costs were then totaled by program
and by planning period.

Pecember 31, 2000 through June 30, 2005

As demonstrated in Exhibit 28, the use restrictions on 5,545 affordable units will expire between
December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2005. The largest portion of these uniis (38%) ts assisted via the
Section 8 New Construction / Substantial Rehabilitation program. (Experience 1o date has
demonstrated that upon expiration of the initial contract term, many owners choose to renew their
contracts in 12-month increments and reevaluate the decision to renew or opt out on an annual
basis.) Bond-financed units account for the next largest portion of this stock (12%}. The majority of the
expiring bond projects have only 20% affordable units, and so the large market-rate component
generally renders preservation of these projects financially infeasible.

Preservation costs for these units would range from $69 million to $491 million. On the other hand,
replacement costs would range from $347 million to $756 million. Current projections of LAHD
production activities indicate that approximately 4,000 affordable housing units will be added to the
City's inventory over the next five years. Aithough this level of production will replace some of the
affordable units that expire in the coming five years, the demand for affordable housing far exceeds
both the current stock and any anticipated gains from new activities less lost units combined. Further,
many of the programs that produced affordable housing in the past, particularly the most prolific
programs, ho longer exist or have no funds. Between Cily activities fo preserve existing affordable
housing and remaining pregrams that continue fo add affordable housing to the existing stock, a slight
ingrease in the total number of affordable housing units is expected between December 31, 2000 and
June 30, 2005.

July 1, 2005 through Junhe 30, 2010

Between July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2010, 3,839 affordable housing units will face potential expiration
of use restrictions. 38% of the units in this planning period are restricted by CRA-imposed affordability
covenants, 34% have project-based Section 8 assistance, and 16% are bond-financed.
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Preservation cosis for these units would range from $48 miltion to $34¢ million, and replacement cosis
would range from $240 million to $523 million. Projections have not been prepared to indicate the
level of affordable housing production in this period. However, the number of units that expire between
Judy 1, 2005 and June 30, 2010 are less than in the previous period. As such, the City should at least
maintain the existing number of affordable units through replacement activities, though demand will
stili far exceed supply.

Expired 221 and 236 Projects

Most of the federally assisted 221(d)(3) and 236 projects in the City of Los Angeles now have the
ability to prepay their morigages. Further, nearly all of these proiects have passed their 20th vear,
aliowing them to prepay at any time and convert their affordable units to market rate. To date,
however, only thirty three out of 334 assisted developments have chosen fo prepay. Thus, these units
remain affordable for the moment but lack long-term affordability protections. Shouid a large number
of project owners decide to prepay in the near future, substantial funding would be required to
preserve or replace these units. Estimates of preservation costs range from $136 million to $949
million, and replacement costs range from $688 million to $1.5 billion. Otherwise, these projects will
not expire until well after June 30, 2010.

ORGANIZATIONAL AND FINANCIAL RESOURCES

An extensive network of non-profit organizations is invoived in the development of affordable housing
in the City of Los Angeles. Several Los Angeles Housing Department programs and activities provide
capacity development to suppori the activities of these organizations and others involved in the
development of affordable housing. The following discussion describes these activities.

Non-Profit Housing Organizations Available to Aequire At-Risk Housing

An experienced and sophisticated group of non-profit housing developers are active in the City of Los
Angeles. More than 135 housing developers are currently active in the Los Angeles area, developing
and managing affordable housing. Many of these organizations focus their efforts within target
neighborhoods while others work city-wide. These groups have produced, using a wide range of
funding sources, thousands of units through new construction and rehabilitation efforts over the last
five years.

The organizations and agencies listed below have expressed an interest in being considered for
acquisition and management of at-risk properties within the City of 1.os Angeles through the Right of
First Refusal Program ¢eordinated by the State Department of Housing and Community Development.
Additional organizations have expressed an interes! in participating.

® Skid Row Housing Trust

® Korean Youth and Community Center

% Concerned Citizens of South Central Los
Angeles

® FAME Housing Corporation

® [ os Angeles Community Design Center

® Egperanza Community Development
Corporation

® Pico Union Housing Corporation

= A Community of Friends

® Frank DeSantis Community Development
Corporation

® Scuthern California Housing Development
Corporation

Source: State of California Department of Housing and
Community Develepment and the Galifornia Housing
Partnership Corporation.

Los Angeles Activities that Support Non-Profit Housing Developers

One of the major goals of HUD's BOME Program is to encourage the development of local community
based not-for-profit housing development organizations. The purpose is fo encourage iccally
designed and community sensilive projects, using the talents and expertise of neighborhood-based
entities. Since 1993, LAHD has been a supporter of this concept and has certified 45 local
organizations throughout the City as Community Housing Development Qrganizations (CHDOs).
CHBOs may pursue projects in muiti-family rental housing development and home ownership.
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To assist CHDOs, LAHD has set aside Qperating Expense Grants to cover part of the reasonable and
appropriate costs associated with the operation of a CHDO. Costs could include salaries, employee
compensation and benefits, employee training and education, staff travel, rentaf of office space,
equipment rental and/or purchase, office supplies, and insurance. The maximum allowable grant is
$50,000 per CHDO in any fiscal year and the CHDO may not receive more than 50% of their
organization's total operating expense budget from the operating grant. LAHD has assisted 22 CHDOs
with g total of 28 yearly grants.

CHDOs are also efigible for preacquisition loans ($25,000 maximumy) to defer costs associated with
predevelopment activities. These loans are unsecured and do not have to be repaid by the CHDO if
the project proves infeasible. A total of 23 preacquisition loans have been made to 16 CHDOs.

In addition, the Gity funds training programs designed to build capacity among non-profit housing
developers. In FY 1997-1998, the City contracted with the Southern California Association of
Non-Profit Housing to provide the following programs: a six-part training session on the prospects of
future funding and development opportunities; training courses on topics such as tax credit
applications, property management, and construction management; evaluation of the impact of
welfare reform on affordable housing developments; preparation of a survey of banking products
available fo non-profit developers; and forums on changes in federal, state, and local funding
resources. The City will continue to fund these types of capacity-building activities.

Neighborhood Knowledge Los Angeles

The City of Los Angeles, in conjunction with federal and loecal agencies, has supported the
development of Neighborhood Knowledge Los Angeles (NKLA), an internet database search tool that
allows local non-profit developers to identify affordable housing projects at-risk of converting to market
rents, as well as distressed and disinvested housing. NKLA provides access to detailed information
regarding housing developments with affordable rent restrictions, dates of conversion to market rates,
and number of units in the project. This allows interested organizations to quickly locate affordable
housing units at-risk of converting to market rates that they may be able to acauire and preserve at
affordable rents. Information on distressed and disinvested housing allows non-profit developers to
identify potential acquisition and rehabilitation projects. Non-profit organizations are provided free,
unlimited access 1o this resource.

FinaNCING RESOURCES

There has been a substantiat reduction in the amount of funds available for housing programs.
Beginning in FY 1992, the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) made
available preservaiion funds for expiring 221 and 236 projects through a program called the
Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act (LIMPRHA). This program was
discontinued, however, and as of 1997 funds are no longer available. The California Housing Finance
Agency (CHFA) fs not very active in Los Angeles. Further, the CRA tax increment, historically a
substantial resource for housing preduction and rehabilitation, has been {ully committed and is no
longer generating additional revenue.

Funding is still available from several other sources, though, including the Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG}, HOME, and tax-exempt bonding authority.

Community Development Block Grant

Historically, the City of Los Angeles has received approximately $130 million annualty in CDBG funds
for housing and community development activities. Barring any substantial fluctuations in HUD
appropriations that may oceur as the federal budget is batanced by 2002 or additional cities qualify for
CDBG allocations, it is reasonable to expect a similar amount of funding over the next five years.

CDBG funds are typically altocated to programs that fund the development of new affordable housing,
single-famity and multi-family rehabilitation, and minor home repairs. It is expected that the funding
priotities for housing will remain consistent over this period, but that non-housing priorities will
emerge, such as economic development, fo reduce the total amount of CDBG funding directed toward
housing. As a resuit, CDBG resources are an unlikely source of funds for major preservation activities.

HOME

The City of Los Angeles receives approximately $33 million annually in HOME funds for housing and
community development activities. Barring any substantial fluctuations in HUD appropriations that may
occiir as the federal budget is balanced by 2002 or additional cittes qualify for these allocations, i is
reasonable to expect a similar amount of funding over the next five years. HOME funds will be
available to any preservation project that meets program guidelines.
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Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (Tax Credits) present a unigue problem in that program guidelines
and priorities are set by the State of California rather than the City of L.os Angeles. As a resut, the
City can only guide a project developer in creating a project that will be more successful in recelving
an allocation of Tax Credits rather than determine that a project will absolutely recelve funds. This
process has been complicated further by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC) use
of a lottery tie-breaker. Whereas the City tries to work with preservation projects to make sure they
meet tax credits thresholds, there is no systematic method to ensure they will recelve tax credits
based on a point system. The State makes the final determination of Tax Credit awards.

Mortgage Revenue Bonds

Since 1982, the City of L.os Angeles has issued tax-exempt revenue bonds for the development of
muiti-family rental housing. Part of the City's preservation strategy is 1o refinance such projects with
tax-exempt bond proceeds {(bond refunding) in exchange for extended and strengthened affordability
controls. Martgage revenue bonds can also be a resource for acquiring and preserving al-risk units
that were not originally financed with bond proceeds.

As hond refunding is an elective activity to which the owner must agres, it is difficult to project how
much financing and bond authority the City would need to preserve these at-risk developments.
Mortgage revenue bonds continue to be a viable finance source in the City of Los Angeles. However,
the total amouni available statewide under the private activity cap is limited and increasingly in
demand by jurisdictions throughout the state.

State Bond Financing (upon availability}

The availability of financing at the state level, typically funded through voter-approved general
obligation bond issuances, will be considered a source for local preservation activities. Historically,
such bond proceeds are administered by the State of California Department of Housing and
Community Development and have been used fo fund primatily new construction and rehabilitation
housing projects.

The City of Los Angeles does not anticipate funds for the coming vear. A state bond issue is under
discussion in the legislature, but approval is unlikely. Legislative sfforts in 1997 o replenish the
program with surpius funds were not ultimately successful.

New Resources

The Los Angeles Housing Department wili continue to actively seek new resources for housing
development and rehabilitation, such as 501{c}{3} bonds and additional appropriations for the City's
newly created Affordable Housing Trust fund. As opportunities arise, the City will evaluate the
potential for alternative resources to meet the City's needs and prioritize preservation projects where
feasible.

Local. ProGRAMS TO PRESERVE Low-Income HoUsING

The following City of Los Angeles programs wilt be undertaken cver the ten-year analysis period of
the Housing Element. Consistent with Housing Element policy, the City shall support continued
affordability of units subject to termination of federal mortgage or rent subsidies and expiring bond
projects.

» P18 Fxpiring Atfordability Requirements

This program addresses developments that are required to meet rent and morigage
restrictions for a limited period of time and then revert to market rate.

To preserve affordability, the program will refinance and refund units for owners that are willing
o maintain jong-term affordability standards.

Responsible Agency: LAHD
Financing Source: Bond proceeds
Time Frame: Ongoing

Preservation programs of this nature are only effective where property owners would benefit
from financial assistance offered through local agency programs. For example, some local
low-income housing bond programs involved a balloon payment at the end of the 10th year.
Many owners opt to refinance their projects and end the affordability restrictions rather than
meet the balloon payment. in the case of projecis where the owner has no financial incentive
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to take additional debt ot refinance their properiy, or all debt on the property has been repaid,
local agencies have no leverage fo maintain the affordable housing units at their low rates.
According to the State Housing and Community Development Depariment, there are no
identified policy or program approaches that would preserve low-income housing units once
the debt service has been efiminated. The City of Los Angeles wilt continue to monitor this
situation and evaluate any program that provides the potential to permanently preserve
affordable housing.

® P-23 The Rent Stabilization Ordinance

The Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO} limits the amount a landlord may raise rents on multi-
family housing units constructed before 1979.

Responsible Agency: LAHD
Financing Source; RSO Registration Fees
Timeframe: Ongoing

All multi-family housing units constructed before October 1, 1978 are restricted under the
RSO, even units constructed under federal housing finance or incentive programs. As a result,
rents in any expiring at-risk housing unit will remain until the renter leaves the unit, at which
time the unit's rent will be decontrolied. Though this is not a permanent presarvation strategy,
it prevents the eviction of thousands of households who could not otherwise pay higher rents,
although it does not replace the loss of the Section 8 subsidy.

PRESERVATION OBJECTIVES

The City of Los Angeles’ goal is to preserve all of the at-risk affordable housing stock. However, the
City recognizes that some propetty owners may refuse to participate in a public agency-sponsored
preservation program.

Units That Expired Before December 31, 2000

No funding is available to preserve existing affordable housing units that have already expired or wil
expire in the near future. CRA tax increment funds have been drastically restricted and diminished,
and all current CRA funds have been committed. No additional funds from this source are anticipated
in the near future. Further, the City has prioritized CDBG funds for economic development activities,
reducing the amount of funding available for housing activities.

For the moment, most projects in the federal 221 (d}(3) and 236 programs (comprising 14,337
affordable housing units) have retained their subsidized mortgages and thus kept rent and income
restrictions in place. But because gwners have the ability to prepay at any time, the Los Angeles
Housing Department will continue to monitor these projects and provide assistance to property
owners or tenant groups to maintain the affordability of these units. Should financing become
available o preserve the affordability in these projects long-term, efforts will be made to contact
property owners and encourage use of these funds. Again, no funding is currently available to
refinance these projects.

All at-risk units are a priority with remaining housing finance programs.

There are no options available o extend the affordability of units developed through the AHIP or land
uge incentive programs. As a result, all affordable units developed under these programs will revert {o
market rents when the affordability restrictions expire.

Units That Expire Between December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2010

Of the 9,384 at-risk units that expire between December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2010, 8,504 are
funded through programs that could encourage property owners to maintain affordable rents through
refinancing products and 38 units were built with funding or tand use restrictions that offer no leverage
or incentive for property owners to extend the affordability through refinancing unless rehabilitation
financing is needed. The 657 units are anticipated to become market rate units.

However, the Gity needs to make a good faith effort to contact all owners and property managers, to
assess their need for, and interest in, City funding for rehabilitation and related purposes, which eould
extend the life of the properties and the affordability restrictions at the same time. Some market
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research is needed to determine whether existing programs couid meet those needs in a way that
would be appealing to such property owners, or whether new ioan products should be developed.
These types of properties usually have only a small percentage of restricted units -~ 20% or less -- s0
acquisttion by affordabie housing developers for permanent preservation is not a reatistic scenario,
given anticipated high sales prices resulting from the property’s overall rental income.

Should funding become available, preservation projects that are feasible and truly at risk will have a
high priority for City funding.

SPECIAL HOUSING NEEDS
top .

As indicated, the City's major housing need is to retain existing and develop new "affordable” housing
units. But there are a number of groups of residents that have what the state defines as special
housing needs. In addition to affordability, these special needs can be physical needs and/or social
needs related to the demographics of the special needs group. These State Housing Element
law-designated "special needs" groups include the elderly, disabled (mental and physical), homeless,
female-headed househoids, large families, farmworkers, and persons living with AIDS. A more specific
discussion of the needs of those groups with needs that go beyond a decent, sanitary, and safe piace
to five which is affordable follows.

ELDERLY

In order 1o maintain a satisfactory qualily of life, residents of this City should have housing which suiis
their varying needs at every stage of their lives. As people age, they often find themselves facing
additional housing problems they may not have had to cope with before. Therefore, the elderly are
defined as a Special Needs Group.

There are many varying definitions of when a person is considered "elderly.” Some programs define
seniors or "elderly” at age fifty-five. The eligibility age for Social Security (except for those with
disabilities) is sixty-two. Some programs define "elderly" or "senior” eligibility at sixty vears. Because
the stalistics used to characterize the demographics of this special needs group come from various
sources, some sets of numbers may not be directly comparabie with others.

The 1980 Census indicated that there were 31 million persons that were aged 65 and older {or 12%
of the population) in the U.S. There is a trend toward an increased proportion of elderly citizens in the
LS. population due to the aging of the "Baby Boom" generation, lower birth rates in recent years, and

extended life expectancias. fﬁ it is expected that persons aged 85 years and older will comprise more
than 14% of the LS. population by 2010, and 22% by 2030 {(or 65 m‘;ll‘son}.@

According to the 1990 census, 13.5% of the City of Los Angeles' population of 3,485,398, or 470,900
people, were aged sixty years or older. Of those, 345,960 residents were sixty-five years or older, or
10%, slightly less than the national average. In 1895, the City Department on Aging projected an
elderly popuiation {60 and older) of 504,328 persons in the year 2000. There would be a need for
15,588 dwelling units to house the additional elderly population of 33,428 expected by the year 2000
(using the average of 1.58 persons per dwelling unit recommended by the Los Angeles Housing
Department). This estimate does not consider the size and type of dwelling unit.

In order to satisfy the needs of shifting populations and provide information to agencies serving the
elderly in the City of Los Angeles, the Department on Aging conducted an analysis of projected
service needs based on geographical areas. The study found that large numbers of eldetly live in the
Southwest Valley and Northwest Vailey subareas of the City (See Area Aging Table, Exhibits 27 and
28). The 1990 Census supported that finding showing that (for those persons 60 years of age and
older} the largest increase of population has taken place in the Northeast, Northwest and Southwast
Valley subareas of the City, with smaller increases in Northeast and South Los Angeies. A decrease in
elderly population was shown in Central Los Angeles and the Southeast Valley.

While the State of California is the nationaj leader in the number of elderly, the City is expetiencing an
exodus of elderly from central city areas. The reasons for this undoubtedly include lack of affordable
housing and convenient transportation, high crime rates as well as mortality factors and replacement
by younger families. Surrounding counties have experienced an increase in the elderly population,
while the rate of growth in L.A. County is decreasing. In addition to the need for affordable housing
because of fixad incomes, etc. the elderly have other physical and social needs.

The Depariment on Aging analysis found that, on a citywide basis, the greatest needs of the elderly
are for transportation, affordable housing, case management (social service referrals), financial

assistance / employment, long term care for the home-bound, and day care. (_31 The elderly often have
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no immediate family, lack mobilily either through physical impafrments or lack of transportation
alternatives, and are therefore isolated. In 1990 there were 68,800 elderly persons in the City with a

mobifity fimitation. S‘ﬂ They also need physical amenities such as hand holds in the shower area, lower
counters, lower shelves, and special lighting. This group is also very sensitive about secursity.

As a special needs group, the elderly are in some respects unique. An article in American
Demographics states that in 1990 the eiderly owned approximately 131,044 dwelling units {or 10%) of
the City's 1,299,963 {otal housing units; and rented 98,256 units. Although L. A. Gounty has been
identified as a high-cost, low-ownership area with a 48.2% overall ownership rate, the elderly own

almost 10% of all dwellings in the City. ff’l This is a high rate of ownership for a population comprising
about 14% of the total population in the City. Those elderly who own their own homes {and frequently
have paid-up mortgages) are among the most likely City residents to have affordable housing.

However, the situation for a renter in the City is very different, given an average rent of $544 per
month and the generally low incomes of the elderly.

According to the 1980 Census there were 34,640 persons of 65 years and older below the poverty
level, and 285,230 above the poverty level in this Gity. The poverty level in 1990 was $6,280 for one
person and $8,420 for 2 persons. Seventy-seven percent of all efderly renters receive less than half

the median income ($30,825), or about $15,000 per year.ffl The median income for Social Security
recipients nationalty is $1 3,959.@

Sociat Security is the main source of income for elderly households. Less than half (45%) received
pensions other than Social Security, and only 20% have earnings, Non-married women make up a
greater percentage of the total elderly popuiation as they age. The median household income draps
dramatically for the elderly poputation, with the oldest age group having the highest poverty rate.

Non-married men and non-married women and minorities have the highest poverty rates @ which
range from 16% to 48% of this population.

Unless they are disabled, the elderly are ingligible for Social Security untll they reach at least age 62,
Social Security (Old Age Insurance), even when supplemented by a pension and savings, simply does
not cover the cost of living in Los Angeles for most elderly residents. In order to filt that gap between
inceme and housing costs many elderly continue to work or apply for Supplemental Security Income
(SSISSP). It is reported that in 1991, 77,011 individuals or 22% of the eldetly population received aid

through this program. The age of eligibility for SSlis 55.9)

Women are particularly impacted because they live longer and have lower average incomes ($9,092).
Women receive an average of $758 per month from Social Security benefits, which is notably less
than the average amount received by men ($978 per month) due fo their historically lower wages or
housewife status.

Census data show that the vast majority of older Americans (85%) live in their homes within the
commuinity, as opposed to only 5% living in an instilutional setting. Repeatedly, research such as the
1930 AARP survey shows that most older Americans want to remain in their homes in their community,

and to age in p%ace.@_) Households with members over age 65 are three and one-haif times less likely
to relocate than those under 65. @

Alarge proportion of the elderly poputation live alone. Many of them find single-family homes toc
costly to maintain; cthers cannot afford multi-family rental housing. The elderly also face loss of
housing when multi-family housing is converted to condominiums, or when tenants are moved out for

building renovation. The elderly find it extremely difficult to find affordable replacement housing. {2)

The use of Section 8 rental subsidy certificates in the private market for the elderly do not setve the

housing needs of the elderly as well as it does for the younger populatioﬂ.@ The scattered site

aspect of Section 8 housing subsidies make it less advantageous for those who would receive
enriched social opportunities and safety from housing planned specifically to address their unigue
needs. Congregate housing, which provides services on-site such as a common dining room and
kitchen with support services, aliows the elderly to maintain their independence and not become

burdens fo society. 4

ExuipiT 27
60 YEARS+ POPULATION COUNTS BY AGING SERVICE AREA (ASA)

! Aging Service Area (ASA) | 1980 | 1990 | cChange |
INorth Valley [ 17,210] 23,331 6,121]
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[East Valley ‘ j 32,604 32,919] 315
[South West Valley §| 35,521| 47,601 12,080)
[city I 37,183|| 33,818|| -3,365]
IWest Wilshire I 51,171 44,385 -6.786|
LSouthwestern H 22,417 28,172, 5,756
Mid-valley | 32,700 35,199 2,499
[South Central | 19,697] 21,643 1,946
Central i | 23,148 21,191} 1,957
West Adams -~ | 22401l 22,984 493)
Westside ? 30,768/ 33,022 2,254
INorthwest Valley j 19,260] 31,622] 12,362
INorthside | 42,428| 38,428] -4,000]
|Eastside | 32,828 36,196| 3,368
THarbor | 18,520 20,472] 1,952

Source: Area Council on Aging (Population 80 Years of Age and Older}

An examination of this issue by Patricia B. Pollak "9 giscussed third-party ownership of terporary

{.e., mobite or medufar homes) elder cottage units which would offer flexibility of location as well as
subsidization. This elder cottage program would involve retention of ownership of the temporary
dwellings by a third party (such as a nonprofit corporation or H.U.D.) and would control for unit size,
design, construction, location on lot, and siting, etc. A model program entitled Elder Cottage Housing
Opportunity (ECHO), sponsorad by H.U.D., is being evaluated at the writing of this element. The
modular units could be moved onto an adult son or daughter's yard space, offering proximity for
personal care, as well as reducing the responsibility of property management and ownership to the
elderly or their children.

Additional housing types sometimes considered appropriate for the elderly include age-segregated
two-story townhouses, and one- and two-story duplexes. Community centers offer opportunities for
social interaction for the elderly, and could also house child care centers. Denmark and Sweden relax

zoning regulations to build additional housing and provide cormunity centers for the elderly.{jfz This
enables many elderly to remain in thelr home community. Sweden offers housing allowances to the
elderly who are ternporarily institutionalized as an incentive for them: to return home. Japanese
cerporations provide home help to their pensioners as part of their employment benefits.

A notable segment of the elderly population does not require constant care and chooses to live in
alternative housing. For example, social agencies match people in need of housing with other elderly
homeowners or pariment dwellers looking for roommates. These arrangements reduce housing costs
and often amsliorate the sense of loneliness and isolation the elderly feel when a spouse dies or
extended family members move away.

Other sorely lacking facilities and housing services for the elderly include facilities for adult day care,
short-term institutionalization, and short-term foster care. These would provide residential care and
supportive services to elderly residents who are unable 1o care for themselves, as well as respite care

to family members. 7)

EXHIBIT 28
NUMBER OF ELDERLY BY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA (>60 YRS}

60 - 64 65-74 || Over74
CPA# Community Plan Area Years Years Years Total

1]Northeast Los Angeles 7958 11,867  8945] 28770

|
2iBoyle Heights ] 2,668)| 3,899) 3,199] 9,766
3/|Southeast Los Angeles | 5,497| g841)  e8e9 21707
4jWest Adams - Baldwin 8,490 11,387 7,644] 25521
Hiils
5/lSouth Central Los 7,916 12,758 8,758 29,432
Angeles
6/|Wilshire | 8745 15870 16,426 41,041
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[Hollywood | 7512 12548 11,659 31,719
ISilver Lake - Echo Park | 2,595 3,993 3,283 9,881
[Westlake | 248 4,118 3,487l 10,033
|
|

o]

[ 9
10/|Central City 979 1,922 1,514 4,415
11/[Central City North 498 913 702 2,118
12 (S:herman Oaks - Studio 3,256 5,945 4,753 13,954
ity
13{North Hollywood | 8722 6,825 5664 18,211
14/[Arleta - Pacoima | 2521 3,625, 1,723 7,869
15|[Van Nuys - North | 4482 8,463 8,453 19,398
16|[Mission Hills - Panorama 3,549 5,949 3,344 12,742
City
| 17[Sun Valley | 2408 39931 2244/ 8,735
| 18{[Sylmar | 1891 2,678 1,571 6,140
[ 19|[Granada Hills | 2,862 3,813 1,754 8,429
[ 20|[Canoga Park | 7,119 g8t9] 5721 22650
{ 21|[Chatsworth | ses2| 4777 2309 10,828
[ 22||Northridge | 2,839 atso 1860 8879
[ 23||Reseda - West Van Nuys)| 3,481| 5044 apea] 13,648
[ 24/[Encino - Tarzana | 4101] 6,893 3,744 14,238
[ 25/[Sunland - Tujunga I 1858 sozzl 2061 6,941
] 26{Westwood [ 1468  2ge2] 2401 6,778
] 27|{West Los Angeles [ 2810 6,023  5490| 14,323
28/lPalms - Mar Vista - Del 3,834 6,733 4131 14,698
Rey
29|[Venice 1 1264 1,920 1,233 4417
30/ Westchester | 20541 3,990 1,900]  8,034|
31|[Brentwood - Pacific 3,171 5,491 3,313 11,975
Palisades
32iBel Air-Beverly Crest || 1328/ 1,99 1,0600  4,374]
_33/lwilmington - Harbor City | 2161} 2972 1751|6884
34|[San Pedro | 2800 4673 3314 10,787
35|[Harbor Gateway | 1,269 1,603] 782  3,654]
Total||All Areas | 122,273]] =202,165| 145,545] 469,983

Source: SEIS-1890 U.S, Census

To address the elderly housing need, the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) set aside
$11,500,000 for elderly housing in Fiscal Year 1996-87 budget fo complete 400 new elderly units. The
agency produced a total of 4,101 senior units as of 19985 of which 1,849 units were built under HUD's
Section 202 Program. The City of Los Angeles Housing Department afso has a 15% budget set-aside
for housing production for low income seniors to be used for housing production or other types of
housing subsidies.

r summary, increasing numbers of elderly in the population are creating a demand for more
affordabie housing in the near term. Long-range planning must recognize this need and design
innovative programs such as ECHO to address the demand.

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Persons with disabilities in the City face unigue probiems in obtaining affordable and adequate
housing. This segment of the population, which includes mental, physical, and developmental
disabilities, needs low-cost, conveniently-located housing which has been specially adapted for
wheelchalr accessibility, along with other physical needs.
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Disability is a physical or mental impairment that substantially Hmits one or more major life activities. #
is estimated that over 500,000 physicaily, mentally, and developmentally disabled people reside in the

City of Los Angeies. There are 95,000 persons with severe mantal illness in Los Angeles Counzy.fifﬂ
Persons with developmental disabilities numbers 183,328, and person with physical disabilities
numbers 25¢,636. A large proportion of the homeless (one- third to one-half) have mental or physical
disabilities. Approximately 3,300 individuals with mental disabilities can be found in the County's jails
{or 16% of all inmates).

The majority of persons with disabilities live on an income that is significantly lower than the
non-disabled population. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that at least one-third of all
persons with disabilities in the United States live in poverty. Persons with disabilities have the highest
rate of unemployment relative to other greups. For most, their only source of income is a small fixed
pension afforded by Social Security Disability Insurance (SDH), Social Security Insurance (834, or
Social Security Old Age and Survivor's Insurance (SSA), which do not adequately cover the cost of
rent and living expenses even when shared with a roommate.

In addition, persons with disabilities experience discrimination in hiring and training relative to other
groups. When they find work, it tends to be unstable and at low wages. Most educational programs for
persons with disabllities do not provide adequate skills and training, which leaves a person with a
disability qualified for no more than minimum wage employment. Eligibility for employmant training is
often based on some level of residential stability.

As with any population, a full spectrum of affordabie 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 very low cost smail or
large group homes {(near retail services and public transit), supervised apartment settings,
outpatient/day treatment programs, and inpatient/day freatment programs or crisis shelters.

it is the opinion of many groups homes developers and non-profit mental health services organizations
that the City's current zoning regulations are too restrictive and do not facilitaie the implementation of
stich housing projects.

Physical Disabilities

There is a scarcity of housing in the Gity accessible to persons with a physical disability. in 1990 only
one percent of the City's housing units were accessible, while between 12 and 14 percent of the City's
population has a physically or developmental disability.

In order to accommodate the City's population with physical disabilities, there is a need to adapt
houses or apartments for wheelchairs and other special requirements. Both Federal and State
housing laws require certain features of adaptive design for physical accessibifity in all multi-family
residential buildings with four or more units builf for first occupancy starting March 13, 1981, However,
numerous dwelling units built before that date are not subject to these accessibility reguirements.
Further, the Americans with Disability Act, adopted July 26, 1990 (Public Law 101-338), requires
architectural retrofitting of commercial structures converted to residential use to accommodate
individuais with physical disabilities, the Los Angeles City Advisory Coundil on Disability states that
there is a heed for architectural accessibility in 4 to 15 percent of all housing in the City. Housing
preservation programs {See Chapter Vi) administered by the Los Angeles Housing Department
provide for accessibility retrofitting fo comply with the law.

Mental Disability

Persons with mental disabilities are a critically under-served pepulation with respect to housing. There

is a general incidence of mental disability of 1 to 2% of the popuiation. @ Approximately 20-50
percent of these are capable of living semi-independently in their own supported housing units with
assistance in maintaining their apartment, the provision of meals and obtaining transportation, as do

other persons with disabifities.?”’

There are a limited number of day treatment facilities and programs, including drop-in socialization
centers, 10 serve persons with mental disabilities. These individuals do not have regional centers as
do the persons with physical disabilities and there is no respite care to families who care for their
refatives with mental disabilities on a 24-hour basis.
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The State Department of Mental Heaith and the County Department of Mental Health provide funding
for development of housing for persons with mental disabilities. Staie law (Sec. 50889} provides for
licensing of private residential care facifities for the care of persons with mental disabilities. These
residences inciude smail group homes with not less than 12 dwelling units, and serving not more than
24 persons per structure.

There is a large homeless population with mental disabilities in the City. A large segment of the adult
persons with mentat disabilities now living with aging parents may find thernseives homeless in the
near future. Many more are temporarily housed in jails (after arrest for a minor offense), largely due fo
the unavailability of appropriate supported housing. They are caught in the revolving door of

homelessness and jail.ffj_z

Developmental Disability

The City tacks suitable and sufficient housing for persons with developmental disabilities 1o live
independently in their own dweiling units, away from institutional supports. According to Section 4512
of the Catlifornia Welfare and Institutions Code, a developmentat disability is defined as disability and
mental retardation resuliing from cerebral palsy, epilepsy or autism which originates before the age of
18, is likely to continue indefinitely, and constitutes a substantial disability for the individual, Many of
the persons with developmental disabilities live in traditional nuclear families, occasionally remaining
with their family of origin into adulthood. Another large segment lives in board and care homes which
provide a supervised living/nursing environment.

A substantial disability is defined as not being able to use the resources that are available to other
peopte. The disability cannot be solely psychiatric or solely physicat in nature.

The Regicnal Center for the Developmental Disabled estimates that approximately 1% of the City's
total popuiation (35,000 persons) would fall into the definition of developmental disability. Of this
number, approximately 40% are adulis. Approximatety 10% of this adult popuiation: would in &l
probability be able to live independently. in order to function independently, the Center provides their
clientele with referrals to public service agencies, which in furn provide training in independent living
skills, counseling on health issues {including alcohel and drug abuse), and job skills.

[t is estimated that 70% of persons with developmental disabilities in the City are retarded and 8%
autistic. Because those with developmental disabilities range from those persons needing total care to
persons who are capabie of living completely independently, a wide range of housing types should be
provided to serve current and future needs.

Ability First of Southern California provides housing for persons with disabilities. Utilizing H.U.D.
funding, this organization sponsors several independent living apartment complexes and a
semi-independent group home at various sites around Los Angeles County for low-income aduits age
18 to 62 who have physical or deveiopmental disabilities. These residences offer accessible living
features stich as lowered counter heights, roll-in showers, and widened doorways for people with
wheeichairs. Support services inciude atiendant care, lessons in cooking, sewing, and exercise.
There are a total of 87 apartment units in 3 buildings and 15 units in the semi-independent group
home.

The Single Room Qccupancy (SRO) Corporation of Los Angeles also provides fow-cost housing for
low-income adulis in the Skid Row area of downtown. It is funded by H.U.D., CG.R.A., and the L. A.
Department on Aging.

Housing Authotity of the County of Los Angeles (HACOLA) provides funding for persons with
disabilities who have been certified as eligible. Persons with disabilities find their own rental units and

pay no more than 30% of their income toward the rental cost. (_2_22 This agsistance is provided to
households in County unincorporated areas and in smaller cities that participate in HACOLA's
programs. The Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA} provides rental assistance to
low income persons with disabilities and homeless persons with disabilities who reside in the City of
Los Angeles. For examgle, for homeless persons with disabilities, HACLA administers rental
assistance from HUD Shelter Plus Care program under which a household pays no more than 30% of
their income toward rental while a community-based organization provides supportive services (o the
household to help the household maintain their housing and not falt back inte homelessness.

In spite of recent federal legistation (Fair Housing Amendment Act of 1988},(131 persons with
disabilities encounter resistance from neighbors when developing or purchasing housing in
conventional residential neighborhoods. Under this legislation many government regulations
restricting group hormes or other housing for people with disabilities will be a violalion of federal law.
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Non-profit developers report that there is a need for jurisdictions to fast-track the permiiting process
for these projects, as well as waive or defer fees as they operate on limited budgets. Examples of fee
waivers include schoo! fees, since these residences do not house children. The recently adopted
Affordable Housing Incentives Qrdinance aliows for fee deferral prior to the issuance of a Cerlificate of
Occupancy (Sec. 19.01 K 10 of the Planning and Building Code).

Some developers have found that current city parking requirements are costly and burdensome.
Comgliance with general parking requirements may add costis to development and is inappropriate for
a poer, non-driving poputation residing near canvenient, public transportation in the inner city.
Exception to the parking requirements exists for projects accommodating senior citizens and persons
with disabilities through conditional use permits. Developers have also the option of applying for a
variance to reduce parking in situations where it is warranted.

Problems of housing avaifability and affordability are more difficult for those segments of the City's
population classified with mental, developmental, or physical disabilities than for persons without
disabilities. Most of these groups live on a small fixed income which severely limits their ability to pay
for housing. Taken together, the factors described herein severely hamper opportunities for
independent living for all segments of the City's population with disabilities. Even housing in small
group homes and large facilities is sorely lacking in supply and for many people is prohibitive in cost.

The City Housing and Community Development Depariments currently support developers’
applications for funding for the persons with disahbilifies through Section 202 and 811 funds from state
and federal sources. In addition, the Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health funds a
countywide project to identify units available o persons with disabilities. Known as the Vacant
Housing Inventory, the project is a database of afferdable apariment units as well as apartments that
accept public rental assistance, information on Board and Care facilities, transiticnal housing, shelters
and SRO units for persons with disabllities. The project is administered by a Community of Friends, a
local non-profit developer of special needs housing. To further encourage the development of housing
units for persons with disabilities, the City's Commissicn on Disability proposed an ordinance to
provide 5% of the project’s units as accessible units (required by Title 24 of the State Code be made
affordable to persons with disabilities).

HOMELESS

Contemporary homelessness is the byproduct of a number of different trends: the relative decline of
the number of housing units affordable for extremely low income people, including the demolition of
SROs and conversion of subsidized units to market-raie rentals; de-institutionalization of persons with
mental iliness without adeguate community-based support; de-industrialization, whereby high-paying
manufacturing jobs have given way fo low wage service sector employment; and the decling of real

doliars of public benefits. 24)

Against this backdrop of difficult economic and sccial trends, low-income persons find it increasingly
hard to hold onto housing. Particularly at risk are persons with severe mental iliness and/or substance

abuse probiems and chronic illness, and extreme poor families. 25)

A systern of services has been developed in response fo these needs, providing homeless prevention
and outreach, emergency sheiter, transitional and permanent supportive housing. This systemis
Known as the Continuum of Care.

Demographics

The Study, "The Number of Homeless People in Los Angeles City and County, July 1983 to June
1994," November 1985, by Shelter Partnership, Inc., found that there are up to 41,50 people
homeless on any given night in.the City of Los Angeles. This represents nearly one-half (49%) of
those homeless on any given night across the county. The study aiso estimated that 109,000 persons
experience homelessness in the City of Los Angeles in the course of a year. The study further
indicated that individual adults comprise 75% of the homelass population, families with chiidren
constituting 20% and uraccompanied youth, 5%.

A five-year study of street youth of Children's Hospital released in 1997 places the number of runaway

youth in the Hollywood area at 7,000-8,000. (_25% More recently unaccompanied youth not comfortable
with the Holiywood area have migrated to the beach areas, including Venice. Providers in Skid Row
report that unaccompanied youth typically are not found there.

Estimates of homelessness have been used because physical enumeration of homeless persons is
fraught with methodological problems due in part to the ransience of the population and because
many homeless paopie dwell in well-concealed locations. Also, people lacking their own home may
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have secure temporary housing through friends or relatives and are therefore not yet literally
homeless.

In 19980 the Census Bureau attempted a single night count of homeless people in the City with
encolntered significant problems in implementation. The City of Los Angeles conducted a
demonstration project in 1899 to test alternative methods of counting peopte on the streets so that the
2000 Census does not repeat the mistakes made in 1990.

In addition to the general population estimates, local research has contributed to a better
understanding of homelessness and homeless sub-poputations. These studies inctude the Course of
Homelessness, a study of homeless adults in Santa Monica and downtown Los Angeles conducted by
the RAND Corporation and the Children’s Hospital AESOP study, The Veteran's Administration also

maintains extensive data on homeless veterans using their services. 2)

The Course of Homelessness study, which included intetviews with homeless persons in Santa
Monica and downtown Los Angeles, found that 4% of the homeless population and chronic major
mental iiness along, while person with both chronic major mental iliness and chronic substance abuse
dependency comprised 16% of the population. The study further found that white the homeless
mothers with children they interviewed had a far lower rate of current aicoho! dependency (7% versus

34%), they had similar rates of current illicit drug dependency {17% versus 21%]). ffff

The AESOP study focused on the HIV risks facing street youth. Seventy-five percent of the AESOP
sample of street youth in Hollywood reported having no home. Of those, nearly 20% reported being
homeless for less than two months, 20% for two months, and 50% for longer than a year. This highly
mobile population has been difficult to draw into shelters and other service programs; only half the
youth sampled in Hollywood indicated that they had ever stayed in a shelter.

These findings support the trend in program development toward more programs for persons with
dual diaghoses, and the accommodation of family needs in substance abuse treatment programs. The
AESOP report illustrated the different ways in which youth use services, and the chatlenges providers
face in establishing a relationship with them. This, too, points to the need for more creative and
collaborative approaches to service homeless youth.

Despite increases in funding to the area over the years, and the increasing sophistication of
providers, the leve! of services and housing has not kept pace with the need. According to the "1996
Short Term Housing Directory of L.os Angeles County,” by Shelier Parinership, Inc. (May 1997), there
are 7,157 beds for homeless persons in the City of Los Angeles. Given that on any given night there
are up to 41,500 people homeless in the City, there is a need for more housing for this population.
This situation is especially difficult for persons with disabilities (mental diness, multi-diagnoses,
persong living with HIV/AIDS, or pregnant women}, and for unaccompanied youth and families and

adoiescent children, as very few beds specifically serve these special needs population.(zg)

For many, homelessness is a single episode of varying duration. For others, the episodes repeat,
following the ebb and flow of personal crises that sometimes overwhelm the person's ability to stay
housed. The Gontinuum of Care, 1o be successful, must accommodate these variations in need and
use. Because the homeless population is so diverse and the problem of homelessness is routed in
structural changes in the labor and housing markets, the remedy - but not the solution - to
homelessness rests with emergency and transitional programs that assist homeless people in
returning to permanent housing.

Funding

The Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA), a joint powers agency of the City and
County, is responsible for planning and administering the majority of federal funding of supportive
services emergency and transitionat housing programs in the City. LAHSA aiso oversees a limited
number of special needs permanent housing projects. Funding for homeless programs comes from
entitlernent grants {Emergency Shelter Grant, ESG, Community Development Block Grants, CDBG)
and from competitive grants (supportive Housing Program - SHP).

In addition to LAHSA's contracting agencies, there are a number of privately funded programs serving
homeless people in the City. Most notable among these is the Mission, which have historically fed and
sheltered hometess people in the Skid Row area of downtown Los Angeles.

Since 1995, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has annuaily
issued a SuperNOFA (Notice of Funding Availability) for Confinuum of Care homeless assistance
funding. The Continuum of Care SuperNOFA includes three programs: The Supportive Housing
Program (SHP), Shelter Plus care and SRO Mederate Rehabilitation. The Continuum of Care strategy
reqguired by the NOFA must address how the local jurisdiction addresses the entire range of homeless
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needs, from prevention, crisis to intervention and emergency housing, to permanent supportive
housing. In addition, the Continuum of Care narrative includes reference to other sources of available
funding for programs, sc that program dollars are coordinated with other funding streams, such as the
Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) and the
Emergency Food and Shelter Program Grant (EFSPG).

With increasing national competition for federal funds, Los Angeles is witnessing a decrease in its
funding from these programs. The 1998 Continuum of Care award was 13% less than the prior yeat,
while ESG funds for FY1999 are 10% less than in 1998. As a growing number of jurisdictions compete
nationally for HUD funding, Los Angeles' share is likely to continue o decrease.

Programs

The greatest concentration of homeless persons and services in Los Angeles is in Skid Row.
However, homeless persons can be found throughout the City. The $20 million HUD-funded
Homeless Inittative in 1995 and subseaquent Continuum of Care funding has meant substantial inflows
of funding to Skid Row, but also has fostered the development of programs elsewhere in the City.

The Homeless Initiative funds have been dispersed to support Access Centers, Service Enhancement
Areas, health care access, benefits advecacy, outreach teams, rent assistance coordination and
setvices, 24-hour emergency housing, substance abuse rehabilitation programs and iong-term case
management. The batance of Initiative funds supports a Downtown Drop-in Center, a No-Fail
Community Mode! program for multi-diagnosed homeless persons and gap funding for three
permanent housing.

The Winter Shelter program is a seasonal program designed to bring additional and temporary
emergency shelter beds on-line during Los Angeles’ most severe ¢old and wet weather. The program
opens during cold or wet weather for the first 30 days from mid-November, operates continuously from
mid-December until the end of Februarty, and resurmes a weather-activated status for the month of
March. In addition to emergency shelter, hotel vouchers are available to the contract providers to
accommodate individual and families for whom mass shelter is inappropriate. In 1997-98, the Winter
Shelter Program served over 15,000 unduplicated persons countywide (see Exhibit 29).

The 24-hour Emergency Homeless program offers shelter beds and/or temporary transitional housing,
case management, substance abuse counseling, employment assistance and heaith services. Clents
also receive child care, transportation, and income support assistance, such as applying for Veterans
benefits, SSI, Food Stamps and other government assistance programs.

Gommunity Voice Mait (CVM), administered by LAHSA, provides to people whe are homeless 24-hour
access o ielephone messages. CVM altows peopie to conduct basic business transactions by
receiving information from potential employers, landlords, services providers and others. I also
encourages contact between families and friends, reducing isolation from people living on the streets.
Participants use CVYM with their own 7-digit number, a persenal greeting and a private pass code fo
retrieve messages.

EXHIBIT 28
1998-99 WinTEst SHELTER PROGRAM SITES IN THE City OF LOS ANGELES®

Dewntown Los Angeles

® The Salvation Army Harbor Light
® 3RO Housing Corporation
# New Images Emeargency Shelter

East Los Angeles

® Jovenes

Hollywood/Mid-City
w Bright World Care Center, inc.

North Hoilywood

m | A Family Housing Corporation
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South Los Angeles

His Sheltering Arms
Henderson Community Center
SS8G/Peopie Helping People
L.A. Community Setvices, Inc.
Parents of Watls

Salvation Army

*Sites and providers are subject fo change on an annuat basis.

In 1997-98, the Winter Shelter Program, 24-hour Emergency Homeless Program, and Community
Voice Mail programs served a total of 11,696 unduplicated individuals. The first iwo programs provide
decent and safe temporaty housing opportunities with easy access to needed social, economic,
educational and health services for homeless individuals and families. Community Voice Mail provides
an essential service for persons seeking empioyment and/or housing.

The Continuum of Care Homeless Providers, previously funded by the Community Redevelopment
Ageney, now receive Los Angeles City CDBG funds to pay for job counseling and training, social
setvices and sheiter. The agencies include Henderson Community Center, SRO Housing Corporation,
Skid Row Development Corporation, Special Services for Groups, Weingart Center Association and
LAMP.

Zoning

One significant way in which the City fostered the deveiopment of horneless shelters was through the
1986 adoption of two ordinances that would facifitate the location of shelters within City limits.
Ordinance 161,426 permits sheliars with the Zoning Administrator's approval in Medium density
residential {R3) and in areas zoned for manufacturing (M1, M2, M3). There Is a flat fee for the
application and the public hearing may be waived if the Zoning Administrator finds that the project 1)
would not have a significant effect on adjoining properties or on the immediate neighborhood, or 2)
was not likely to evoke public controversy. In addition, parking may be reduced 1 10% of the number
of spaces required in the zone, with a minimum of two parking spaces.

Ordinance No. 161,427 permits homeless shelters to be established in high density residential zones
(R4 and K5} and commercial zones (C2, C4, and CM} by right. Parking may be reduced to 25% of the
number specified in the Zoning Code if the site is located within 1,000 feet of a transit stop.

Despite these broader development rights, local community opposition to low-income housing and
homeless services continue to challenge providers seeking o site new projects. Since the projecied
funding for the next years is likely fo be drawn toward the renewal of existing programs, community
are not likely to see significant number of new homeless programs. However, the continuing need for
affordable permanent housing and supportive housing will mean that the City will have an ongoing
responsibility to ensure the rights of special needs papulations o housing.

Les Angeles historically has lead cities nationally in terms of both estimaied number homeless and
receipt of federal funding. The complexity of the problem facing Los Angeles has net diminished over
the years, despite the marked increase in funding and program development. Both the private and
public response to homelessness jocally has meant an increased number of persons served annually,
buy with general gvaluative measures still in development, the long term impact of this growth in
services is not conclusive, The inability of many of these remedies to prevent new or recurrent
homelessness may be explained by the continuing shortcomings of a costly housing market, shifting
tabor market conditions and relatively scarce supportive services.

DRUG OR ALCOHOL-DEPENDENT PERSONS

Individuals currently in recovery from drug or alcohol abuse are protected by fair housing laws. Those
persons currently using illegal substances are not disabled under the law, unless they have an
independent disability.

There is an extreme shortage of low-income housing and residential recovery programs for single
recovery alcoholics, addicts and family members in the City of Los Angeles. There are over 300 sober
living homes operating in the City, and they only accommodate stable and employed recovering
persons. Further, they provide the environment, motivation and tools for recovering medically indigent
alcohotics, addicts and family members to maintain their sobriety and to become productive citizens in
low income communities, Mest of the above-mentioned sober living homes need renovaticn and
upgrade assistance.
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At its meeling on January 23, 1998, the Los Angeles City Council's Housing and Community
Redevelopment Committee initiated a request for the draft of an Interim Contro! Qrdinance (ICO) on
the establishment or expansion of licensed community care facilities serving six or more persons with
drug or alcchol-related problems for the geographic area of $San Pedro identified as having a
concentration of such facilities.

A number of complaints from property owners were registered in the 151 Council District Office
concerning excessive loitering, panhandling, and aggressive behavior of seme individuais in and
around the Main Post Office area of San Pedro. The Area is generally bounded by Beacon, Center,
and Ninth and Tenth Streets, and contains a number of cormmunity care and residential facilities which
provide 24- hour non-medical care and supervision io adults. These facilities provide services to
persons with physical, mental or developmental disabilities, and to individuals recovering from
chemical dependency.

As a result of these complaints, a "Special Needs Housing Task Force" was appointed by Counciiman
Rudy Svorinich and comprised of 28 persons representing homeowner associations, the business
community, providers of community care services, and the Los Angeles City Planning and Community
Development Departments.

The Task Force focused on identifying the number, location, and legal status of a variety of facility
types, and found that there were no documented negative impacis of these facilities on their
surrounding communities. Consequently, there was no legal basis for a moratorium on this type of
transitional housing.

The City of Los Angeles has over 1,300 licensed communily care facilities with a total citywide
capacity of almost 22,500 beds.

Further, the City Planning Depariment recommended that the City should consider its nuisance
abatement authority pursuant to Section 12.27.1 of the Zoning Code to address this particular issue.
Nuisance abatement authority has been used o enforce existing conditions o impose new cenditions,
or revoke permits on uses that have become a nuisance to the public.

The issue of community care facilittes must be considered with the regulatory context provided by the
California Community Care Facilities Act and the Federal Fair Housing and Americans with Disabilities
Acts. These laws prohibit discrimination in housing. In addition, the California supreme Court's
decision in Adamson v. The City of Santa Barbara {wherein the court ruled that unrelated persens
who constitute themselves as a household may be considerad a family) complicates and possibly
constrains the City's ability to regulate in this area.

FEmALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS

The number of women rearing children alene in America has more than doubled in the 22 years from
1970 to 1982, from 13% of households to 30%. There were 12 million single mothers in this country in
1993, 86% of whom maintain homes for their families. There are 289,000 female-headed households

(or 24% of all Gity househoids) in this City. &%

Almost 40% of female-headed households in the U.S. have incomes below the poverly rate.@ Inthe

U.S. about one-half of never-married mothers are unemployed. @2 Fifty-five percent of families
headed by never-martied females receive public assistance, as well as 20% of families headed by

divorced/separated mothers, @ Before-tax income of families maintained by widows averaged

$22,790 in 1990, while incomes of divorced/separated women averaged $18,580, and never-married
mothers averaged $9,820 in the U.S.

The economic problems of these women have sericus policy implications with respect to housing.

According to "The Widening Divide," ﬁﬁ Caiifornia has the worst rental affordability problem in the
U.S., with a more severe shartage of low-priced units than any other state. Since 1970 there has been
a 25% increase in the number of poor renter households paying 50% or mora of their income in rent.

Single female renters have an extreme cost burden, with rents exceeding 50% of their income. It has
been reported (35) that single mothers in the U.S. who rent have an annual income of $11,700. For an

employed woman with children, the average household income in this City is $19,730. An affordabie
rental cost for this Los Angeles household would be $493 per month (30% of the gross income).

Clearly, we can conelude that the average female-headed household in this City cannot afford the
average rent.ffz

12/20/2012 1:50 PM .



City of LA General Plan, Housing Element, Chapter 3, Needs Assesment  http://cityplanninglacity.org/cwd/gnlpin/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm

2lof44

Home ownership is not a realistic option for most female-headed households. Only 37% of
divorced/separated mothers and 9% of never-married mothers in the U.S. owned their own homes.
Female homeowners in the U.S. have average incomes of $25,800, 29% less than male

homeowners.(37)

Reported studies indicate that never-married mothers in the U.S. are not generally high school

graduates, and they also have a low labor force participation rate.@ The never-married mothers
wetre less fkely to have child-care expenses than the divorced/separated group (81% of whom are

employed). E?l Housing costs are usually the greatest expense for single heads of household.

Historically, welfare mothers have been, for the most part, unable to rent decent housing in the private
market. An AFDC (Aid to Famiies with Dependent Children) family which received $632 per month in
1995 was not able to afford the median rental rate of $680 in the Cily of Los Angeles. Using 30% of
gross inceme as an affordability threshoid, this family coutd only afford $180 per month for rent.
Perhaps this is why fourteen percent of never-married female househoiders live In public housing
(nationaliy).

The housing need for this speciat needs group is also documented by the fact that approximately
13,000 female heads of household in this City receive Section 8 rental subsidy assistance. This
H.U.D. program subsidizes the balance of the rental cost in excess of 30% of the renter's gross
income. The certificate program erables the prospective tenant to take the subsidy out to the private
market to search for rental housing.

The Section 8 program administered by the HACLA currently provides housing assistance payments
to private landlords for 38,272 famities. HACLA has not accepted applications since February, 1980,
because of grossly inadequate federat funding. There is a need for additional Section 8 ceriificates to
be made available to this special needs group.

A predominant number of female-headed households in l.os Angeles reside in the communities of
South Central Los Angeles (13,859), Southeast Los Angeles (13,242}, and West Adams - Baldwin
Hills - Leimert Park (10,067}, according to a report entitled "The Widening Divide"(Stewart, 1988b).
(40)

ng:ording to Shelter Partnership, Inc., homelessness amongst famities is most severe in families
headed by a single mother. The decline in welfare benefits, coupled with increases in the cost of
living, inciuding housing costs, largely explain the increasing incidence in homelessness among
families.

The difficulty that femate heads of household have encountered in obtaining affordable housing for
themselves and minor children has often fed to homelessness. The Task Force on Family Diversity
hag reported that these homeless single parent households are often headed by a female less than

25 years old with 2 or 3 young children. 1)

The study, "The Number of Homeless Peopie in Los Angeles City and County, July 1993 to June
1994," November 1895, by Shelter Partnership, Inc., found that there were 12,400 homeless family
marnbers in the County of Los Angeles on any given night. There were 5,057 homeless families
members in the Clity of Los Angeles on any given aight. Using a methodology that counted the number
of famities that applied for AFRXC Housing Assistance Program benefits (temporary and permanent),
the Shelter Partnership calculated that there were 49,000 homeless families in Los Angeles County in
the course of a year.

According to an "A Report on Domestic violence Shelters in the City and the County of Los Angeles,"
January 1997, by Shelter Partnership, Inc., the female victims of domestic violence and their children
also have a critical need for transitional housing. The number of domestic violence shelter beds in Los
Angeles County will double from 548 to 1,339 within the next two years. These include a total of 645
crisis shelter (emergency) beds and 694 second stage (transitional) beds that are located in the
County of Los Angeles (See Appendix A.

For the planning period 1998 through 2005, the otal number of dwelling units needed for female
heads of households is projected to be 323,692 units.

innovative multi-family housing for female heads of household could include co-housing where child
care as well as meal preparation can be shared. The economies of scale available in this type of
housing would be advantageous to this special needs group as weil as ali other low-income
households. Limited equity cooperatives sponscred by non-profit housing developers are another
financing structure that could be considered for the benefit of all special needs groups.

Mutti-family housing development for this special needs group should include child care facilities to
aliow singte mothers to secure gainful employment outside the home.
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LARGE FAMILIES

Large families face an above-average level of difficuity in locating adequately-sized, affordable
housing. Even when larger units are available, the cost is generally higher than that of smaller units.
This presents a problem of affordability te large families in this City as most are in the low-income
category.

in 1990, large families, defined as having 5 or more persons, comprised 16% of ail households in this
City, or 198,810 of a City total of 1,217,405 households. The number of persens in large families in
the City is 994,050 {16%)} of the total City population of 3,468,000.

The following distribution illustrates the proportion of large families in the poputation in comparison o
other family sizes:

| Family Size || Number of Households || % |
| 2 | 254,731|[ 21]
[ 3 166,002 14
! 4 143,909|| 12
l 5+ 194,357)| 18
|(Total Households = 1,217 405) ]

Large families dominate lower-income levels as illustrated by the following: There are 67,137 very
low-income large families (< 50% median}; 2,153 low-income large families {51-80% median); and

9,807 moderate-income large families (81-95% median) in this City. <i22

There are approximately 363,742 larger dwelling units with 3 or more bedrooms in the City, an amount
that exceeds the current estimated need for large families.ﬁ?ﬁ In spite of an adequate number of larger

dwelling units, 80% of large famities live in overcrowded conditions.&‘ﬂ In contrast, many older
families live in houses which are too large for their household, but are reluctant to move because they
fear that they will lose their lower Proposition 13 stabilized tax rate. Older (over age 55} families can
carry their existing tax rates with them if they move, but many are not aware of this fact.

L.ARGE FAMILIES AND ETHNICITY

Forty-one percent of Latino families are characterized as jarge, as ébmpared to 16% of the general
population. According to the 1995 Consolidated Plan, 72% of Latino households earn 95% or less of
the County median income of $45,200. Demographic characteristics of Asian families are reported by
the Census as consistent with citywide averages. Only 12% of African-American househoids have five
OF more persons. (_4_52

As with other special needs groups, large families would benefit from innovative multi-family housing
development such as co-housing which includes child care faciiities. Large families should also have
adequate recreational areas for children and adults near their residences. Housing for large families
should also be located near public transit.

According to the Los Angeles Times (8/14/85), only 37% of all households in L.os Angeles County can
afford the cost of a median-priced home ($175,400). A program to assist large families with home
ownership would be advantageous. Additional Section 8 certificates should also be made available to
farge families.

Current parking ordinances which relate the size of the dwelling unit io the numbar of required parking
spaces have inadveriently established incentives for developers io restrict unit sizes in order to
reduce parking development costs. As a result, the City has a preponderance of 2-bedroom units,
presenting & problem for larger families.

FARMWORKERS

Section £5583(a) of the State Government Code requires the housing element to assess the needs of
farmworkers.

At one time, agriculture was a principal business in Los Angeles County, but today farms scarcely
exist. There are 1,446 farms in the City of Los Angeles according to the 1992 L.A. Gounty Census of
Agriculture. This survay also identified 6,269 farmworkers in the County in 1992. The 1990 U.S.
Census reports that there were 2,163 farmwarkers in the City. It can be fairly assumed that the
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majority are migrant farmworkers.

it is also assumed that resident farm owners have adequate housing, but migrant farmworkers are
likely to have very poor housing. Migrant farmworkers are also likely 1o have very low incomes and to
be unabie to afford adequate housing. In the case of migrant farmworkers, availability of nearby
housing is as much of a problem as affordability. Migrant farmworkers in California are frequently
housed In substandard group residences.

Aithough farmworkers have been designated a special needs population by the state, their presence
in this urbanized arsa does not exert sufficient pressure for specialized housing programs.

PeopLE Living WiTh HIV/AIDS

This population is also covered by fair housing and other civil rights laws that protect people with
disabitities. As of September 30, 1996, 6,421 persons living with AIDS had been identified in the City

of Los Angeies, and a total of 11,301 in the Countiy. 54_62 Puring the period 1992 to 1295 the County
Epidemiology Program reported that there were 17,284 new AIDS cases.

New AIDS Cases by Year
1992: 2,983
1993: 6,388
1994: 4,214
1995: 3,699

There were 12,469 deaths reported by the County for the period 1991-1985 (although it is common
knowledge that many deaths due to the AIDS infection go unreported).

AIDS Deaths by Year
1991: 2,430
1992: 2,589
1993: 2,578
1904 2521
1995: 2,351

County Epidemiology has calculated a 67% fatality rate based on the above cumulative total.

An estimated 50,000 people live in Los Angeles County who have been infected with the HIV virus
which causes AIDS. “7) Among people fiving with AIDS there is a high incidence of muitiple

diagnoses, including substance abuse, mental disabtlities, and other serious health problems.

These figures paint a picture of a very il segment of our population, affirming the rationale for their
designation in state law as a special housing needs group. While many people with only HIV infection
continue to lead active lives, those with severe complications of HIV {AIDS) often lose their jobs and
may subseguently be evicted from their housing. This population has unique housing needs based on
the severity of their iliness.

Basle housing needs of persons living with HIVAIDS are not being adequately met. According to "A
Report on Housing for Persons Living with HIV/AIDS in the Cily and County of Los Angeles,” June
1999, prepared by Shelter Partnership, Inc. for the City of Los Angeles, more than half (53%) of
surveyed people with HIVVAIDS in Los Angeles County indicated that they had to move at least once
since becoming HiV positive. Among them 43% indicated that the move was necessitated by the
inability o pay their rent or morigage. This finding is not surptising, given that 86.7% of all surveyed
indicated spending more than 30% of their monthly income on housing. Thirty-eight percent spent
over 50% of their monthly income on housing. Furthermore, this study found that 65% of the surveyed
people living with HIV/AIDS had been homeless at some point in their lives and had experienced
homelessness on an average of 2.3 times in the past three years. Almost half (46%}) of those who
indicated ever experiencing homelessness were currently homeiess. In addition, 38% of those
surveyed suffered from some other condition not related to HIV/AIDS. Among this group, the most
prevalent condition was mental iiness (43%), followed by alcoholism (28%).
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Both the size of the population of persons living with AIDS and s unique needs have led {0 a severe
housing shortage for this group. A diverse range of housing types and programs are needed {o
addrass their housing needs such as the following:

1. short-term housing (shelter) care designed to specifically address the emergency needs of
situational or chronically homeless persons living with AIDS;

2. lenger-term residential care which provides referrals for permanent housing and financial
assistance in the form of rent subsidies;

3. day care for persons with AIDS who require frequent medical and emotional support services
that cannot easily be provided in their homes; and

4. in-home care for persons who progress ¢ end-stage AIDS or whose condition becomes
chronically disabling over a long period of time.

There are five housing models for people with HIV/AIDS which provide cost-effective alternatives to
hospitalization including:

Family and independent living facilities;

Non-licensed, non-medical living with support services;

Residential Care Facllities for the Chronically It (RCFCY) with on site service provision;
Acute care in Congregate Living Health Facilittes (CLHF) {also known as hospice and
in-hospital setting. Because of new treatments available, the need for CLHF has diminished
dramatically.)

Alternative end-stage care for persons with AIDS would ideally ccour in neighborhood hospices with a
maximum of 6 beds in home-like facilities, providing around-the-clock nursing care.

The City currently has three AIDS residential programs funded by the Community Developmert
Department and two administered by the Community Redevelopment Ager’;cy There are 109 hospice
beds in the City and 147 in the County.

The total number of hospice beds in the County (including both ¢ity and county sponsored) are as
follows:

Congregate Living Health Facilities (CLHF): 114;
Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically i (RCFCIy: 171;
Skilled Nursing Facilities (SNF): 30.

The Los Angeles Housing Depariment serves as the grantee adminisirator for the "Housing
Cpportunities for Persons with AIDS" (HOPWA) program. This federal program, using approximately
$10 million in funding, provides housing and supportive service funds for a varlety of programs serving
persons with AIDS, including housing information and coordination services, shori-term supported
housing and services for homeless persons with AIDS, short-term rental assistance, and community
{muitiunit) residences and services. About $2.5 million of CDBG funds provide housing for the multi-
diagnosed population,

At least 240 additional AIDS-specific short-term {shelter) beds are needed in Los Angeles County,
along with 3,500 annual rent subsidy allowances; 500 new long-term, low-cost housing units to serve
the County's AIDS-afflicted population; a 300-bed facility for ieng-term care for those AIDS victims with
multiple diagnoses; a tetal of 150 CLHF beds throughout the County and creation of 100 specialized
spaces in licensed family day care homes for children with HiV.

I order {o address the bailooning housing problems of persons living with AIDS additional housing
funds are needed. Community education and neighborhood invelvernent in program planning and
impiementation is one way to foster community acceptance, a key issue to be resolved if housing
needs for this segment of the popuiation are to be addressed.

SPECiAL NEEDS SUMMARY

Uitilizing 199C Census data and an assumed "persons per unit” figure, the housing needs of special
need groups are summarized below. (Exhibits 30 and 31)

When reviewing this Special Needs Group summary, it is necessary to remember that there is no
informaticn on how these various groups overlap and that the projected needs cannot be added
cumuiatively. For example, a female-headed household may also be homeless; a large family may be
headed by elderly persons, and s¢ on. In fact, several categories may overiap, resulting in double
counting. In addition, while most of the households and persons identified as being in a Special Needs
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Group are very low- and low-income, the total numbers (which have been used to project need) do
not account for income levels. Even taking overlaps and income into account, the housing needs for
the Special Needs Groups are overwhelming. The City must take advantage of every possible
resource within is capabilities in addressing the needs of its residents.

ExHiBiT 30
SIZE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HIV/AIDS POPULATION
Gender: Adulis & Chiidren Males 47,742 93.00%
Females 3,584 6.00%
Children 83 1.00%
Total 51,309]  100.00%)
Ethnicity White 23,805 47%
Latino 15,208 29%
African American 10,819 21%
Asian/Pag. lslander 999 2%
American Ind./ Nat. Alaskan 151 <1%,
Unknown 317 <1%
[Total 51,399! 100%

Source: LAHD 1896 Consofidated Plan, p. 22

Exreir 31
SUMMARY OF PROJECTED LIVING ACCOMMODATION NEEDS OF
SPECIAL NEEDS GROUPS CITY OF LOS ANGELES

No. of Households || Projected Dwelling | Households or
Needs Group or Persons Units or Beds Persons / DU

[Females Headed Households || 289,451 Hhds|| 103,375 DUs|| 2.8 Hhds/DU|
[Elderly (over 65 Years) | 470,000 Pers|| 235,000 DUs|| 2.0 Pers/DU]
[Homeless | 111,904 Pers|| 55,952 DUs|| 2.0 Pers/DU}
[Farmworkers | 6,269 Pers|| 2239 DUs| 2.8 Pers/DUj
|Living with AIDS | 12,864 Pers|| 12,864 Beds|| 1.0 Pers/DU|
HIV-Infected ]l 72,892 Pers|, 36,446 DUs| 2.0 Pers/DU|
Disability {Mental, Physical 506,000 Pers 250,000 DUs 2.0 Pers/DU
and Developmental)

ILarge Families I 198,810 Hhds|! 39,762 DUs|| |

DU=DWELLING UNITS; HHDS=HOUSEHOLDS | PEAS=PERSONS

PROJECTIONS: POPULATION, HOUSING and EMPLOYMENT
top.dis

THE REGIONAL CONTEXT
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The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization for Southern California and covers a six-cotinty area with 184 cities grouped into 14
subregions, of which the City of Los Angeles is one by itself. By the year 2015, SCAG projects that
the region will contain as many as 22 million residents.

The City of Los Angeles' population and housing projections are based on those prepared by SCAG.
Within the SCAG area, Los Angeles County is by far the most populous and represents one-third of
the state's opulation. SCAG's projections for the City of Los Angeles and the County indicate
continuing growth in population and housing over the next 20 years, and centinuing change in
househoids demographics.

SCAG's population forecast assumes that about two thirds of the population increase will be
accounted for by natural increases from the population that already resides in the City and that there
will be fong term continuing growth of the Southern California economy.

With regards o empioyment, SCAG's 1994 estimates indicale that, due to the 1980's economic
slowdown, at ieast two-thirds of the statewide job losses occurred in Los Angeles County, and that the
City of L.os Angeles had a greater share of these job losses than the rest of the County.

The loss of nearly 14% of all jobs in the City was consistent with the population josses. The SCAG
region's job losses were less significant and averaged 6.9%. Declines in defense-related industries,
construction and financefinsurance/real estate sectors were responsible for most of the job declines in
the City. However, the entertainment and medical services indusiries had fewer job losses, and
especially the entertainment industry which continues to he a scurce of empioyment growth in both
the City and other parts of the Los Angeles County.

The SCAG's 2010 employment forecasts indicated that the City wouid have 200,000 new jobs, and
that the City's job/housing ratio of 1.46 would require that 400,000 new jobs be created.

City

The Framework Element requires an equitable distribution of housing opporiunities by type and cost
accessible to all residents of the City. The Framework objectives state that the City should plan the
capacity for and develop incentives 1o encourage production of an adequate supply of housing units
of various types within each City subregion to meet the proiected housing needs by income level of
the future population to the year 2010.

Accaording to November 1936 SCAG projections, the population in the City of Los Angeles is expected
to reach 4,256,518 persons by the year 2010. The number of households is expected 1o equal
1,415,280. These figures differ slightly from an earlier projection of 4,306,565 paople and 1,566,000
households ih June 1993. Based on SCAG projections, the City Planning Department estimated that
the City's population would reach 3,989,064 people by the year 2003.

According to the City Planning Department's "Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure for
1990-1994", the SCAG region's population has increased by nearly a million people, growing by 6.7%
in that 4 year period. While all of Los Angeles County alse increased in popuiation at a slightly slower
rate (4.1%), substantial variation existed between the City of Los Angeles and the rest of Los Angeles
County.

Within the City of Los Angeles, the largest poputation increases occurred in the Central and Central
City North planning areas. Population increases in all planning areas within the West Los Angeles
Subregion resulted in that subregion growing more than any other in the City. Popuiation growth was
less than 3% in this subregion buf that compared with -1% citywide. Similar slow growth in the
Northeast Valiey planning areas resuited in a 1.6% population increase in that subregion.

QOther subregions in the San Fernando Valley had the largest population declines in the City (2.2 to
3.2%) which was probably related to housing uniis damaged by the Northridge earthquake.
Substantial popuiation declines in the Hollywood and West Adams planning areas might alse be
relaied to the large number of earthquake-damaged units in these areas. Throughout the City,
housing units increased modestly, but population totals declined as the number of damaged and
vacant units increased substantially. As of December 1994, the City Planning Department estimated
129,642 unoccupied units out of a total of 1,322,875 dwelling units in the City.

The City's General Plan Framework Element, which reflected the SCAG June 1993 population and
household forecasts, utilized the following 2010 estimates:

Projected
Population Pct of Total
Subregion Growth 1993 to || City Growth
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] 2010

1. Northeast Los Angeles 106,250 12.93
2. South Los Angeles 106,585 13.00
3. Metro Center 108,700 13.23
4. Southwest Los Angeles 67,320 8.20
5. Central Los Angeles 41,245 5.02
6. Southeast Valley 80,495 9.80
7. Northeast Valley 77,460 9.43
8. Northwest Valley 78,175 9.52
9. Southwest Valley 74,585 9.10
10. West Los Angeles 35,340 4.30
11. Harbor 44,990 5.47
[Citywide | 821,165 100.00;

The 1990 population was estimated at 3,485,399; the 2010 population forecast is 4,306,565 people.
However, the above population forecasts and anticipated citywide distributions may be revised as parl
of specific land use actions adopted through the current Community Plan update process.

1998-2005 ProJecTEd NEW CONSTRUCTION NEEDS

The State requires each locality to Identify existing and projected housing needs for the 5-year period
covered by the Housing Element. Alocality's share of the regional housing needs is the combined
housing needs of persons, at all income levels, within the area significantly affected by the General
Plan. Each Council of Government is responsible for identifying housing needs within each jurisdiction
in the region every 5 years. It should be noted that the City's previous Housing Element covered the
period 1982-1994, and that two subsequent time-extensions were granted by the State for the
adoption of the Housing Element due 1o the lack of funding and unavailability of the Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) numbers. Subseguent funding was provided to SCAG to project the City's
new housing needs, which have been targeted at 60,280 dweiling units for the period 1998-2005.

The calculation of the above numbers was based on a methodology defined by the State and
fine-tuned by SCAG, which took into account 5 components:

Raw Housing Need;

Vacancy Need,

Replacement Need;

Jurisdiction Need by income Classification and Fair Share Adiustment; and
Planning Considerations.

Raw Housing Need is defined as the housing needed to be built within a jurisdiction to accommodate
both existing demand and growth in population. Vacancy Need addresses the normal background
level of vacancies which exist to aliow mobility, unit choice, moderate costs, and reasonable unit
upkeep and repair. Replacement Need pertains to the number of units expected to be lost to
demolition, conversion or natural disaster. Fair share adjustment of Low- and Very Low-income
households within a jurisdiction would incorporate a "25% of the way” policy to adjust its housing
construction need categories foward the regionat average in order to avoid uneven congentrations of
Low- and Very Low- income housing. However, there is an additional adjustment for jurisdictions
which differ from the regional average for lower income housing by more than10%. This resufts in the
reduction of lower income housing percentage by two-thirds if it is more than 10% higher than the
regional average. Simitarly, the higher income percentage would be reduced to two-thirds of its
current percentage in cases where it is more than 10% higher than the regional average. Last,
planaing considerations peculiar to a jurisdiction {ranging from employment opportunities, commuting
patterns, type and tenure of housing need, market demand, avaitability of suitable sites and public
facilities, to the loss of affordability of assisted housing) may be taken inte account to adjust the
distribution of housing needs. However, these considerations would not change the total number of
units required over the planning period.

The above-mentioned methodology is not an ideal one because it does not consider the size of
households (number of persons per cccupied housing unit) thus the avercrowding situation, nor the
housing affordabifity issue for lower income households (especialiy in the City's vacant uniis).
However, this approach does provide the basis for reasonable and defensible allocations that meet
the State legislative requirements.
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With regards to the high level of overcrowding that exists in some parts of the City, a more refined
analysis which takes into account overcrowding (preferably by geographic areas), and adjusts for the
number of multipte households living in one unit is needed for future elements. In addition, the housing
needs assessment could include the evaluation of a number of rooms needed in housing units.
Considering the high rate of overcrowding and the existing demand for housing, construction of
60,445 one-badroom units wouid not meet the needs of the popuiation currently living in the Gity nor
the population projected by 2005.

The actual need for housing for low-income levels might be much higher than projected, particutarly
with regard to housing units with 3 or more bedrooms. A significant finding in the 1994 Rental Housing
Study showed that there is a serious mismaich between household size and available units, and a
weak effective demand for vacant units (i.e. inability to pay market rents). The June 1998-released
study by the National Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, in Search of Shelter determined that L.os
Angeles County and Narthern Orange County have the worst shoriage of housing affordable to the
working poor in the nation (i.e. $300 per month or less). Not only are far more 3+ bedroomrapartments
needed, but the rental cost must be far below the current market rate in crder o meet the current
demand. Population projections only show that the demand will increase. The projected demand for
housing units presented in this analysis should be reviewed as a very conservative estimate based on
a very simple model. Additional analysis is required to determine the effects of avercrowding on the
projected housing needs and number of bedrooms required in those projecied units.

State law require that new construction needs by jurisdicticn be broken down by income categories.
The City's RHNA numbers are distributed among the income levels as follows: Low and Very Low:
28,406 units or approximately 47 percent, Moderate and High: 31,874 units or approximately 53
percent,

The income categories defined in Sections 6310-6932 of the California Administrative Code are Very
Low- (less than 50% of the County median income), Low- (50-80% of the County median income},
Maderate- (80-120% of he County median incorne}, and Above Moderate- (more than 120 of the
County median income).

The RHNA numbers prepared by SCAG for the tast Housing Elernent were 129,100 dwelling units for
the period 1989-1994, resulting form two main factors: 1) The relatively iow vacancy rate of that
period, and 2) The higher population growth projections for the same period thus the corresponding
household growth. it shoutd be noted that the demclition of existing dwelling units in 1989-1994 was
glightly higher. These characteristics are not found in the current situation, which has resulted in a
much lower projection of 80,280 new dwelling units over a period of seven years. The following table
shows a comparison between the 1988-1894 Housing Element and the 1998-2005 Housing Element
in terms of projected housing needs, household growth, vacancy adjustment and demolition
adjustment:

Housing Housing Househoid Vacancy Demeolition

Element Needs Growth Adjustment Adjustment
1989-1994 | 129,100 82,501} 33,704 12,895}
1998-2005 | 60,280 69,325} -19,007)| 9,962!

REHABILITATION AND CONSERVATION NEEDS

Exhibit 32 sets {orth goais for rehabilitation and conservation of existing dwelling units by income
category for the period 1988-2005. Dwelling units to be conserved are units which are either subject
to a pending conversion to market rate housing, or are subject to rent control, which would be
terminated at a future date. Conservation relates to keeping the units in the inventory of affordable
units.

The City of Los Angeles estimates that if the projected new construction totaled 60,280 dwelling units,
21,732 of these wouid need to be rehabilitated and 700,681 units to be conserved over the
1988-2005 petiod. The above 60,280 units are distributed as follows: 17,990 units or 30% for the Very
Low-Income households, 10,416 units or 17% for the Low-income households, 11,314 units or 19%
for the Moderate-Income households, and 20,560 units or 34% for the Above Moderate income
households.

Because s0 much of the existing need is for housing affordable to very low- and low-income
households and because subsidies are important to the development of such housing, the major
determinant as to whether the City would reach its goals will be economic conditions affecting growth
nationwide and Southern California in particular, and the availability of public funds and housing
subsidy programs. The programs set forth in this Element are intended to provide every possible
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incentive to housing production and preservation fo help meet the City's future housing needs.

EXHIBIT 32
HOUSING REHABILITATION AND CONSERVATION GOALS
1998 - 2005
l Number of Dwelling Units |
Income Category l New Construction H Rehabilitation ]] Conservation I

Very Low income 17,980 13,040 221,328
<50% of County Median Income
Low Income 10,416 7,606 270,995
50% to 80% of County Median Income
Moderate Income 11,314 1,086 157,373
80% of 120% of County Median Income
High income 20,560 0 60,085
>120% of County Median Income
Total | 60,280] 21,732] 700,681}

Source: Los Angeles Housing Department, June 1999

There is no guarantee that these units will be built. if current trends continue, most of the units
produced {uniess publicly assisted) will be market rate and inaccessible to the majority of the income
levels in need.

LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
top.dis

One factor In ensuring an adequate supply of housing is providing for a sufficient number of parcels
zoned for housing, especially for multipte- family dwellings. Such higher density developments tend to
be more affordable than single-family dwellings (SFD's) in the same neighborhood since the fand cost
is spread among more dwelling units.

To set the stage for the discussion of zoning capacity, it is necessary 1o remember that L.os Angeles is
a substantially built-out city. The only major areas remaining where new construction can take place
tend 1o be in the Santa Monica and Santa Susana Mountains where land and construction costs
preclude even moderate income housing. Because of that, nearly all housing development in the city
is expected to be infili development involving the recycling of land. In many cases, the City's policies
and programs focus on utilizing the existing under-utilized zoning capacity as well as recycling.

Because the housing needs within the City are great and because rents and costs for new. housing
are nearly always greater than existing housing, great caution is exercised when developers wish to
construct projects which remove existing affordable housing. Therefore, it is the City's policy 10 protect
existing single-family and low density neighborhoods and to encourage new housing development to
oceur in centers {zoned commergial) and along commercial boulevards. All of the programs described
in this element iake into account the nature of the City and try o increase and facllitate residential
recycling potential.

ZONING CAPACITY

This section analyzes the availability of parcels in the City of Los Angeles suitably zoned for the
construction of single- and muliiple- family dwellings, taking into consideration the effects on zoning
capacity of certain regulatory constraints. The analysis is by City subregion. (See Exhibit 1)

In April 1999, it was estimated that there were 3,485,398 people in the City of Los Angeles. As of
December 19984, the City Planning Department estimated the City's population at 3,451,960 signaling
a reduction of 33,263. There were 522,014 single-family dwelling units, and 800,861 multiple-family
dwelling units totaling 1,322,875 dwelling unils of which 1,193,231 were occupied. The numericat
difference of existing and occupied units represented 128,842 vacant units, a vacancy rate of 9.8%
and a 2.83 occupancy ratio per occupied housing unit.

The high vacaney rate reflects impacts of the January 1994 earthguake, which rendered many
dwelling units temporarily and/or permanently, uninhabitable. The vacancy rate was also affected by
the recession, loss of jobs, in the area, and high rents compared to what many households can afford.

http:/ /cityplanninglacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgER/HE/Ch3Needs. htm
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The zoning capacity depicted in Exhibit 33 is derived from the zone acreage of the post AB283 zoning
consistency program. This Table provides a general overview of citywide zoning capacity numbers; it
is the summation of Exhibits 34, 35, 36, 37 and 38 which are more specific and provide capacity
numbers by zone category and per subregion. This zoning capacity includes capagcity on all vacant
and underdeveloped sites.

Exhibits 34 and 37, respectively, give the maximum theoretical (unadjusted) zoning capacity of
2,432,126 and maximum adjusted capacity of 1,700,835 dweiling units.

Exhibit 36 depicts the remaining theoretical potential of 1,208,985 dwelling units assuming a 100%
build out. However, when zoning and other regulatory factors are applied, the development potential is
adjusted to have a "realistic build out capacity." Thus Exhibit 38 shows the remaining adjusted
potential of 530,506 dwelling units, assuming that a 30% potential of housing would be built on
commercially-zoned properties and a 80% potential on residential properties. Also, refer to Appendix U
for an update of the remaining adjusted zoning capacity estimates.

THE GENERAL PLAN AND AB 283 PROGRAM

During the 1980s, pursuant to State Law requirements, the City's zoning was brought inte consistency
with its General Plan. In aimost all cases, the General Plan (developed during the 19680s and 1970s)
called for iower densities than did the zoning (first mapped in 1248). The result of the General
PlanfZoning Consistency program,was to “roll back” zoning on many parcels, effectively reducing
parmitted densities throughout the City. A commor: roll back was from R3 zoning (which permits up to
54 dwelling units per net acre} to RD 1.5 zoning (which permits up to 28 dwelling units per net acre).
Thus for many parceis, the zoning capacity was cut in half, from 54 units per net acre to 28. Using the
zone acreage of the AB283 zoning consistency program and December 1094 as the baseline, the
zoning capacity in dwelling units is as follows:

® Totai Theoretical Capacity = 2,432,126
& Total Adiusted Capacity = 1,700,835
# Toial Remaining Adjusted Capacity = 530,506

DIFFICULTIES IN CALCULATING CURRENT CAPACITY

The remaining unadiusted zoning capacity of 1,208,985 dwelling units is a theoretical number
influenced by a number of factors, including regulatory constraints, market conditions and availability
of suitable infrastructure. Calculating the "realistic” remaining zoning capacity in Los Angeles, or what
realistically will be built in the next 5 years, is not easy. There are relatively few vacant parcels
available for development. The City's single-family residential lots are nearly all built upon, although
lots continue to be created through new subdivisions. Many of the multiple-family zoned districts are
developed with small older hauses, and it is difficult to predict when they will be torn down and the
remaining zoning capacity used. Developers have the ability to increase the by-right zoring capacity
by 25% or more through the State Density Bonus provisions and the City Affordability Housing
incentives QOrdinances if they are willing to provide affordable units. There are many difficult hiliside
building sites, and other areas where development is temporarily hindered. In cornmercial zones,
housing can legally be buili, but office and retail uses are usually more profitable uses. Enterprising
developers are constantly applying for zone ehanges and/or plan amendments fo increase the zoning
capacity of various parcels. No one can predict the economic clitate affecting housing supply and
demand, general business/health/job availability, construction costs and interest rates.

: ExHiBiT 33
SUMMARY OF CITYWIDE ZONING CAPACITY IN DWELLING UNITS (PosT AB283}

(% (@%)
Higher (c) Lower (e® { (@)
@ Density || TotalHigher | pensity (") |l Totat Lower
. . : . Single : Total
Commercial| Multipies Density | Multiples Eamit Density Capacity
108 dufac | (R3, R4, {a)+(b) (B2, RD, B"“g“ y (d)+(e) (©)(h)
R5) > 54 du/ac &c) <8du/ac | a8 gy/ac
- = 84 dufac < 28 dufac
Maximum 489,731 893,296 i 1,383,027 || 421,611 || 627,488 i 1,049,099 } 2,432,126
Unadjusted
Capacity
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Existing
Pwelling
Units

61,673

663,424 714,997 85,864 | 522,014 607,878 || 1,322,875

Remaining
Unadjusted
Capacity

438,158

279,940 718,008 || 335,747 || 155,140 490,887 |1 1,208,985

Maximum
Adjusted
Capacity

146,912

714,637 861,566 || 337,289 || 501,990 839,279 || 1,700,835

Remaining
Adjusted
Capacity

95,346

1 27’9371 223,283 1| 251425 55,798; 307,223 530,506

RHNA (Year
1998-2005)

28,406 31,874 60,280

Yo

[ 47.12%] il | 52.88%| 100.00%

Terms Defined

|

Capacity

Maximum Unadjusted

Maximum dwelling units per zoning capacity without adjustment (including
capacity on vacant and underdeveloped lands).

Capacity

Remaining Unadjusted

Figures are obiained by subtracting "Existing Dwelling Units" from
"Maxirmum Unadjusted Capacity”.

Capacity

Maximum Adjusted

Maxirurn dwelling units after adjustment (the factor of adjustment is 80%
for residential zones, and 30% for commercial zones). The figures are
obtainad by multiplying the "Remaining Unadjusted Capacity" and either
80% or 30% depending on the zones.

Capacity

Remaining Adjusted

Figures are oblained by subtracting "Existing Dwelling Units" from
"Maximum Adjusted Capacity". It should be noted that in certain areas of
the City, the existing buildout exceeds the Maximum Adjusted Zoning
Capacily, Post AB283, which would result in zero in the "Reraining
Adjusted Capacity".

Existing Dweliing UnitsE!LUPAMS, figures re-adjusted to the City Planning Department's.

Notes:

1. I should be noted that, in cerain subregions, the existing builldout exceeds the zoning capacity, the
remaining capacity would therefore be counted as zero. Consequently, this total should not be the resuit of a
subtraction of the 1otal existing dweliing units from the totai adjusted zoning capacity, but rather computation
of all the remaining capacities per subregion.

Corresponds to “"Very Low Income", "Low Income”, and "Moderate ncome™ housing.

Corresponds to "Above Moderate Income” housing.

Source: Los Angeles City Planning Department, December 1994,

ExuiBiT 34

MAXIMUM UNADJUSTED ZONING CAPACITY ' IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION

{PosT AB 283)

(b%) © @ ®
h 3
. @ Higher o Higher|| Lower ") ' Total Lower (a)
Subregion . Density Densi Density Single Densit Total
Commercial - ensity - a ensity .
(MEIR Area) 108 du/ac | Muliiptes (a)+(b) Multiples || Family (@+e) Capacity
(R3,R4,R5)|| . 54 guac ||(B2,RD, &c)||<8dwac|| | o qume | (€40
=54 du/ac < 28 dufac
Northeast 35709 62,089 97,798  60,241| 50,198/ 110,437} 208,235
LA
South LA 49659  36,645] 86,304 114,707] 25221 139,928 228,232
Metro 106,135 205,360 311,504  46,917|| 50,228 97,145| 408,649
Center
Southwest 24,709 131,248] 155,985 38542 55437 93,979 249,934
LA '
[central || 27546| 78,153 105,699 403 4,636 5,039/ 110,738!
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iSouthwest 14,037 94,672 108,708 33,799 65,692 99,491 208,200
ivalley
Northeast 16,2058 17,266 33,471 28,496/ 90,964 119,460/ 152,931
Valley
iNorthwest 101,783 51,156 152,938 27,707)| 81,437 109,144 262,083
Valley ]
Southeast 61,665 75,332 136,997 13,9850 104,949 118,934{ 255,931
Valley
West LA 13,683  85415] 99,098 6,608 64,112 70,720 169,818
[Harbor 38,600 55953 94,553 50,206 34,616] 84,822 179,375
CITYWIDE

TOTAL 489,731 893,296 1,383,027 421,611y 627,488 1,049,098 2,432,126
| % || 20.14%| 36.73%|  56.86%]|| 17.34%l 25.80%)|  43.14%] 100.00%
NoTes:

1. The Maximum Unadjusted Zoning Capacity inchdes also capagity on vacant and underdeveioped lands,

2, Corrasporgds to the "Very Low ncoma®, “Low Income” and "Moderate Income” housing.

3. Corresponds to the "Above Moderate Income” housing,

Source: Los Angelas City Planning Department, Dacember 1894,

‘ ExrigiT 35
EXISTING DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION

(Re-ApJuSTED' LUPAMS IN ALL ZONES)

Ch) (c) (@ "
2 Higher Total Lower % Total (@)
Subregion ¢ @) ial Density Higher Bensity Single Lower Total
(MEIR Area) f’{;grgﬁ;:;a Multiples || Pensity | Multiples | Family || Density || Capacity
(R3,R4,R5)|| (@b} [|{R2,RD,&c)| <8dumec|| (d)+e} (e)+(h
=54 du/ac | > 54 dufac || < 28 du/ac > 28 du/ac
Northeast 7,118  e88t0] 75928| 16,216| 58808 75022 150,950
LA
South LA 11,577] 79,993] 91570 28633 66,277 94,910 186480
Metro 8,681|| 150,807 168,578 7,647 35504| 43,151 211,729
Center
Southwest 5950 89,867 95818 10,855 55422 66,277 162,095
LA
[central I 6,475] 32,148 38,623 217 2,278  2,495| 41,118
Southwest 2,500 82,647 85,147 3,650| 49,616] 53,266| 138,413
Valley
Northeast 2,299 9,569 11,868 3,174 56,208] 59,382 71,249
Vailley ‘
Northwest 420 31,149 31,569 5645/ 62,710] 68,355| 99,924
Valley _
Southeast 593[] 37,147 37,740 3,742 72,385] 76,097 113,837
Valley
West LA 1,882 42,801 44,683 2,381 35674] 38,055 82,737
Harbor 4,078  20,397| 33,474 3,704/ 27,164 30,868 64,343
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CITYWIDE
TOTAL 51,573 663424 714,997 85864 522,014 607,878| 1,322,875
| % I 3.80%|  50.15%|i 54.05%]|  6.49%|| 39.46%| 45.95%| 100.00%
NoTES:

1. These figwes are derived from the Los Angeles County Assessor's Land Use Planning Management
Subsystem (L.UPAMS) and re-adiusted to the City Planning Department's figures, which are higher and
based on the census tracts counts and building permits. The re-adjustment uses the corresponding
percentage of each zones group in relation to the LUPAMS Citywide total,

2. Corrasponds o "Very Low Ingome”, "Low income”, and "Moderate Income” housing.

3. Corresponds fo the "Above Moderate Income” housing.

Source: Log Angeles Gity Planiing Department, December 1084,

ExuipiT 36
UNADJUSTED REMAINING ZONING CAPACITY IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB 283)
®" fe) @? ]
1 Higher Totat Lower %) Totat (g}
Subregion c (@) ial Density Higher Density Single Lower Total
(MEIR Area) |[“OFME 2 muitiples || Density || Multiples || Family || Density | Capacity
(R2,R4,R5) || (@) 1(R2 RD, &c)|| <8dufaci| (d)+e) ()i}
> 54 dufac || =54 dufac | <28 dufac > 28 du/ac
Northeast 28,591 0 28,591 44,025 o 44025 72816
LA
South LA 38,082]| 0] 38082| 86,074 o 86074] 124,156
Metro 97,454 45472 142,926 39,270/ 14,724  53.994] 196,920
Center L N
Southwest 18,759 413790 60,138 27,687 15 27702 87,840
LA
lcentrat || 21,071 46,005  67,076| 186 2,358 2544 69,620
Southwest 11,537 12,025 23,562 30,149 16,076 46,225/ 69,787
Valley
Northeast 13,906 7697 21,603 25,322 34,756 60,078/ 81,681
Valley
Northwest 101,363 20,007 121,370 22062 18,727 40,789 162,159
Vailey
Southeast 61,072 38,185/ 99,257 10,243|| 32,504 42837 142,004
Valley
west LA || 11,801)] 42614 54,418 4,207| 28,438 32665, 87,080
|Harbor | sas22| 28558 61,078 46,502| 7,452 53954) 115,032]
CITYWIDE
TOTAL 438,158| 279,940 718,008  335,747|| 155,140| 490,887| 1,208,985
[ % || 36.24%]| 23.15%! 59.40%| 27.77%| 12.83%| 40.60%|| 100.00%]
NoTes:
1. Corresponds to "Very Low Income”, "L.ow nsome”, and “Moderate Income™ housing.
2. Gorresponds to the "Above Moderate Income” housing.

Source: Los Angeles City Planning Department, December 1894,
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Exsisir 37
MAXIMUM ADJUSTED ZONING CAPACITY! IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB 283)
®%) {©) @) !
2 Higher Total Lower % Total {g)
Subregion &%) . Density Higher Density Single {ower Total
(MEIR Area) C;:Gn;r:e;':;al Multiples || Density || Multiptes | Family | Density || Capacity
u (R3,R4,R5) || (al{(b) | (R2,RD,&c)||<Bdwac] (d+e) {e)+(f)
s>54dujac || > 54 dwac il <28 du/ac =28 duiac
Northeast 10,718 4967t 60,384 48,193|| 40,157 88,350 148,734
LA
South LA 14,808  20.316] 44.214]  o1,766] 20,177] 111,942 156,156
Metro 31,841 164,205 196,136 37,534| 40,182 77.718|| 273,852
Center
Southwest 7413 104,997 112,410 30,834 44,350 75,183 187,503
LA
Central | 8,264 62522 70,786 322 8,709 4,031 74,817
Southwest 4,211 75,738|] 79,949 27,080 52554| 79,593| 159,542
Valley L
Northeast 4,862 13,813 18,674 22,797| 72,771 95568| 114,242
Valley |
Northwest 30,535 40,925; 71,460 22,186] 65,1501 87,315|| 158,775
Valey ]
Southeast 18,500 60,266/ 78,765 11,188] 83,959  95,147| 173,912
Valley
WestLA || 4,105 68,332  72,437) 5,286/ 51,200 56,576 129,013
[Harbor | 11,580 44,762 56,342  40,168] 27,693 67,858 124,200
CITYWIDE ,
TOTAL 146,919  714,637) 861,556| 337,289/ 501,990/ 839,279 1,700,835
% || 8.64%|  42.02%|] 50.65%]|  19.83%| 29.51%| 49.35%|[ 100.00%]
NOTES:
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 "Maoderate Income" housing.
3. Corresponds fo the "Above Moderate income® housing.

Source: Los Angeles City Planning Department, Decermber 1994,

ExwisiT 38
ADJUSTED REMAINING ZONING CAPACITY' IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB283)
T 2 3
a ) (c} (d3 3 W]
5 2 i Total {e”) (g)
; (@) Higher d Lower ! Totai Lower
(;;?;eg;g:) Commercial| Density H'Qh?f Density g:ng_!le Density CJ:;?:IEty
108 du/ac || Multiples | Pensity I ssuitiples amtly (dyste) ©lh
(R3,R4,R5) || @+b) || (r2, RD, &c) < 89U/ . 28 dujac
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I | >54dwae || >54dwac || <28 duac | I |
Northeast 3,595 0 3,595 31,977 of 31,977 35572
LA
|south LA | 3,321] o 3321 63,133 of  83,138] 66,453
Metro 23,160 4398 27,558 20,887 4678 34565 62,123
Center
Southwest 1,463 15,130, 16,598 18,979 of 19,979 36,571
LA
Central l 1,789 30,374  32,163] 105/ 1,431  1536] 33,699
Southwest 1,711 0 1,711 23389 2938 26327] 28,038
Valley
Northeast 2,563 4,244 6,806 19,623 16,563  36,186) 42,992
Valiey
Northwest 30,115 9,776| 39,891 16,521 2.440] 18,960 58,851
Valley A
Southeast 17,907 23,119] 41,025 7448 11,604 19,050] 60,075
Valley
WestLA | 2,223 25531 27,754 2905 15616 18521 46,275
Harbor | 7,5021 15365  22,867] 36461 529  36,990| 59,857
CITYWIDE
TOTAL 95,346]  127,937| 223,283| 251,425/ 55,798 307,223 530,506
% | 1797wl 2a02%|  42.00%|  47.39%| 10.52%| 57.91%)|[ 100.00%]
NoTEs:
1. Assuming that the adjustment factor is 30% in Commercial Zones and 80% in Residential Zones.
2. Corresponds to "Very Low Income”, "Low ncome”, and "Moderate Income” housing.
3. Corresponds to the "Above Moderate Income™ housing.

Source! Los Angeles Gity Planning Department, Dacember 1894,

HOUSING POTENTIAL ON COMMERCIALLY-ZONED PARCELS

Current City Planning and Zoning Code regulations permit, and General Plan housing policies
encourage, housing in commercially zoned parcels. For example, the General Plan Framework
Element establishes the policy basis for converting strip commercial areas to housing to replace
marginal retail or service establishments. The adopted General Plan Framework also encourages the
development of mixed-use projects which would provide residents with the opporiunity to walk
between their home, Job and/or neighborhood services,

The Framework anticipates and encourages approximately 75% of the growth over the next 15 years
and beyond to locate in Commercial Genters and districls along mixed-use boulevards.

ProprosITION U's EFFECT ON HOUSING IN COMMERCIAL ZONES

The Proposition L voler initiative in 1988 declared that on all commercially and industrially zoned
parcels in Helght District 1, the floor area ratio {FAR) would be cut in half, from an FAR of 3 times the
buildable area of the lot, down to 1.5 times the buildable area.

This indirectly affected housing production since residential units are permitied in the commercial
zones {though net in industrial zones). Actually, Proposition U initially stimulated quite a few housing
projects on commercial land, since In the confusion of its inifial enforcement it was interpreted that
while commercial FAR would be cut to 1.5 to 1, if the project were residential, it would enjoy the
original FAR of 3 fo 1. This has since been reinterpreted by the City Attorney so that any prolect on a

http://cityplanninglacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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commercially zoned parcel, whether commercial or residential, must comply with the 1.5 to 1 FAR
reguirement. In response {o this, some developers have rezoned properties from commercial to R3, to
regain the density advantage of 3 to 1. However, the Zoning Code permits residential developments
or combination of residential and commercial developments in the C2, C4, or C5 zones 1o use the iot
area as buildable area to calculate the total foor area of a project. While commercial space generally
commands higher rents than residential, the City's Framework Element goals and policies encourage
housing development in commercial centers and districts and along mixed-use houlevards.
Historically, fess than 20% of the commercially zoned parcels in the City are developed for housing.
The Framework Element proposes incentives to stimutate housing development in certain
commercially zoned areas {o be designated in the Community Plans. Therefore, anticipating
commergially designated and zoned areas ihat are available, and will be used, for housing
development is consistent with the General Plan's long range strategy for accommodating future
growth in the City of Los Angeles.

SUBDIVISIONS, ZONE CHANGES, AND PLAN AMENDMENTS

In the 1980s, a considerable amount of the new construction in Los Angeles occurred in new
subdivisions, often on farger land holdings located at the fringe of urban development, inciuding the
Santa Monica Mountains, the Santa Susanna Mountains, the Verdugo Hills, and a few remaining
agricuitural areas in the northern San Fernando Valiey. New subdivisions often consisted entirely of
singie-family dwaellings, occasionally containing some multiple-family dweilings as well. A significant
portion of development in the 19890s was devoted to condominium conversion.

However, patterns of residential development have changed, partly because of the recession and loss
of jobs in the Los Angelfes area. Belween 1990 and 1994, of the approximately 23,000 building
permits for dwelling units, 90% were for muitiple-family units. In this time period, 5,000 single-family
units were consiructed but 2,700 wereg demolished, resulting in only 2,300 additional single-family
units. Between 1994 and 1996 only 1,455 housing units wete built, of which 750 were single-famity,
primarily in the west San Fernando Valley. The figures herein do not include subdivision potential,
since subdivisions occur only ds the zoning is changed, usually from agricuitural or low density
residential to a higher residential density. However, as a substantially buift out city, L.os Angeles can
expect to see a trend away from single-family units fo multiple units.

A significant number of residential projecis are built after the developer obtains a zone change and /or
General Plan Amendment to increase permitted densities.

ANALYSIS OF POSSIBLE CONSTRAINTS ON ZONING CAPACITY
top.da

ZonmnG CODE

Zoning laws divide cities into districts {reflected on the zoning maps) and specify districts (set forth in
the zoning code). The basic uses are agricuftural, residential, commercial, and industrial. Zoning was
first upheld by the U.8. Supreme Court in 1928, and since then the regulation of land uses for the
public health, safety and welfare has generally been recognized as a valid exercise of a City's police.
power. The zoning code and map established permitted uses and densities. Zoning laws are not a
constraint on capacity; they establish capacity. The maximum permitted densities in the various zones
categories were used to derive the theoretical zoning capacity set forth in Exhibit 34.

BuiLping CODE

Building codes specify minimum health and safety standards for dwelling units, including room sizes,
openings for light and ventilation, safe electrical systems, sanitary plumbing, ete. The building code
does not affect permitied densities. However, building regulations do affect the cost of housing
construction, and are deemead necessary to ensure safe and healthy conditions.

ConpimoNAL Use PERMITS

Institutions, public facilities and other special uses are not permitted by-right but are introduced
through Conditional Use permits or other similar entilement actions. Only special categories of
housing that allow increased density require such permits (see Section on Constraints.) Most multi-
family housing projects do not require Conditional Use permits. Conditional Use rules, therefore, do
not constrain zoning capacity.
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HEIGHT LIMITATIONS

Height Districts in Los Angeles are very liberal, allowing floor area ratios (FAR = allowable floor area
as a multiplier of buildable lot area) as follows:

Height District |  FAR |
1 3to1
2 6101
3 1010 1
4 13t0 1

Even the lowest FAR of 3 to 1 is not a constraint on buildout of density for residential zones. A small
ameunt of land in the City, approximately 5%, has had lower Height Districts imposed, known as 1L,
1VL and 1XL. These may apply absolute height lirits to properties zoned R3, R4, and RS limiting
height to 6 stories {Low), 3 stories {Very Low) and 2 stories {Extra L.ow), respectively. In most cases
these limits do not prevent development of the full number of units alfowed in the zone in which they
are imposed.

THE S1LOPE DENSITY ORDINANCE

This ordinance restricts development on certain hillside parcels, namely those planned for minimum
density housing (requiring at least 1 acre lot size per dwelling} and having slopes exceeding 15
percent. it therefore affects only esiate size lots in hillside areas. its effect on housing zoning capacily
is minimal, 5 percent of the single-family capacity at the most, and its effect on affordable housing is
negligible. & has no effect on multi-family or commercially- zoned property.

DensiTy BoNuSs

Under state faw, local jurisdictions are required to grant a density bonus of 25% and "an additional
Incentive" when applied for by qualifying housing projects. (The City may grant more than 25%, at its
discretion.) To qualify, 20% of the units must be reserved for low-income househoids, defined as
those earning less than 80% of median family income for the Los Angeles area. In this case the rents
cannct exceed 60% of median family income. Alternatively, the developer may reserve 10% of the
units for very-fow-income households, those earning less than 50% of median. In this case, renis may
not exceed 50% of median family income.

According to the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD), there have been 1,348 set-aside units for
which covenants have been recorded under density bonus provisions, in projects involving a total of
5,292 units, in the fifleen-year period since the inception of the program in 1882.

"By right" units 3,986
Density Bonus units 1,348
Total units 5,202
Avg. Density Bonus 34%

LAHD also reporis that density bonus applications have decreased significantly since the 1991
change in state law that made moderate-income units ineligible and restricted the set-aside units to
low- and very low-income.

The Gity adopted the "Affordable Housing Incentives Program Ordinance” {Ordinance No. 170,764}
on November 14, 1995 which permits a density increase up to 25% as a by-right procedure for
affordabte housing projects. Projects requesting more than 25% density increase are subject to a
Conditional Use Permit under the authority of the City Planning Commission. Other Affordabie
Housing Incentives include reduced parking and deferment of project processing fees.

Current amendmenis are being proposed to this Ordinance to encourage the provision of on-site
community facitities. Up to an additional 10% density increase may be granted by the Director of
Planning if the proposed affordable housing project provides for an on-site community facility.

Applications Involving
Year Density Bonus Units
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1985 8
1086 25
1987 31
1988 24
1989 18
1990 7
1991 6
1992 2
1993 0
1894 0
1995 0
1996 2

INTERi CONTROL ORDINANCES (ICOS)

Interim Control Ordinances (ICOs} designed to restrict perceived inappropriate development in
specific neighborhoods are typically enacted for a year or two, and then extended as many times as
necessary o allow for permanent regulations to be prepared and put in place.

Many interim control ordinances were enacted in the 1980s in response to rapid development
pressures and related neighborhgod complaints. The development pace leveled off in the
recessionary period, and most of the interim control ordinances were allowed to expire. These ICOs
have had a mixed effect on housing production, depending on their content.

The requirement for demofition permits and hardship exemptions has proven to be effective in
conserving some affordabie housing. It is now city policy to require a hardship exemption prior to
demolition, offering additional protection to affordable housing eccupants.

California State Government Code Sections 65580 and 65590.1, otherwise known as the Melio Act,
mandate local governments to replace housing units which are accupied by low or moderate income
persons, located in the Coastal Zone and are demolished or renovated {0 be repiaced on a one for
one basis on the site, within the coastal zone or within three miles of the Coastal Zone where feasible.
This legislation also requires that, where feasible, local governments require provision of housing for
low or moderate income persons in new development in the Coastal Zone. As a resuft of this
legislation, a strong commitment by the City Council to preserving and providing affordable housing
and a court order, the City of Los Angeles has adopted a three-part program to implement this
legislation.

kn April of 2001 the City Planning Commission took a major step in impiementing this legisiation by
considering a new ordinance, part two of this program which replaces interim procedures {part one of
the programy} currently requiring Mello compliance. In general this proposed ordinance requires either
the replacement of existing housing occupied by low or moderate income persons either on site, within
the coastal zone or within three miles of the coastal zone based on criteria contained in the proposed
law. The ordinance allows the developer to pay a fee to the City's Housing Department combined with
public subsidies or incentives sufficient to provide new low or moderate income housing units on a
one for one basis in the Coastal Zone community in which the new development is to be constructed
in keu of the developer providing the required new unii(s). Different fees are ailowed for the three plan
areas located in the Coastal Zone. The ordinance is based on an interim feasibility study conducted
by Hamilton, Rabinowitz and Alschuler, inc., a policy, financial and a management consuitant with
expertise in the financial aspects of the housing market.

The Planning Commission did not approve this ordinance for several reasons. Among the major
proposals contalned in the ordinance is to alfow a developer to pay a fee to the City's Housing
Department sufficient to cover the cost of building replacement housing and the provision of new
housing pursuant to the provisions of the Mello iegislation. A study was done by a consultant
recommanding different fees to be charged developers in the Pacific Palisades, Westchester-Playa
Del Rey and the San Pedro-Harbor areas of the City based on land and development costs and the
markets in those areas. The consultant argued that these fees pius City subsidies would be sufficient
to buiid the required replacement hausing and new housing under the provisions of the Mello Act and
the aforementioned gourt action. The consultant also suggested that the proposed fees would not
preclude the development of new housing based on certain assumptions as to land costs and
acceptable returns to the developer. Building industry advocates argued that the fees were so high as
to preciude the development of any housing in the coastal zone. Affordable housing advocates felt
that the fees would not be sufficient to build the needed housing. The consensus of the Planning
Commission was that both points of view could be correct. Further, members of the Commission also
were concernad that to apply these fees only to the City of Los Angeles would disadvaniage the City
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in the production of housing and that these fees should only be applied if other coastal jurisdictions
also applied similar fees. The matter has been fransmitied to the City Council fot its action hopefully in
July of 2061, While i is impossible to predict exactly what the City Council will do in regards fo the
specifics of this ordinance, it is clear that the City Council has aiready commitied o impiementation of
the Melio legislation and is already implementing one for one replacement of affordable units which
are to be lost and requiring new affordable units cn new development in the Coastal Zone.

The third phase of the three-part program is to prepare a more detailed study of housing feasibility at
the neighborhood level and to revise the implementing ordinance in accordance with that study and
the experience gained from the first administering the previously described ordinance. This effort is
expected to take two years o complete.

The Mello Act is directed at preserving existing affordable housing in the Coastal Zone which if ieft fo
market forces has and will be seriously depleted. It is unclear how impiementation of the law will
impact the provision of new affordable housing in the Coastal Zone.

This Element promotes increased housing opportunities for all segments of the community through the
policies and implementation measures described in Chapters V and Vi

OPEN SPACE AND PARKING REQUIREMENTS

According to a study by Natelson, Levander & Whitney, Economic Consuliants, i was determined that
provision of open space did not have a cost significant impact on development. The parking provision,
however, does have a noticeable effect on developers' costs. The number of parking spaces is fied to
the number of habitable rooms, and when that number goes up the number of parking spaces
required increases, adding to the development cost. This affects affordable housing production.

THE MIXED-USE INCENTIVES ORDINANCE

A mixed-use ordinance was adopted in December 1991 to allow a density bonus of 100% for housing
constructed in commercial zones, if 20% of the housing constructed is set aside as affordabie uniis. In
other words, on a parcel where 30,000 square feet of commercial use would normally be permitted, a
builder may construct both the 30,000 square feet of commercial use and an additional 30,000 square
feet of residential use. if the residential component consists of 30 units, then 6 of these units would
have to be set aside for low income residents.

The ordinance permits side-by-side construction either on the same lot or on adjacent lots; the
residentiat use does not heed to be above the commercial. This facilitates construction, since different
structural and fire safely standards apply io residential and commereial. It should also make financing
easier, which has often been difficult to obtain for mixed-use projects.

On July 11, 1996 the City Planning Commission approved the "Mixed-Use Overlay District” Ordinance,
which would enable the City to establish individual mixed-use districts in specific areas throughout the
City. The purpose of this ordinance, which implements Framework policies, is to encourage land uses
that combine commercial and residential development and community facifities in order to reduce
vehicle #ips, to improve air quality and the efficiency of public services, and to provide for a variety of
housing opporiunities.

The Mixed-Use District would only include lots zoned R, CR, €1, C1.5, G2, C4 and C5, and may
include lots zoned R3 or R4 in community plan designated as regional or community centers that are
designated for Mixed-Use development if such lots abut Major Highways or Secondary Highways.
The Ordinance provides floor area, height, and parking incentives to mixed-use projects.

The economy, market demand and decisions of property owners are factors that may affect the
construction of the dwelling units permitted by the zoning.

GEQGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF ZONING CAPACITY
top.d

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED ZONING CAPACITIES

The unadjusted zoning capacity refers to a theoretical maximum residential zoning capacity by
caloUlating the by-right allowable density on all parcels in the City including vacant land. The adjusted
zoning capacity is obtained by assigning a conservative factor of 80% of residentiai potential for
residentially zoned properties and z factor of 30% for commercially zoned properties to this
unadjusted zoning capacity figure.
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Exhibit 33, Summary of Citywide Zoning Capacity in Dwelling Units, shows the maximum theoretical
and adjusted zoning capacities, the remaining theoretical and adjusted zoning capacities, and existing
dwelling units in the City. With regards to the remaining adiusted zoning capacity, a total of 530,506
dwelling units are estimated, of which 223,283 units are in the R3, R4, R. and commercial zones, or
43% of the Citywide capacity. The R2 and RD zones' remaining capacity amounts to 251,425 dwelling
units or 47% of the Citywide capacity, while the single-family zones remaining capacity reaches only a
total of 55,798 units.,

E:xhibit 34, Maximum Unadjusted Zoning Capacity, shows the highest zoning potential is in the Metro
Center, where there is a capacity for 408,649 units, with 311,504 units in the R3, R4 and R. zones
alone. These zones account for weil over half of the City's unused residential zoning capacity.
However, both the Northeast Valley and South Los Angeles have the lowest avaiiable High-Density
zoning capacity (33,471 units and 86,304 uniis respectively).

Exhibit 35 Existing Dwelling Units Per Subregion depicts the Metro Center, Scuth West Los Angeles,
and South Los Angeles as having the highest cancentration of multipie-family dwelling units in the R3,
R4 and R. zones categories (168,578 units, 95,818 units and 91,570 units respectively). With regards
to single-fardily dwelling units, the Southeast Valley aiong with South Los Angeles have the highest
numbers of existing units (72,355 units and 66,277 uniis respectively). It is interesting to note that
existing buildout in the R3, R4 and R. zones in the Northeast Los Angeles, South Los Angeles and
Southwest Valley subregions has already exceeded the maximum adjusted zoning capacity in these
regions, which explaing the reason these 3 subregions do not have any rernaining zoning capacity
available in the above-mentioned zones categories as demonstrated in Exhibit 36.

Exhibit 37, Maximum Adjusted Zoning Capacity, shows an across - the - board reduction in zoning
capacity, cormpared 1o Exhibit 34. In producing this "realistic" capacity, those subregions with a high
perocentage of commercial zoning such as South Los Angeles were affected more than those with less
commercial, such as West Los Angeles, since a 30% of housing potential is used in commercially
zoned properties, while a 80% potential is applied to residential properties.

Although derived from data on applications received for building permits during a short period, and not
representative of all sites in the City, the factor of 80 percent is used as the "adjusted” or expected
"realistic” buildout of the zoning capacity of multiple-family residential zones. This 80 percent is also
used for single-family residential zones, for such restrictions as the topography, slope density,
emergency access requirements, street dedication for hiliside developments etc. are taken into
account.

The realistic buildout in commerciat zones is less, based on historic development patterns in Los
Angeles, However, the City's General Plan Framework encourages the deveiopment of mixed-use
projects on certain commercially-zoned properties. To reflect this growth strategy a conservative factor
of 30 percent is assigned to calculate the housing potentiat on the commercially-zoned propetties.
{Note that this means 30 percent of the available capacity on commercial parcels would be used for
residential development).

Exhibit 38, Adjusted Remaining Zoning Capacity, is designed to highlight zoning capacity shortages. In
the higher density zoning category, column (b) which corresponds to the Very Low, Low and Moderate
income housing, shows that Northeast Los Angeles, South L.os Angeles and Southwest Valley have
ro available capacity in these zones categories. However, commercially-zoned propetties in these
subregions do provide some multipte-family residential capacity. The existing multiple-family dwelling
units in these 3 subreglons amount to 263,316 units or 36.82% of the total multiple-family housing
stock citywide,

Column (c) shows that both the Southeast Valley and Northwest Valley have the highest available
High-Density zoning capacity {41,025 units and 39,891 units respectively).

Column (e) correlating to the "Above Moderate Income” housing shaws there is no available capacity
in the single-family zones in Northeast Los Angeles, South Los Angeles or Southwest Los Angeles as
well.

Colurn (f) shows that South L.os Angeles has the highest Lower Density zoning capacity {i.e., R2 and
RAD zones), while the Harbor and Northeast Valley have fairly adequate zoning capacity in these zone
categories and single-family zones as well.

Colurmn (g) shows that no subregion would have inadequate zoning capacity if all income categories
and all zones are combined.

in conclusion, after the year 2005, the City would still be able to accommodate 39,720 additional
dwelling units in the Very Low-, Low- and Moderate-Income categories, and 20,560 dwelling units in
the Above Moderate-income category. As of December 1994, there were approximately 129,642
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unoceupied dwelling units in the City, which theoretically could be counted as additional housing
capacity. However, a few of them may need physical rehabilitation and/or subsidized rent programs to
qualify for affordable housing counts.

PROGRAMS TO INCREASE ZONING CaPACITY

While capacity is not seen as a problerm today, it coutd become one within the next four RHNA cycles
(20 years). With the current revision of the Community Plans, zoning capacity is expected to
decrease. The City of Los Angeles is committed fo providing adeguate zoning capagity for housing for
alf incorne groups in all areas throughout the Gity. Strategic locations for new housing include
proposed centers and districts, area around fransit stations, and along transportation corridors, where
access to a varlety of commercial, recreational educational, and employment setvices is greatest.

Mareover, the General Plan Framework provides specific policy directions for the updating of the Land
Use Element of the General Plan. The policy pinpoints those areas of the City in which growth wili be
encouraged, and links growtl: 1o the planned transportation system.

While it is not one of the Housing Element Programs, a related effort going on in the City is the
development of specific plans around transit stations to provide conditions which enhance
neighborhood livability and create economic and affordable housing opportunities.

Mixed-use development, a mix of housing and job-producing commetcial uses in designated center
study areas and adjacent io transit stations stops are encouraged through the General Plan
Framework program, the Mixed-Use Ordinance, and the proposed Mixed-Use Overlay Zone District
Ordinance.

Another area of potential zoning capacity increase is on publicly-owned land. There are approximately
2,400 parcels of land in public ownership in the City that are not in any specific use. City-owned land,
especially City-owned parking lots, may offer potential for low-cost housing development.

Thus the principat programs which will address ingreasing the residential zoning capacity are: the
rezoning recommendations of the Generat Plan Framework Program, the Mixed-Use Overlay District
Ordinance, the proposed amendments to the Affordable Housing Incentives Ordinance, and the
potential of housing on City-owned fand.

HOUSING INVENTORY

Government Code Section 85583 (¢)(1) reguires the City to identify adeguate sites "which will be
made avaiiable through appropriate zoning and development standards and with public services and
facilities needed to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of lypes of housing for all
income levels, including rertal housing, factory-built housing, mobile homes, and emergency sheiters
and transiticnal housing".

The Cily's Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA) has been established as 60,280 dweliing
units. The City has conducted an inventory of likely housing projects. The inventory lists bullding
permits for 9,064 units which are currently outstanding, applications are being processed by the City
for permission to build 27,432 new housing units and a listing of sites for 24,638 more units which the
City considers oppottunily sites where zoning and infrastructure exists to support new housing and
are considered desirable for fufure housing preduction. The zoning capacity or potential for new
housing in the City is 530,506 units as described in Exhibit 33 of this element. The number of units
pursuant to this inventory catalogs 61,134 units and exceeds the City's RHNA sumber of 60,280 units.

Summary of Development Sites

Opportunity sites 24,838 units
Proposed 27,432 units
Under Construction 9,064 units

Total 61,134 units

The sites identified are viable developrment sites. They are urban infill sites located primarily along
major and secondary highways but aiso along some collactor streets. This means that all
infrastructure (water, sewer, power, telephone and cable) is located adjacent to the properties.

The sites are vacant or underutilized. "Underutilized" means there is some use on the site, primarily
parking lots, but not a developed building. {Except for the re-use of old commercial buitdings,
described below, less than five sites containing buildings were counted. These were counted because
the surveyor concluded that the building was ready for demolition.)
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Sites surveyed were not in flood plain areas, in hillsides or canyons or along beach palisades and not
subject to unusuai flood or landslide problems. Sites surveyed also did not include unbuildable iots,
abandoned railroad rights-of-way, remnant pieces, or singte family lots.

The sites are also suitable for & by-right 25% density bonus or discreticnary density bonuses up to
100-200%. A 25% density bonus would increase the potential of the opportunity sites by more than
7,000 units. A 100% bonus increases the potential by over 29,000 units, and a 200% bonus increases
the potential to over 58,000 units.

Environmental issues will not be a significant constraint. No environmental review is needed for
apartment projects up to 49 units. Above that size a project's impacts will determine the type of
environmental clearance but an EIR is not automatically required until a project exceeds 500 units.

OPPORTUNITY SITES

In the "opportunity" category, a sutvey was done of the vacant and underutilized parcels in muitiple
and commercially zoned areas throughout the City. Emphasis was given fo vacant and underutilized
higher density multipie family (emphasis on R3, R4 or RS zoned) areas, areas designated around
wansit stations, areas in need of revitalization, areas vacant because of earthquake dermolition, and
areas simply zoned for residential, vacant and ready for development. Parcels needing zone changes
were not included in this inventory.

Opportunity sites identified in the land inventory resuited from an analysis by community planners
familiar with each area including their knowledge of the constraints that exist on the sites. The
analysis, however, by no means views all the factors, constraints or incentives which would be
analyzed and considered by persons wishing o develop a plece of land.

In strip commercial areas, the Framework Element establishes a palicy to replace strip commercial
with housing to replace marginal retail or service establishments. Commercially zoned areas also give
the opportunity for mixed use projects, as identified by the Framework Element along mixed use
boulevards. The Framework Element also identifies and stimulates certain commercially zoned areas
to be used for housing, consistent with the City's long range strategy to accommodate future growth in
the City.

NEw HousING IN COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS

Another significant category of the "opporiunity” inventory relates 1o vacant or mostly vacant historic
commercial buildings in the Downtown Core. The City's adaptive reuse ordinance encourages
housing as a reuse of these historically significant buildings. In a recent survey of historic downiown
buildings, 50 buildings had the potential for conversion to residential units, either lofts or apartments.
This study estimated that there is an opporiunity for 5,000 additional units in the Downtown area.

The downtown area is currently experiencing a loft housing boom. The Spring Street Lofts and the
Old Bank Building on Main Street, two recently completed projects, utilized the 1999 Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance and a set of building codes designed to encourage residential development in historic
buildings. This ordinance can be compared 1o the recyciing ordinances of other jurisdictions.

ParxinG LoTs

Surface parking lots under the control of the Community Redevelopment Agency and surface parking
lots in commercial areas with the potential to be redeveloped as housing developments (another type
of recycling) were also Included. This inventory did not include parcels with a "P" zone.

To calculate the number of units for each parcel or group of parcels, the maximum ajlowable units
were used based on the existing zoning without the benefit of other incentives to build affordable
housing. Although the maximum number of units were caiculated, this does not fimit one to build that
amount, Other planning tools are available to increase the density by right or more with the density
bonus application, or change zones, or revise land use designations and zone changes through the
Community Plan Update Program. Therefore, the maximum counted is a conservative number. The
City's inventory shows 24,638 opportunity units in this category, slightly less than half of the RHNA
need.

PRrROPOSED SITES
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The "proposed” category includes projects that are currently seeking a discretionary action or in the
process of meeting the conditions of a grant filed during the years 1999-2001. The inventory includes
subdivisions, zone changes, coastal development permits, density bonuses, Specific Plans and/or
Exceptions, project permits and variances. This category also includes discretionary projects needing
environmental clearances and related projects in the area. The number of units from this category are
actual unit counts from applications and totals 27,432 units,

UnDER CONSTRUCTION SiTES

The "under construction" unit count comes from building permits issued in 1988-2001. The total of
9,064 units being built is the actual count. This accounts for approximately one seventh of the total
need.

The complete inventory is found in Appendix V.
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INTRODUCTION

The Califorsia  Esviveamental  Quality Ag
(CEDAY rocuives povernmental agencies t provids
g pabbic accounting of alt potentially adverse impacts
of decisions that change the environment.  While
somme consider CEOA to be concerned snclusively
with the physical environment, the aims of CEQA
patened 1o human well being. For paample, CEQA's
poliy  gosh  incude  maintaining  “...conditiens
under which man and nature can exigt in productie
harmony to  fulfill the somsl and  coonemmic
reqmirennents of present and future generstions,” and
4 providing o decent home and sabislying Hving
prvironment  for every Californfan.”  (Celifornia
Covernment Code 3230063 Under CEOA, 8
local  agency must  consider  roasonably
foreseealste ... environmental effects which wall
cause substantial adverse sffects on humas
beings, sither directly or indirectly.™

Teadwionally, health  and  huwman  impact
assessment within  enwironmental review  has
focused on hazardous environmentsl agents such
ag air pollumnts,  While such impacts are

PCEQA, similer to NEPA, predaied the more
prnacsiptive enviconmental regufatory approsches sush ag
the Oloun Water Ack siming instead 1o ensere
wansparancy and accowntability i decision making,
CELA venuires public agancies to produce an
Favimmamental hopact Report (EIRY prior to onaking
public devislon that may have significant sdverse
eoyvivonmentsl effects. (Califarnis Public Resouress Crde,
Euvironmentel Protemtion, §21000)  Aa EIR anest
analysis or all potentially significant adverse
suvisonmmatal impacis, fessible alternatives, and stepe to
sk ov Bmit mpacts. H an ETR concludes that 2 propect
weould haer significant impacts, the agency can o
approve it untih it either they determine that mitigstien or
alematives ave infeasible or that the project’s benefits
sstweigh the adverse mpactz,

PCECA, Guidelines, Title 14, California Code of
Resubations, {Acesssed at
hup:iceres.ca.goviopicfeny_law/eegalguidelines)

ismporiant, the relationshins betwean the physical
peeromment and human heakth ieclude wany

other neglected dimensions,

Unet housing needs in San Franasce result in
particulady  stgnificant  public  health  costs,
fnadequate or unaffordable housing forces San
Francisco residents into crowded or substandard
conditions; requires them 1o COMpromse acoess
i jobs and serviess, and guality sducation; and
vequires them ko work muliiple jobs to make
ends mest. The Dlepsrtment of Public Health
witnesses these eifects when we care for- the
homeless, i the course of owr enforcement of
envronmental heslth and housing standards,
and through pur efforis to improve the housing
of those with enviroamentally related Hldesses
such as asthma.

Unmet housing  needs  abe  have  indivect
envirorumental  and  economic  consequences.
High hoeusing cosis are disincentives for business
development or expansion which alse means
reduced economdc opportwnies for residents,
Figh cost housing in regional job centers such as

“Ban Francses b one facter that  drives
 development of lower zost housing on the whan

fange, coninbuting to traffic congesbon and air
polbation, as well as the loss of regonal farmiand
and open space.”

As one strategy 1o ensure adequate affordable
housing in San Francisco, the Spn Francace
Department of Health, in partnseshin with the
City's Depariment of Planning, hss ressarched
how environmental impact anelysis might more

3
htipehwww brookings.eduviewafspenchesflnwng Z003 05
29 _downs. him



comprehensively  acconnt By impacts  on
affordable housing and residential displacement.

CEOA guidelines allow cities te determine their
own impacts of concern, sCresning  Crieria,
assessment and evaluative methodelogies, and
preforred mitigation messwes,  In addison,
though the guidelines provide a Hst of potential
adverse impacts oo the epvironment they do not
provide 2 way of judging whether the effecis are
significent i 8 particular set of circumstences.
One way for local jursdicions and pubkbe
agencies to emswe consistent and  objective
determinations i their environmental review i
to adppt & ‘thresheld of significance.”

CEGA authorizes local governments o adopt
by “...ordinance, resolubon, rule, or regulation”
tlocatly  specihic “objectives,  cntena,  and
procedures for the evaluation of projects.”
{Califorma Government Code §2 1082}, These
thresholds of sigoificance’ are qualitative or
quantitative standards that  provide local
agencies s way to differentiate whether a
particfar environmental effect s significant.
Thresholds may be based on health based
standards, service capacity standards, ecological
tolerance standards, policies and goals within
the wity’s general plan, or any other standard
based on  environmenial qualiy.  Ideally,
threshold  development should lovobe public
participation and the dotumentaion of a
threshold should nclude {1} a definition for the
sffect (23 the ressons the effect is significant (3}
the critena at which effect becomes significant

* Thresholds of Significance: Oriters for Defiving
Envronmental Significance, CROA Techuionl Advice
Beries Govenar's Offee of Planning sad Rasearch 1984
Aceessed May 24° 2004 an:
batpdfeeres.ca.govftopinfeny_lawcena’mone/tanfthreshid p
&

B

(4% reforences  snd  spurces
mitigation measures if avalable,

Fetationships Amang Developroent, Dispitcene..
Affordable Honsmy, wnd Hogmas logeets
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Methods to conuider impacs on  housiag
affordability and residential displacement exist;
however, these methods have not been applhied 1o
impact assessment praciice i San Francisco. In
Califorsia, severnl local huriscdictions (los Aangles,
Santn Hachars, and LakeTahos) haee adopred
somprehensive,  sovironmental  mview  guidelines
whick Inchude thresholds of stpnificance For housing
impacts.  San Frandsco adopted level of sorien
standards (WO for the ovaluation of impacts on
amomohile and transh in 2002 bt does not bawe
consistent  evalostive oritania  for  several  other
important envirowmental sffects included offects o

housiag.

This technical raport euthnes several ways that
impacts on housing affordability and residential
displacement can be included in the prosess of
It alse provides the
groundwork for developing locsl significance
thresholds crteria for housing impacts, 'We have

envirenmental review,

organized this document into three sectons: {1)
Social and health consequences of housing
affordability sod residential displacemeny )



Interpretation of CECA policy and guidelines
with regards to the analysis of socal, health, and
prvivonmental justice Impacts; (3) Public agency
gudelines  for  affordable  housing  and
displacement impact assessment.

The firet section provides a scan of the public
health snd social science research that relates
affordability and displacement to adverse human
outcomes.  We organized this sechion using a
public health framework that relates projest
development to residential displacement and
housing affordability and these effects to indirect

adverse humen impacts. (1he Famework used
in this report is dlustrated in the figure above}
The second section considers the impacts on
affordability and displacement as indiract soctal
impacts, a3 indiect huresn health impacts, 25
enwironmenisl justice impacts, and 35 iopacls
that affect jong term environmental policy goals.
The third section provides a scan of itmpact
assessment methods and peachice applicable W
housing impacis anslysis bringing together a
number of federal, state, and local wols snd
midelines.



SECTION I SOGCIAL AND
HEALTH CONSEQUENCES OF
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
AND RESIDENTIAL
DISPLACEMENT

The pathways berween affordable  howsing,
residential displacement, and human health and
well being are numerous and complex. The
tmpacts of any particular project or program that
alferts  housing  affordability  or  displaces
residents depend  on both  comtmomal  and
individual facters incloding the aveilability of
affordeble housing units, the extent of relocetion
assistance provided, the mcome and savings of
displaced residents, and the availability of sodial
support networks,

This section provdes & summary of available
evidence on the adverse human comsequences of
housing  aFordability  and residental
displacement.  Snurces include case studies,
interviews, and studies on homelessness, and
public health and socmal science research.

Unmet MNeeds for Affordable Housing in
Labiformia and San Frandisco

Aecording 16 Slum Houwsing in LA, 2 recent
publivation by UCLA’s Advanced Polioy
Institute, the ¥ederal goal of “securing the
health and fiving standards of its people...” has
ondy hesn met for upper and moderate ncome
grougs, while communities that are poor in both
rival and inngr oty aress lack adequate housing.
% Three in ten 1S households have housing
aHordability probiems,

* Richman M, Pithin B. U nederstanding Slamn: The
Case of Los Angoles, USA, 2003 UCLA Advanved
Policy Instiute. Los Angelas, CA.

4

The affordable housing cnsis 3 parieularly
acute in California.  In Sar Franciseo, only
7.3% of households currently sare snough
afford the median sale price of housing? In
sddition, the fur market rent for & two-bedroom
apartment 15 $1,904 which is affordable only
those whe make 90% of the aversge family’s
median income of $86,100.7 Exacerbating this
situation, the gap between the mintmws wage
and the minimum hourly wage required 10 alford
adequate housing has increased. Currently, over
35,000 low income renters pay more than 50%
Even ingividuals
garning modest wages, such as, public service

of their income in rent

emplovess and those In the construction trades
simply cannot afford to live where they work ®

A related factor, alffecting low income renters, is
the unmet demand for subsidized housing
programs. In California, over twothirds of
gualifving low income howscholds remaing on
waiting lists for housing sssistance.” The state
has 186,000 rental units housing 450,000 low
income people which benefited from public
Rnance. Sbout 70% of this stock, over 120,000
units, represents housing in the HUD Sectivn 8
program for which rent subsidy contracts aze
expiring. | he conversion of subsidized housing
will further aggravate unmet demand for low
mcome housing.

* %an Francizeo Planaing Deparment, Updae of the
Housing Bloment of the General Plan. (Accessed st
Btipffwww ohalosus/plamaing/eitywidelcl_bousing
Element i)

" hationst Low Income Hoosing Coslition Out of
Reach 2003 Americs’s Houslng Wage Climbs.
{Accessed ab htpwenvnlibe.org/oad0030

* Govarnor® Bnvironmental Goals and Policy Repost,
Offics of Planning and Research 2003

? Forbes, Blaine, 20060



While the population of San Francisco s
arowing, San Franisco js nol currently meeking
the housing production geals of moderste
meome, low meome and very low lngome
communities, The Mayor's Office of Housing
estimates that the City needs o boild 19,000
saits of affordable housing between 208 and
2005 1o meet vs needs, Furthermore, according
to the Housing Flement of the General Plan,
the sirongest job growth & expecied in the
service and retadl sectorss however, much of that
growth iz represented by low and medivn wage
jobs including cashiers, waiters and cocks, sales
people and dlerks, and painters, carpenters and
elecicians,

The Relationship between Displacersent
entd Affordable Housing

Residential displacement has become a enitical
isswe in Cabiformia where housing shortage
dispreportionately  affects low  income  and
minority populations. Displacement can orour
irs the context of demobition or redevelopment of
residential property or the conversion of rental
unis lo ownership housing. Displacement sbo
oocurs o the condexi of seatrification when
peighborlioeds change in a way that inflates
rents,  Structwral  forces  that  contnbute W
displacement of individuals and families and
unsatisfactory  refocation in San  Franasco
wclude the relstively high cost of housing
relative o mcomes, e large wnmet noed for
housing pasticudarly at lower inceme levels, and
the high cost of land and housing. Given that
Sap Francisce B g selting with 5 linited supply
of  affordable  housing,  cesidents  displaced
through evietion or redevelopment are unkbely to

be successhully relocated inko adeouste and
affordable housing replacement housing.

Human Heshth fmpicts of Insdequate
Housing

Residential digplacement or the permanent loss
of area affordable houwstng can be cupected 1o
fead to diverse health effects. Both displaced
residents and those entering the housing market
way have to pay more for housing.”® Seme may
socept affordable but medequate, substandard,
or poorer quality housing. Some may move out
of the aity or region while others may move inio
& tempporary bving siipation with a friend o
farnily member,  Finally, some may become
homeless. Low income individuak and families
are mors susceptible 1o adverse consequences
after displacement as they have limited options
for relocation.

Stress DHsplacement may borsase Jevels of
peychological  and  physiological  stress, for
example, by creating a néw economic strain
among low income individuals, I residents ase
displaced away Fom jobs ar schools, longer
commites may be & further source of stress and
reduce tme For leiswre or family activities. For
children, frequent Family relocation leads to
chaldren’s grade repeniions, school suspensians,
and  emotional and bhehavioral problems.
Living i sesource poor neighborhoods, frequent
schoal changes, and substandard housing &l
contribute o poor dald development and school

" Hartran, Chester, Comment on “Neighborhnod
revitalization and displacement: & review of the
evidenze, Journst of the American Planning
Assoointion. 197945488491,

 Coaper, Merrill. Housing A ffordability: A
Children's Issue, Canadian Poliey Besearch
Metworks Dhscusgion Paper, Oltwowa. 2001



performance.

A number  of  scieatific  siudies  have
demonstrated  health
paychasocial stress, For esample, a randomized
study of healthy human volunteess dunonstrated
that chronic stress doubled the rate at which
mpculation with 2 common cold vires led o 2
climical infection. ¥ Other studies have linked
the experience of siress with chronic disesses
mcluding  heart  disease,  hyvpevtession, and
diabates.'t Aumong pregnant women, siress has

consequences  of

also been assoctated with a greater lkelihood for
pre-torm delivery and low birth weight birth —
both  factors  Hat  potentially  lead  to
developmental delsys and  increased infan
maorbidity and mortality,

Poverty There 1s hutle doubt thas poverty leads
to poor health, MNumerous resesvel sindies
diverse countries show that poverty contributes
b a poorer subgective sense of health, higher
mortality, less emotional stability, worse chronic
conditions, and poorer physical functiosing,

Unalfordable housing & both a dimension of
poverty and & comtributor  fn poverty.
Households with incomes several tmes the full-
Hme minmuem wage can pay mors than half of

2 Boss, P & Roberts, P, Intome and child well
being: A new perspective on the pobioy debute,
Canadian Council for Social Developmsat Ottawa.
16949,

¥ Cohen, Sheldon et al. Types of Stressor that
incresse susceptibility to the common cold in Healthy
Adolis, Health Pevehology, 1998; 17(31:214-223.

* picliwen, Bruce E. Protective and damaging
effects of stress mediators, New England Jouraal of
biediving, 1998; 338(3% 171-179.

¥ Phipps, Sheily, The mpact of Poverty on Health:
A Boan of the Resesrch Literaturs, Ottawa. Canadian
institate for Health Information 2003,

* When housing is

their incomes for housing.
vgaffordable, people ofien  sacrifice  other
material needs inchiding food, clothing, and
health care services. Nationally, those with
incomes wn the boutom BfE of the income
dintribution and paving 5098 of their incomes for
housing bawe an average of 3417 1 cover all
nonshousing  monthly  expenses.”’  Lack of
affordable housing bas also bees bBoked w0
inadeguate murition, especally among childesn,
A recent survey of Ameroan cities found thar
low pavieg iobs and high housing rosts are the
most frequenily oited reasoms for hunger'®
Children from lowincome familiss receiving
housing subsidies showed inorzased growth
compared with children whose fanilfies were on
a subsidy waiting hst, an observation consistent
with the idea that subsidies provide 3 protective
eflect against childhood malnutntion,

Unaffordable housing may add to pyychosocial
stress, People required 1o work extra hours or at
multiple jobs may sacnfice povsonal lelsure
family refationships. T

may choose either move punitve or loweffort
strategies to resolve conflic with children.”
Stuches have shown that economic strains such
as heinp unable 1o pay the bills cause depression
i mothers  and  hamh  parenting  styles.
Displacement and relocation may alse result in
ioh loss with potennal further agpravation of

¥ The Geate of the Nation’s Housiog. Joint Center
f?m‘ Housing Studies of Harvard Unlversiy, 2003

¥ Sandel, b, Sharfateln, §, Shaw, B. There's no
plane ke home: How America’s Houwsing Crisis
Threatens cur Children. Housing Americs, 3an
Francisoo. 1999,

® Dunn, James R, A populetion health approseh to
housing: & famework Gr research. Report propared
for the PMations] Houvsing research Commities and the
Canada Mortgage and Howslng Commitize.
Lindversity of Calgary. 2602




segnomic strain and psychosocial siress.

Owercrousting  Statewade, 24% of renter
households are overcrowded while in San
Frascisce over 396 of renter houscholds are
characterized a overcrowded™ #' Families
frenuently double up 48 2 way 1o cope with the
tack of affordable housing, Similarly, displacsd
residents fnd temporary lodging with families or
friends,  Owvercrowding resulls in vespivatory
infections  in aduls and ewr infection
children.® U rcrowding also means the lack of
guiet space for chifdren w do homework,
negabively  lmpacting  ther  development,
education, and futare fife opporiunities.”

Housing Safety Over half of the San
Franciseo's housing was bullt over 50 vears ago
and requires significant rehebilitaion 1o
mainiaim habitability; 94% of the housing stock
was built before 1978, Mast of the ciy’s pre-
195G dilapidated housing stock i located in
lowincome neighborhoods. A number of
environmental conditions in older ad poorly
matntained housing affecr health, Inadequate
heating can lead to overexposure to cold. Poorly
maintained paint leads to lead poisening. Other
unsafe conditions incude exposed  heating
sources, unprotecied windews and  shppery
surfaces that mncrease risks for inpunes. Older
waits and low-income units tend also to have 2
greater likelihood of deferred maintenarce.

® ¢iovenor's Environmental Goals and Polioy
Report, Op Uit

¥ Tinsed on San Franciseo data fom the 1999
Amurican Howslng Survey. {(Accessed ai:
hetpefrorenw census. gov/bhesfwwodahs himly

# Keleger, § 4 Higgens, DL, Housing and Health:
Tirne agsln for Public Mealth Action. Amerisan
bournal of Public Health, 2002; 92: 758-768.
Ponopey, ML op oit.

indoor Adr Qualily lmitants and allergens
present il OnS's Dowe anvirenmenis contribute
to ssthma. Some of the most impodant
allergens Implicated in the developmest and
recurrence of asthima include house dust mijes,
cockrosch antigens, cat dander, mold spares,
and pollens.®  Old carpeting serves as a
reservair for dust, alflergens and chemicals.
Fitchens and haths, pesticularly in older
housing stock, ofien lack adeguate wentilation
incressing problems associated with moisture

and gold.

Since 1999, SFDPH has conducted several
hundred assessments for asthmatic children and
adults and identfied threueh sealuntion research
the role of bousing aferdability as 2 bamier w0
mducing asthma iggers & the home.,  Whilke
SFDPH enforces laws 1o ensure the safety and
habitabiity of housing, inspectors have found
many  instances  where  substandard  and
snhealthy conditioss exist yet tensai  am
rebuctant o initiate  enforcement  actons,
Commonly, tenants are fearful of landlord
veprisal or eviction in an unaffordable howsing

- market,

Boclal Bupport I displaced residents are
foreed 1o relocate oulside of their neiphborhaod,
valuable supportive family and community
refatonships can be lost both for those leaving
#nd well as for those remaining behind. Strong
social refationships and communtiy cohesion are
protecive  of  health In  muliple  waws
Meighbors, friends, and family provide material
a5 well as emotional support.  Suppor
perceived  or provided, can hufer stressful

* Institute of Medicine. Clearing the Air. Asthma
ard Bdoor Alr Exposores, Mationsl Academy Press,
Washington D.C. 2000,



situalions, prevents damaging  feelings  of

wolation, and contribulzs & a sense of sell
esteem and vale. ™ The magnitude of the effect
of social support on health is substantial and has
been ilustrated by several prospective long term
stuches m the United States. For example, in
the Alameda County Study, those with fewer
social contacts (e.m. marriage, family, &iends,
and group membership) had owvice the nsk of
early death, even accounting for income, race,
smoking, cbesity, and exercise.®®

Homelassness Une of the most severe
conspguences of both unaffordable housing and
displacement & homelessness.  Hunger and
homelessness wee on the nise 18 major American
vities, arcording to 2 2003 survey by the ULS.

7 Reguests for

Conference of  Mayorns.
amergency shelter assistance fncreased by an
average of 19 percent in the Z5% large cities
surveved. | wenty-three participating  cibies
reported that lack of affordable housing was the

{eading causs of homelessnass,

ey 350000 Californians are estimated to be
homeless.™® A panicularly disturbing trend is
the nse of family homelossness, It is estimated
that bebween B0,000 and 95,000 homeless
children exist in Califorsia® The USCM

survey documents that Eighty-four pereent of the

* Colien, 3, Underwoed, LU, Gotilich, BH. Sosial
Support Measavement and Intervention, Oxlord
Undvergity Press, Mew Yook, 2000,

* Berloman LF, Syme S5 Socal networks, host
resistance, and moriality: o nine-year follow-up study
- of Alameds County residests. Amerioan Jowrnal of
Eptdemiotogy. 1979; 1082 186204,

T Fhe United Sates Conference of Mavors Hunger
and Homelessness Study December 2053,

# Sovernor’s Bnvironmental Goals and Poliey
Rapart. Gp Chi.

¥ Governor's Enviroumental Goals and Palioy
Beport Op it

cities have tumed away homeless fumilies From
emsrgency shelters due to lack of resources.

Flomelessnass contributes 1o a number of other
wail deseribed physical, behavioral and mental
health problems in adulls and cdhildren, Lack of
howsing and  the overcrowding found in
tesaporary honsing for the homeless have been
found to contbuts morbidity Bom respiratory
infections  snd  activation  of  twherculosis.
Substandard housing, such as that weed by the
homeless population, often lack safe drinking
water and hot water for washing; often have
wmeffective waste disposal, intrusion by disease
veciors (e, insects and rats); and often have
inadequate food storage, sl of which have long
been identified as contributing to the spread of
infoctious disenses, 0 A 1994 study of children
frving in homeless shelters in the Los Angeles
area found that the vast mmority (78%) of
homeless chiddren  interviewsd suffered Brow
depression, 2 behavioral preblom, or severe
academic delay.”  Arsong sheltered homeless
men and women, age adivsted death rates are
several  fold  higher than in  the  general

population,®

Homelessness s strongly bnked to hunger.
Temporary housing for homeless children often
lacks cooking facilities” In the 2003 US

¥ 4§ Confarance of Mayors

A Zhma BT, Wells KB, Freeman HE. Emotional and
behavieral problems sod severe academic delayy
among sholtarsd homeless children {n Los Angeles
County. Amerboag Journal of Public Health., Febroary
1994 Vol §4: 260-264

% Barrow, $M, Herman, D8, Condova B, Stuening,
EL. Mortality among Homeless Sheleer Residents in
Mew York City. Amsrican Joumnal of Public Fealth.
1999; 89: 529-534,

3 K rieger §, Migging DL, Housing and Health: Time
Agsin for Public Health Action. Ameriven Joursal of
Public Health, May 2007, ¥ol 92, Mo, & 755-768




Conference  of Mayors' (USUM)  survey,
requests for emergency food assistance morsased
by an average of 17 percent over the pagt your
The USCM survey fnds that 59 percent of
mdividuals requesting emergency food assistance
were members of families with children and ther
parents, angd that 39 percent of the adulis
requesting such  assistance  were  employved.
Eighty-seven parcent of the oibes surveyed
expect  that requests  for  emergency  food
assiatafioe will InCrease agmn over the next year
Minety-one percent of cities participating in the
survey sxpect that reguests for emergency foed
assigtance by families with children will increass
next vear. Fightvelght peresnt eapect that
regitests for emergency shelter vall increase next
year, and 80% eupest requests For shelter by
homeless families will increase in 2004,

Social Cohegion Une of the mest significant

piiects of enction and displacement may be the

evosion of socisl capited and socual cohesion

winch are social indicators swongly sssociated

with health, sducaion, and neighborhood
4

safaty.

The Mew York Times recently profifed a
vomnnity, Franklin Sguare, as one of the few
places in the NY ams where housing
affordability 5 promoted resultng in the
mtegration of generabions residing side-by-side,
in addition to the richness of sharing experiences
across  gencvations, the Frackln  Sauare
commnumiy benefits Do longterm  residents
whe invest in maintaining the built envizonment,
ipvest o the community, and coninbute to
eommunity cohesion and vouth development:

* Putnam, Robueet, Social Capital: Measurement and
Consequences. ISUMA. 2001 {8pringh 41-51.

*Franklin Square} We fust o wonderhsd, very stable
community, said fulic Soffienting, an assistant school
superintendent whe moved i 30 yews sge and
raized two daghiers with her husbond, Raymond.
She said she appreciated the clean sheets, well-lopt

propeviies and eonvenisnt focal shopping.”

“Papis begin at the Franklin Sguare Usion Fres
School Datret, an clementary disirict with an
srodbment of LTS in theee schools, all for
kindsrmarten through Grade B, Sitisties relomsed by
the staee Dlepartment of Eduestic. o Octoher
showed that 923 percent of fourth grade stadents in
the district mel or excorded sl standards In math,
Elementary schoot dudenss in the Franklin Bouare
distrizy consistently score above siste averages om

wther standardized wsts,”

The exomple provided sbove Hlustrales the
positive impacts on society by leag-term residont
investment: cleaner sireels, vesuldng n reduced
cost of Cirsubsidized lotening deaning: higher
school performance, parbcularly among the
younger aged-group, which results in higher
school completion,

In conteast, the srosion of neighborhoods as a
result of foreed dsplacement resulis i the
reduction of fongterm residents who are mest
likely 1o nvest in thelr communities, In avess
where residenss el ey fnvested hecauee of the
continual threat of displacement, one enn find
depilated  envirenmentsd condidons, such m
broken windews on buildings, loitedng and
illegal disposing  of hazardous  substances,
Furthermore, neighbarhosds where  residents -
have lintle ncentive o invest sre shown o have
higher ngh school drop out rates, a5 well as

origoe rates.



Sepvepntion The loss of affordable housing
andl displacement may also lead o residential
segregation snd phetteization’. Dhsplacersent
may coninbute to residential segregation (by
sthnicity, ncome, or class) i available housing
for displaced resideats s not available
wtsgrated  neighborhoods. A study  that
exazpined expinng HUD Bection 8 agreements
with private ownes in California, found that, on
awerage, [amibes relocated to relatively more
racially-sepregated communities.”

Racially segrepated neighborhosds tend 1o have
fvgs neighborhood amenities such as schoods,
fbraries  and  public  wapsportatien doe 1w
ceanomie, politcal and Bogustic isolation, and
sacistn, Messarch has documented the heslth
impacts of residential segregation. Many studies
bave shown, for example a strong sssouiation
betweon segregation and homiside rates. Besides
an oweess i mordalty, studies have abo
demonsirated 2 relationstdp bebween residential
segregation  and  negative  health  outcomes
including  teenage childbearing, inberculosis,
cardivvascular  disease, availability of food
sstablishments serving healthy fare and exposure
to tanic air pollutants.*®

Swong evidence for the effects of segregated
snvironments comes from the HUD Moving o
Clpporimity  demonsirabion  progrssm. | B

* Porbes B. Broding Meighborhood Intsgration: The
Impact of Califrnie’s Bxpiring Seetlon § Bent
Subsidy Contraots on Low-Inoome Family Housing.
2000 The Ralph snd Goldy Lowis Center for
Reglonal Policy Stadiss. UCLA, School of Public
Policy and Sovlal Rescarch. Los Angeles, Califorata
® pcevedo-Garein D, Lochner KA, Osypuk TL,
Subramanisn §Y. Fulure Directions in Residentia
Segrogation and Health Research: A bultilevel
Approach. Amerivan Joumad of Pablic Haalth, 2003;
93215-221

ig

program, implemented o fve US  oties,
evaluated the health and socal effecs of
relocating households fom pubhic or subsidized
housing in high poverty neighborhoods to private
rental housing I non-poverty neighborhoods.
The womem deswn volved a  random
assignment of famifies fo an experimental group
{vouchers for |housing in  low poverty
neighborhoods and  relocation  assistanes) a
section 5 group (geographically unresiricted
vouchers), and a contrel group and lengitudinal
follow-up of families over 10 ysars, The
seecutive summary of the interim svaluation
{midpoint of follow up) testify to the social value
of non-poverty area residence.

From the famibies’ pesspectives, the principal
benehit of the move was a substantial improvement
in housing and neighberkond conditions. Familiss
who moved with program  voucherss  largely
achieved the single obiective that loomed largest for
them at basshine: Hvisg i » home and
neighbothood where they and dair childven could
feel and he safe from crime and violence. O a list
of ohsmevable characiscisties, their homes and
neighborhoods weve substantially more desizable
than thoss where coniral group smsadbers Heed.
These benefits scorued to families in both e
experimental group and the Seetion 8 geoup,
althongh the improvements tended to be roughly
twice as large for experimental grosgs fumilics, wha
weve required tn move 1o iow-poverly aruas, at least

mitialiy.

Padwps not swyaisingly, these improvements o

bving environment lod o significamt geine in

41,8, Department of Housing sad Urban
Dovelopment Moving to Opportunity for Fair
Housing Demonstration Programs: Interbm Impants
BEvaluation, 2003 {accessed at www, haduser.org)



menss] health among aduls in the capesimenial
wroup. The levels of paychological diswess and
depressicn wevs subsiantslly redueed in this
geens. In addifion, adulls in hoth e axpartmantal
and Sechion B groups cxperienced substantal
reductions in obesity By ressoms wo do wot yes
sndsrsiand. Among the duldeon in these families,
girls appear to hove benefited Bom the move i
several  wows.  They axperiesved  swproved
ravchological wallbeing, veporiing lower wies of
poychubngival distress, deprossion, and generalized
wonsiety disorder, and improved prrceplions of thelr
Hebhood of golog to college and gotting 5wl
paid), stable job sa an adub. These girls” behaviom
changed 25 well, with & smaller proportion wodking
imstead of sitesding school. They were less fkly
to eogage o vsky behavior or to use warduans,
Finally, both these gitls and soviety as a whole
beaehted from a wedoced number of aoests for

vivlent erienes.

Increased Trorsspariation Swatem
Bemands Displaced residents may find that
affordable and adequate replacement housing
only exists far from their current neighborhoods,
potentially, meaning that they will live far from
jobs and scheols.  Helocation may thus create a
new demand for public ranepoetation services or
alternatively new demands for  amtomebile
purchase and use,  Studies on the effects of
whan sprawl have found that low ipcome
famibies, children  snd  the elderdly  are
disprovortionaiely  affecied by  the  longer
distences mesded B wavel as A result of
relocation to the outskivts of & cily or 2 region.
The working poor rely on both urben pubilic
transit sysiems to hold steady jobs snd mccees
health care, child cave and other onitical social
seyvices. Pormer welfare  reciplentz s
gariicularly dependent upon the provision of

reliable and convenient iransporiation services,

Ineroased Demands for Socinl Services
For a project that resuls i signifcant
displacement or relocation to non comparable
housing, the magnitude of human heslth and
sacial bnpacts may be severe. This may result in
the need o fund and develop new social services
to address the human impacts. For example,
displacement may potentially result i new
demnand for safery net serviees for health and
welfare, for mental health services, and for
special educational services for children. In San
Francisce, ssevices for homsless aduls  and
children cost the City millions of dollars and
over the past several vears demand for services
has greatly exceeded capacity. T he demand for
such zerviees 5 indirectly  related to the
magnitude  of  the advesse  displacement
pulcomes.

Displacement i Colifornia znd  San
Francisco

Dunng the period Fom March 2002 through
February 2003, o otal of 1,647 various evction
actices were fled with the depactment. This
figure includes 93 notices given due to fatlure 1o
pay vent, which arz not required 1o be filed with
the depariment. 1 he mwmber of notices filed
with the department for this period represents a
22% decrease over the prior years Bling

(2,101,

The largest declines were in owner occupancy
evictions, 310, or a Z29% decrease. nusance
dechned by 1086 1w 251 and eviction notices for
breach declned by neachy 40% w 231, The
poly  incCressss  were in  lemporary  capilal
irnprovement evicHons whivh increased from 44




i 68, or a 26% incresse and Elis Axt
evictions, from 148 buildings to 187 for & 26%
werense for the pevtod. Tn Ban Francseo, the
Ellis Act, a state law which says that Jandlords
have the unconditional right to “go out of
husiness” is used by property owners to “change
the wse’ of the buldding  (condominium
conversiens) resuling i eviciions,

Reasons for Just-Uanse Evictions
2061/02 and 2002/03%

Just Cause 2003/62 | 2002/03
Owner-Ocoupied 724 56
Demolish/remave unit i3 67
{Capttal  improvement | 44 68
(temporary)

Ellis evietion 148 187

While the issues of affordable  housing,
displacement, and gentrification are high on the
oublic agenda, lomited recont resesrch hos
tracked the direct consequences of displacement
pn people. A 19902000 analysin of Ellis
evictions v Nan Francisco conducted by the Ban
Francises Tosants” Union reveals thap

o Semiors, peonle with  disabilies  and
childsen aee maost Bkely to become victims of
the Ells Act, comprising 51% of afl Ellis
At evictions since 1999,

e Those moust apt o be svicted are rensers
with longterm  tenencies and  aHordable
rents. ) nose evicted uader Elis had an
average lenancy of over |1 vears and were
paying an average rent of $1,084 for 2 2
bedroom apartment.

¥ R ent Subilization and Arbitration Brard, Apd 28,
2003

% Further, the Elis Act is resubting 1o the loss
of thousands of aHordable uaits. For every
new affordable unit that s b, 3 afordable
units are los.

Accounts  from  local  housing  advocacy

organizations reveal some conseguences of

forced eviction among low-incoma familise and
the elderly. St Peter’s Housing, 5 Mission
district-based non-profit organization serving low
income  families around houwsing issucs and

{andlordftenany preblems, for example, report

that a significant propertion of the familios they

serve are forced to separate to obisin temporary

shehier, while other famibes resort o

avercrowding i ilegal units and yet other

families are forced te Jenve their neighborhoods
and the City in owder o securs an affordable
place 1o hve.

St Peter estimates that at least 20% of their
clients have one or mors family member aged 60
years or older.  Aecording o St Paer's
Housing, elderly residents and families are more
frequently displaced, expedence  parteslerdy
high levels discrimination in securing housing,
and are most vuluerable for separation as a
result of evicion. The following case history
ilustrates the complexity of houdng issues
confronied by famifies with elderly members:

An elderly couple was Forsed o sepavate (from
thair daughior and grandehildran) and 10 resort o
Hve in an illegal indaw unlt, The unit was sp
pourly malniained that the sisirs leading to the
enirance of the unlt sollapsed reselting in the
broken hip of the siderly woman. The elderly
woman repurted the Incidence to 84 Peter’s B
advice. 8L Peter reported  this  cese the



DBepartment  of Bullding  Inspeciions (DB
whote iaspeotor clted the owner fir the iHlegal
unit, and foroed the owner o shut down the
Hlogal unit, DBEIs inspection 1% in self intended
o protest farnilies from lviag in substandard
comditions and wei, in this pertiouladdy case,
served to aggravaie the elderly couple Hving
situation. The siderly couple was not only foreed
i sepavate from thelr Damily, bat were now
suffering from the Ijured bp and s lnsurred
health cure cost, and 2% 2 resuit of the ingpection
was now faced with displasement. [Personal
samrmmication, St Peter's Housing, December
2003}

The effects of displacement as a rosult of the
lack of affordeble housing among the semior
population are heightened among s Gay and
Lesbian subgroups. Hecmnt, cross-sechonal
evidence of GLET elderly living in the greater

L.os Angeles Area shows that:

#  Rame-sex parmers cappot share & romm n
most care faciliies, forong many GLBT
older adubs retreat back into the doset, in

order to secure housing at niursing homes,

s Same-sex partners cannot recoive Sotial

Secuntty survivor benehits.

s GLET older adulte do not have the same
Family support systems as their heterosexual

couterparnts,

= There are many government programs that
target the elderly, but mone are geared

owards GLBT older aduls ™

¥ {lay and Leshian Blder Mousing of Los Amgeles

Webaite: hitp:fewe deboogfacis lim, accessed on
Deoeenber 3, 2003



SECTION U 50OCIAL, HEALTH,
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
JUSTICE IMPACTS IN CEQA
POLICY

A discussed i the section sbove, e lack of
housing sffordabibity in Caltfornia and s human
impacts suggests that enwironmental impact
assessment  (E1A) shoudd consider how 2
develnpment project might  impact  housing
affordabifity or displaced residents.  Four ways
in which these iseues Br inlp the Hamework of
the California Environmental Quality Ao
{CEGA) nclude:

= As poendisl indivect socirl and cconemic
impacts on population and housing

e As indiect heabh impacts of physical or
social trepacts;

e As environmental justics impacks;

¢ As  impacts  reguitdag  cesluation  for
consistency with oily, regonal and staw
housing and snviranmenial policy goals.

Adverse Social and Economic Effects of
Impacts on Population snd Housing

CEQA considers the Ioss of housing requiring
construction  of  nmew  housing  and  the
displacement of people as potential adverse
environmental impacts reguiring analvsis in the
eovironmental checklist provided in CEOA
Ciudelines. The checklista screening questinns
include:

s Induce substantial population gowth o an
sesn, either direetly {for  example, by
proposing new homes apd businesses} or
indirectly {for example, throngh extension of
roads or other infrastracture)?

14

&

Displace substantial nombers of puising
housing, necessitating the comstryction of
repdacement honsing elsewhere?

e IHsplace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the consfruction of replacement
housing elsewhers?

Mowever, impacis on population and housing
may have particular adverse effects oo parts of
the population. For example, f a propct
replaces low income housiag with marker rate
housing, this may  dispropomionately  and
adversely impact those with lower income.  This
tpe of mpact may be considered an adverse
sogial impast.  Under CEOA, adverse socisl
and economic impacts may be anafyzed in
determining  the  significance  of  physical
gnviropmenial changes,  Tude 14, section
15064, suvbsection (&) of the Calforms
Administrative Tode provides the  following
guidance:

Eeonousic and sogial changes resulting from a projes
shall not be treated as significant offects on the
smvironment. Heonomic or social changer may be
wsedd, howerer, fo defermsine thal o phosieal changs
shall b eegarded 0s & significant effect on e
saofoamend. Wheee s physical change & caused by
seonomsis ov sovial effects of a project, the physioad
change may be wmeded 85 2 slgnifoant sfect in the
sume manaer zs any other plysical change msulting
o the project. Altlersatively, seonomic and sociel
sfects of 2 phywical chanie may be wed to detesmine
that the physiond change i a significant effsct on the
envigonment, [ the phumical chonge sauses aduerse
eronomic v sockad offects en people, those ndiere
effects ey be used o5 o fuclor &y determining whether
the physiedd change & sigifeant. [Emphasis added]
For saomple, f a projest would cause averespwding

of 2 public facility and the overcrowding casses an



sebverse effect on people, the overcroveding would be

regarded a6 o signifinant effect.

Dlespite the guidance above, the inslusion of
sovial and sconomic impacs ander CEOA i
controversiah,  Many interpest the language i
section 15064, subsection (8} 0 mean that the
analysis of Indirect sdverse social and economic
effecss may be vonsidered in an EIR but are not,
strictly speaking, required ¥ According to the
Cakifornia Department  of  Transportaiion:
“Many people w Cabfornia, including some
denision-makers, harbor the generst heliel that
CEQA addresses only purely “environmental”
issues, not social, demographic, er economic
issues often raised by proposed projects, This is
STYONECNS. The assumption  however s
wnderstendable due to the complen Bnkage that
must be demonsirated between the physical,
social, and cconomic environment, and the

* vedd

desermination of 'Sigaificanee’.

Some case law has directly addvessed this fssue,
In Citizen's  Asyociation  fvr Sensible
Dlevelopment of Bishep Area v, County of
Tnvo,” the courts reconciled the ambipuity of
sechion 15064, subsection (o) with subsections
(4} and (f} which discossed evaluation of
secondary or lndirect conseauences of a profect,
In the Dlishop case, the Cowrt rled thas
subsertion {8 gave the lead agency discretion 1o
determine whether the consequences of sacial
and sconomic changes were significant bot did

* Basy, RE., Horson, Al Hopdan, KM, CEQA
Daskbook A stop-by-step zuide on how o comply
with the Califorsia Environmental Guality Ac
Solano Fress, Poimt Avens, 2001,

" Guidelines for Community Inpect Assesement,
Cahirmia Departrment of Teansporiation. 1997

B ereen's Association for Beruible Development v
Conandy of Inyo, 1720aLdep Ad 158 (1985)

net give it discretion not o consider these
comsequences ab all. In their ruling, the Count
interpreted section 15064 as follows: "the lead
agency shall consider the secondary or ndireat
environmental consequences of economic and
social changes, but may bod them to be
ingignificant,”

indirect Health Impacis

Environmental  effects which  will  cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings,
pither divectly or indirectly are considersd
mandatory Andings of significance in accordancs

with CEOA Casdelines Section 15065,

A dend ngeney shall find that 2 project mey have &
sigeificant effect on the eovironment and thereby
reguive an EIF to be prepered for the projoct where
sy of the following conditions cosun () The
envimmentad  offects of & pemiset il case
substantial adverse effocts on houman befngy, etther

divectly or nchivently.

A discussed in the evidence provided shaove,
housing affordability and displacement affect
health in numersus wavs,  Profects that have
area or regonsl sffscs on the availability of
affordable housing may be consideved to have
potential idirect adverse bealth consequences,
Since displaced residents may net be relocated
in zdeguate housing, the polential lndirect
heabth tnpacts of displacement alse warrant
consideration,

Enviroomental Justice Impacts

Envivonmental justice 15 rocted in the Poual
Protection Clause of the ULE, Consiltution and
can be advanced using Mational Envirenmental



Poby Act (NEPAY as well a3 the Chvil Rights
Act of 1964, Eavirenmenial Justice provides
snother rabionals for considering the effeck on
affordable housiag or the displacement of low
intomne residents under CEOA,  Califorsia
Law defines Environmental Justiee 28 “... the
fair weatment of people of all races, cubtures,
and moomes with respect to the developmens,
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies.™
While envivonmental justice analysis and effors
i California  hawe  historically  emphastzed
disproportionste health effects of toxic physical
epvironmental  agenis, the concept  of
snvironmental fastice b broader than  the
physical environment and human heslih,  As
stated in the 1997 Presidents Councl of
Feonorme Quaby {CEQ) guidence adverse
environmental  Justice offects can be  also
sconomie, secal, cobural, and  ecologesd
impacts directly or indivectly related o physical
epvironmental changes or anpacs. 1997 £EQ
Cuidance states:

When determining whether eovivonmental effects are
disproportionstely high and advwerne, sgancies are to
consider the following three factows o the eutent
prachcahla:

{a} Whethor there 3z or will be 2n lmpset on the
naturs] or physical enviresment tal dgnificanty (as
wployed by MEPA) and adverssly sffeets =
minehity population, lowimcome pogelation, or
Tndian tibe. Buch effects may mclude weologinal,
vultueal, human health, eronomic, or sodal impacte
o EEnOUly communities, pw-ncome comsmumities,
wr Indian tribes when thuse impacts am interesated
to tmpacls oo the naunl or physical enviesmments

snd

i California Government Code Bection §3040.12
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(i) Whether eovironmentsd effects are sgnificant (s
employed by NEPA) andfor may be huving an
wdverss impact oo munonty populations, low-income
popualations, or Indisn trbes that appreciably excees
or is fkely 1o appreciably exceed those on the genel
popuiation ur other appropriate compavison group:
and

() Whother the environmenial efects secus or would
poeur & minodly  population, low-income
pomdatiog, or lndinn wibe affected by cumulative or
nudtiple  adverse  exposures fom  environmental

harards.

In California, Assembly Bill 1553 requires that
the prnciples of environmental justice be
incorporated inte state guidelines for local
general plans. As discussed below, this broader
definition of environmental justice effects is
consistent with adverse environmental effecss
under NEPA and CEA as well a5 the 2003
State of California General Plan Guidelines
Secion  on Esviconmental  Justice  and
Sustainability and the 2003 Ooverner's
Ewvironmental Geoals and Policy Report, The
2003 General Plan Guidelines include mized-
income housing developrent as a component of
sustainability and environmentsl justice, Even
from the standpoing of public health, ineguitable
social and economiv effects can be equally if net
mare important that ineguiable envirenment
quality effects. An ervironmental justice anabysis
of projects that result in population or housing
logs  could foces on the poltential for
dispropmtionate tmpacts to low income and
minority populations both Biviag in the corrent
wntts g3 well as effecs on the marker for
affordable housing in the region.




Consistency with Local, FBegopnal and
State Land Use Policy

CEOQA puidelines consider potential signibicant
environmental hmpacs to include: “Coaflict with
any applicsbls land wee plan, policy, or
regulnton of a0 ageacy with jurisdiction over the
presect Gacluding, but not kmited to the general
plan, specific plan, lossl coastal program. er
oy ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an envirommnenial effect?”
i.ocal policies related w alfordeble housing can
be found 1o the Housing Elemest of the General
Plag, the HUD Consolidated Plan, and locsl
ordinances related to rest and 10 evichon
prevention,

Cabifornia Siate law defines alse a junsdictions
fair share housing soals i erms of fouwr
categories of affordability through the Regional
Housing Meeds Determination (REND)
process, devised to address the need for and
plannitg  of housing  acvess a2 raage  of
affordability and in all commenities throughout
Californin, Fach jomsdicnon within the Bay
Area (107 cities, 9 counties) is given 5 share of
the anticipated regional housing need. The Bay
Area's regional housing need is specified by the
Califorain State Department of Housing and
Commuaity Development (HCD) and fnalized
through negobiabions with Assecialion of Hay
Aren Covernments. The bmeframe for this
REMMND process s lanuary 1, 1999, through
June 38, 2006, (o seven and a half wear
planning period). Fhe current RHND requives
5244 units affordable v very low ineome
residenis, 2136 units affordable o low income
residents, 5699 wnils afordable o moderate
income residents, and 7363 umits affordable w0
above moderate income residents. While San

Francisco has met ity market rate housing targets
n recent years, ik hes not met moderate inconie,
bow income and very low income housing needs,

Total |Very Above

L i
MHeod Low o oderate Moderate
20,372 5244 |2,126 15,639 7,363

The 2003 State of Californis General Plan
Cuidelines may ako be viewed as applicabie
impacts on  affordable  housing.® The
guideline’s section  on  sustmnsbibty  and
environmental justice emphasize the need 1w
carefully match employment potensial, housing
demand by income level and tyoe, and new
housing production,

The importasce of ensuring adequate and
sfordable houwsing for every sechr of the
population o long term envirenmentsl guality
and ecological sustainability i also emphasized
in the 2003 Governor’s Environmental Gosls
and Policy Report.® These State policies
together with the emphasis on long term
environmental goals i CEQA  guidelines
Section 15055 (b) sugpests thet impacts on
housing aMordability and sdequacy me sl
potential mandatory findings of significance.

303 Seave of California General Plan Guidelines,
Office of Planning and Research, 2003

** Governor's Environmental Goals and Policy
Report, (ffive uf Planning and Research. 2063
{Acoessed st

htipfiwww aproa.gov/BrvGorls/ FLF/EGPR-1 1

10-0%.pdf)




SECTION I IMPACT
ASSESSMENT METHODS AND
GUIDELINES FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND
DISPLACEMENT

A pumber of federal, state and local agencies
comsider  displacement of  low-income
populations and loss affordable housing as
potentially adverse tmpacts i the context of
Environmental mpagt Asscssment.  Examples

of methods and guidelines are providad helow:

Socinl hmpsct Assessment (814 The
practice of B1A dates back to the construction of
the trans-Alaska pipeline. At the time, crities
argued  that  the Environmenial  lapact
Statement {£15) produced for that project failed
o address potential social effects such as the
influx of tens of thouwsands of non-native
construction workers on the culture of the Inuit.
[v 1994, the LB, Federal Government
published » set of guidelines for SIA to support
social assessment under NEPAY  Sedal
impacts are defined as *,. the consequences to
human populstions of any public or private
sctions-that slier the ways in which people live,
work, play, relate to one another, organize i
meet their needs and generally cope as members
of society, The term zlo includes cultval
impacts involving changes to the norms, values,
and beliefs that guide and rotionalize their
cognition of themselves and their seciaty.” The
guidelines categorized social impact variables a3
follows:

Rl
it www.amis.noss. govisfsocial_jmpest_guided
il

1. Peguolation Charncteristies mean presens
population and expected change, ethnic and
racial diversity, and mftues and omtflows of
temporary residents as well as the arnval of
seasonal o leisure residents,

&, Compunity and Institutional Structures
mean the size, structure, and level of
organizasion of local government including
tinkages to the larger political systems. They alio
include historical and present patterns of
employment and industrial divensification, the
stz and feved of activity of voluntary
asanciations, relimons organizations and interesis
groups, and fnally, how these institutions relate
ta each other.

3. Poliicel and Social Besowrces refer 1o the
disiribution of power authority, the interesied
and affected publics, and the leadership
capability and capacity within the community or
PRgrOR,

4. Individual and Fomily Changes refer 1o
facters which influence the daily life of the
individuals and families, including sttisndes,
perceptions, family characteristics and friend-
ship networks. These changes range from
attitudes toward the poliey to an alteration in
family and foendship networks 1 perceptions of
risk, health, and safety.

B, Community Resources: Fesources include
patterns of nateral resowrce and land use; the
availability of housing and community services o
include health, police and fre protection and
sanitation facilities. A key to the contingity and
survival of human communities are their
historical and cultoral resouress. Under this
collection of variables we also consider possible



changes for indigenons people and religious sube
cultuzes.

1.8, Department of Tronsportation
Lornmnerity fmpact Azvesemant
Guidones  Among  ransportation  agencies,
changes in policies have included redefining the
definition  of “enviromment” o include "the
natral environment, the built environment, the
coltural and soeial Babrie of cur country snd mur
neighborhoods, and the qusbiy of Ble of the
people whe fiwe here)” and comsidering project
mediated ffecs on community cohesion; public
facilities; emplovment; tax and propery valuss;
displavement of peonle, businesses, and farms;
and adverse impacts on community and regional

growth,

DOT  guidelines  for  community  impact
assessment consider a nomber of social and
economic factors.”  They further recogrize that
while community Impact assessment shoudd neot
be exhaustive, it shoudd focus on community
goals and issues of community concern and
controversy. 1 he gadelines wdentify  that
displacoment  can  vobee, . neighborheods,
businesses, amnd people.  (www.oiatrans.net)
Hecommended analysis of hmpacts on residential
displacement include the number and type
(nule-family, single family)  of  residences
displaced and the partoular needs of valnersble
groups {disabled, mmority, sldesly).

Councl  on  FBovironmentel (uality
Envivonmental Justiwe Guidence The
Covncil on Environmental Quality, the federsl
agency tasked with oversight of NEPA and

 Pederal Highway Adminiswation Conmunity
impact Assessment Website (Acuessed ab

www.Clakrans. netl

government conmplisnce with Executive Order
12898 deweloped guidance 1o assist federal
agencies with addeessing envirnnmental justics
conserns in the context of NEPA proceduses.
This guidance sopgests that agencies should
‘determine whether minerity populations, low-
income popuiations, or Indian ibes sre present
in the affected area...consider data concerming
the potential for multiple or cumulative exposure
to  hwwan  health o envirommentsl
hazards. . .recognize the imtervelated  cultural,
social, coccunmational, Mstorical, or scomomic
factors that may multiply the patural amd
physical eavivonmental effecis.. [and].. should
assure meaningful communily representation in
the process. ™

Californic Department of Tronsportation
The California Department of Transporiation
(CalTram) reforence docaments for TEOQA
provide specific guidante for the evaluation of
impacts on population  and oo houosing
dsplacement.  The 1997 Cuidelines for
Community Impact Assessment point oui that
the dispropectionate displacement of vulnerable
popdations can have significant adverse human

lmpacts;

Certain population sroups such as senior citizens,
low income residents and non English sprakieg
people efien have strong commumity Bes and depamnd
o primury socal relationships and imporiant supgrt
netwiks et man be svered wpom  sdooadiun,
Houssholde with school aged chilidren may comsider
reloeation especially disruptive i school tmasfers
woeald be invohed. Diebled people sod these

F Ervieonmental Justics: Guidence under the
Mational Environmental Policy Act. Counci on
Environmental Quality, 1997,



without automobtle transpeniation often have specist

relovation problems.

The guidelines swgpest  lovestigating  the
desmographics of the residents to determine f
any vulnersble groups {Low income, minorily,
sestors, disabled, and children) would be
impacted, | he guidelines suggast evaluating the
effects on the stock of affordable housing:

A loss of a substantial number of houses
affordable to people with low and moderate
imcomes  may have an effect on  the
community stock of affordable housing, Thas
could have the effect of increasing the
demand for housing in 2 given sector of the
markst, kidding up the cost of that housing
if the market supply is constrained and
therehy disproportionately aFecting certain
{HCOIE YDUDS,

2003 Desk  Guide B
Transportation

Sumilarly,  the
Envirommental  Juslice  in
Planning and Jovestments, The envivonmenial
justice guidelines categorize social and economic
iapacts  mte land uwse and  developmens,
population and housing, and  fscal  and
econpmic. | hess quidelines suggpest analysis of
population and howsing impacts consider a
number of vanables. These melude:

»  Property aconisiion and displacement
»  Access b neighborhouds

s Communiy Cohesion

»  Safeiy and secunity

»  Visual and acsthetic qualiy

¢ Property values and genification

A particular concern smphasized by CalTrans
s impacts of displacement and reloration on

H

neighborhood or commumly cohesion.  The
decision  wee  for  residenpal  displacement
weludes  ssssasment  of the  svailability  of
relocation howsing 1o the communtly where
displacement 15 ocowmrng. Docal  unpacts
considerations entified by CalTrans related 0
cohesion mclude:

e Is there evidence that community cohesion
SXIBLE 7

o Will the proposed project alfent interaction
among persons and groups?

e Wil the prepossd  peolest cause
redistribution of the population or an infux
or toss of populations?

s Will certain prople be separated or sel apant
from others?

City of Los Angeles Thresholds Guide In
ity J998 CEQGA Thresholds Guide, the iy of
Loz Angeles uses the following screening oriteris
for evalusting significant effects on population
amd housing displacement,”

e Wonld the profect result in the net biss of ang
existing housing pails afferdable o veory b
income or low income households (as defined

by federal andfer Uity stondards), throngh
demalition, corersion, ar other means.

The Loz Angeles guidelines  cvaluaie the

significance of population and housing imgacts

by considering the following fertors:

= The net change in
affordable units in the project srea

#» The current and anticipazd supply of
market rate and affordable unis in the

market rate and

project area

b cida.ca us BALVEA D Wel.
Aﬂ@ﬂhmmmm



#  The demographios of the projest area
#  The consisiency with oy and regonsl
housing polinies

The gunlelines also suggest the following two

mitigalion  measure  for  diplicement of

affordable howsing:

e Pxeeed the slabutery  reguirements for
reincation assistance

¢ Inercase the number of housing units
affordable to lower income households

Tahoe Regional Plosning  Agency
fTRPAY The TERPA Inital Environmesntal
Checklist™ requires a response to and evidence
for the following guestions refevani o the
displacement of low income rosidents and the
toss of slfordable bousing:

s WAl the proposal include or result in the
temporary o peemanent dispdscoment of
regidensd

o Wil the moposel decresse the amount of
housing n the Tahoe Region historcally or
currantly being vented at rates affordable by
lower and very-lowtnoome howeholds?

o Will the proposal result in the Jfoss of
housing for lower-income and  very-low

ineome households?

Mitgation of affordable housing loss Is reguired
for project approval, According to planners ai
the TRPA any loss of affordable bousing due to
redevelopment has to be sither rebuilt on site or
offsite taking into account similar acesssihility to
franspori resources. A recent example of such

mitigation  occurred  with  the  proposed

morelAnnioaiiondi renlsationg2 003/
TL2G2002% 20 anend]

development of the 138 upit Round Hil
Vacation Fesort. The development of the time
share condominium nvalved the removal of the
186 unit Lake Park Apartments, To mitigate
displacementt, the project  facluded  the
construction of 67 new apsrment unis offshe
prioritized  for displaced tenants, affordabie
housing restrictions for the new apartmensts,
phased demohiion over 24 months with evicion
of no more than B s per month, and

- . 3
refocation sssistance.

County of Sante Bavrbara Sania Barbara's
1903 Environmental T hresholds and Guideline
Manual provide a specific threshold for the
lons of affordsble housing. The rationsle for
satablishing surh & threshold comes from the
county’s affordable housing polices. The Sants
Barbars County Housing Element documents s
substantial  shonfall in affordable  housing
oppoviunities and the preservation of the existing
affordable housing stock i3 a stated goal of the
Housing Element.  According o the Element,
“the loss or demolition of eusting affordable
units can displace very low o moderate income
persans  and  further sestuicts the  housing
market,”  The theeshold for Very Low w0
Foderste Income Mousing Units 13 as Bllows:

s The loss of four or move very fow o moderate
income  howsing  opporfomities  hrough
demolition, sonversion, or  offier  mesns
represenis o significant  howsing  fmpoch
Affordability is determined on the basis of the
applicable definitions within the Tounty's
Comprehenzive FPlan  ond Coasted  Plan,

11 vp Barnett, Tahoo Reglonal Planning
Asgsociation,. Personal Cummunication. and Balofin
and Associates. Bound Hill Vacation Resoet £ Lake
vigta Apartments Environmental Asssssment,

* hitgfesres.canov planninalisas! e halds il



Misigations lo assist persons residing in those
ity shell be spofied

Santa Barbara's CEQA guidance also provides
the following mitigation meagures:

@

Mitigations would include extended length of
nobice o guit prereises, relocolion sxpenses,
demolished or  converted unils  through
physical on or offstie replacerment or by the
nayment of fees, Onsite replacement of bow or
moderate income housing Is the preferable
alternative. Jf onsite replacemnent is infoasibls,
the units shafl be replaced offstie. Payment of
an in-licu fee shall vcour only if on end off
site replacement are proven lo be infeasible.
Honsing mitigation fees shall be sufficient to
provide replacemment of the demolished or
conuerted unils,



Appendix 1 Model Housing
Leapacts Analysis

Sereaning Uriterin

e Wil the project result a decreass in the
supply of housing?

¢ Wil the project result in an incresse in the
demand for housing?

= Will the proposal result in the loss of
housing affordability, availability or quality
for low income or otherwise sensitive
populations?

o Will low income or otherwise sensitive be
displaced or relocated?

Setting Variables

o The demographics of the project area and
locality

e The curment and anticipated supply of
housing units in the project area and locakity
dissggregated by affordability;

2 Availability of vacant units w the project
area and locality disagurezated by level of
affordabalivy;

v The quality (safety, environmental
conditisns.. .} of available housing units in
the project ares and loeshty  (sources
census, tocal housing complaint date)

»  Fuidence of social cohesion in project area(
&g orgamezation, inleractions, relationships,
andd supnor amonyg residents)

»  Areess o public services W the project area
{iransportation, schools, childeare, )

»  The number and type of employment
oppovunities in proximity o the project area

Anabyais Variables

The nst change 1o market rate units
historically or currently being rented at
rales affordable by lower and very-low-
income households in the project area
The net chaosge in affordable {incleding
section B, permanently affordable, and
rent-controlled)  umis  histovically  or
curvently being rented at rates affordable
by lower and  verylowincome
houscholds in the project aren

Eastence  within  the  displaced
population of a higher than aversge
proporion  of ethaic  minority, low
meome, medically vulnerable or health
sensitive populations ameong displaced
residents

The location and comparshility of
replacement  housing  for  displaced
households:

Effects on support  {food, advice,
childeare, elder are) provided o and by
displaced residents

Increased  dependence  on public
assistance or public services

Changes in accessibility to or utilization
af pubhic services

Changes n the number of Bmily or
relatives living in close proximity

Effects on crowding:  changes in the
number of individuals per room in the
mrogect area

Changes  in  accessibility te  public
ransportation

Changes in the need for automobile
ownarship or use



Significance Criteria

= Net loss of housing supply nlative 1o
demand in the area, locality, or region;

e DMet Joss of affordable housing in the projet
avpe or locality;

o Higpificant reduction in housing quality or
safeiy;

o SigmbBicant avmber of restdents relocated to
non-comparable housing;

s Any residents wmade temporanly  or
permanently homsiess:

e Loss of communily cohesion i projoct area;

e Increase of local residential segregation.

Misigation Measures

s Change land use / zoning controls to snable
increased housing density:

¢ Develop reloration plan conshient with
California State Relocation Assistance and
Property Awepasition Guidelines;

¢ Construct of replacement affordable housing
onsite or offsite

¢ Housing impact fees.
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Los Angeles, CA 80017 Phone: (213) 487-7211
Phone: (213} 213-8000 Fax: (213) 487-0242

Fax: (213) 213) 8001

January 29, 2013

The Honorable City Council of the City of Los Angeles
Room 385, City Hall

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Council File No. 11-0262, CPC-2009-800-CA
January 30, 2013, City Council Agenda ltems 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).’

A. The zoning change proposal of September 13, 2011

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

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

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

1. Defines a boarding house as a dwelling where lodging is provided to
four or more people for monetary or non-monetary consideration, not
including a state-licensed facility. New parking requirements are also
proposed, fo 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

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

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

€. 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 fo the definitions of boarding house
and family alone.® If the parking restriction is passed, boarding houses
would not likely be able to locate anywhere in the city, because the parking
requirement would be impossible to meet at most, if not all, locations. For
example, a two bedroom house of 1,000 square feet of living space could
be required to have four on-site parking spaces. See L.AM.C. §12.21(4).

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

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

® Letter from Andrew Beveridge to Laurel impett, January 29, 2013, attached as Exhibit 1. The full letter with all of
its exhibits is submitted to the City Council under separate cover and incorporated herein by reference. The
Beveridge letter explains that the potential impact is actually far greater, on as many as 473,396 of the City’s
residents.
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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 Reject the Proposals as Inconsistent with the
Obiectives, Policies, and Programs of the 2006-2014 Housing
Element

Under state law, the City’s general plan, specifically the housing element of
its general plan, must plan for housing that meets the needs of all
economic segments of the community. §65580(d). In so doing, the City
must identify and analyze existing and projected needs, and state goals,
policies, quantified objectives and programs for the preservation,
improvement and development of housing. §65583. The element must
specifically assess housing needs, resources, and constraints relevant to
meeting these needs specifically for persons with disabilities, among
others. §65583(a)(7). Flowing from this assessment, the element must
then include a “statement of the community’s goals, quantified objectives,
and policies relative to the maintenance, preservation, improvement and
development of housing.” §65583(b)(1). Although the goals, quantified
objectives and policies need not meet all of the needs identified, they must
“la]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), (¢)(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 “compatibie 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 El Dorado Counly v. El
Dorado County Bd. of Sup'rs, 62 Cal.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
Cal.App.4™ 744 (1994), voters enacted Proposition A, which adopted a
maximum number of dwelling units to be constructed each year. In
reaching its conclusion that Proposition A was invalid, the court observed
that after the proposition was passed, the City did not meet its regional
housing needs objectives for all income categories, in particular for low and
moderate income families. Moreover, at the time the proposition was
adopted, an element of the general plan stated a policy to “avoid direct
controls on the number or location of new housing units to be built....” Id.
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 feasibie,
provide low and moderate income housing opportunities within the intent of
State policy to address local needs.” Id. at 767. The Court held, “Prop. A
does not promote this policy and accordingly must be deemed inconsistent
with it.” Id. (emphasis added).

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

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

1. The Proposed Ordinances Add Rather than Alleviate Governmental
Constraints on Housing for People with Disabilities
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In analyzing housing needs specific {o 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 aparimentis 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 (Al).... The latest update recommended...the
update of the definition of “family™*....

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

Local governments may restrict access to housing for households failing to qualify as a
“family” by the definition specified in the zoning ordinance. Even if the code provides a
broad definition, deciding what constitutes a “family” should be avoided to prevent
confusion or give the impression of restrictiveness. Furthermore, Landlords or property
owners may refuse o 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....° HE at p. 2-28 to 2-29.

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

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

California court cases have ruled that an ordinance that defines a “family” as (a) an
individual, (b) two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption, or (¢) 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 reanner that distinguishes
between blood-related and non-blood related individuals does not serve any legitimate or
useful objective or purpose recognized under the zoning and land planning powers of the
City, and therefore violates rights of privacy under the California Constitution. A zoning
ordinance also cannot regulate residency by discrimination between biologically related
and unrelated persons.

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

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

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

more persons living together in a dwelling unit, with common access to, and commeon use of all
living, kitchen, and eating areas within the dwelling unit.” Analysis of Impediments at p. 5-22.
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F.

. 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.

. Add, rather than remove, impediments against individuals residing

together in a congregate or group living arrangement by imposing
new and onerous parking restrictions.

. 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.”

. 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.

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:

Mutti-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. 2-6.
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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 Incompatibie with Housing
Element Objectives, Policies, and Programs.

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

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

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

6

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; insiead, it imposes disincentives
and obstacles to meeting housing these housing needs. It further
does the opposite of planning capacity and developing incentives for
an adequate supply of housing options; instead, it imposes new
restrictions and fails utterly to plan for the disruption and
displacement they would impose.

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

% The housing element’s discussion of needs of homeless persons is described in this section below.
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The proposed ordinances further conflict with Policy 1.5.1
Streamline land use 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 geographic restrictions on
parolees and probationers who are not in a traditional family.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 Laura M. Maruschak, Erika Parks, Probation and Parole in the United States, 2011, Bureau of Justice Statistics
{November 29, 2012}, available at http://bjs.cip.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/ppusll.pdf and atlached as Exhibit 4,
® Annual Element Progress Report, Housing Element implementation, fanuary 1, 2011 to December 31, 2011,
Attachment 1, page 38, attached hereto as Exhibit 3 (program on “held 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 fo 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 care, nor are they a long-
term solution to end homelessness.

More short-term housing options (emergency shelfers 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 fransient is not defined, transitional housing presumably
would not be considered “non-transient” by nature.

In addition, homelessness has been identified as a significant
national and local concern for persons on parole or probation.® The
California Department of Corrections has reported that at any given
time 10 percent of the state’s parolees are homeless, and as high as
30 to 50 percent in major metropolitan areaes such as Los Angeles.™
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 proposais also conflict with staie
realignment and efforts to house parolees and probationers in

? Katherine Brown, Coundil of State Governments, Homelessness and Prisoner Re-Entry: Strategies for Addressing

Housing Needs and Risks in Prisoner Re-Entry
10
Id.




City Gouncil Letter on Proposed Ordinances Conflict
January 29, 2013
Page 14 of 18

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

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

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

Establish Task Force to review City Codes — 2009

Task Force report and recommendations — 2010

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

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

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

This program requires the City to “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'?;

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

Y pecember 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 permiiting 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.

¢. Programs 4.1.3.1, J, & Kand 4.1.6.Aand B

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

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

As of December 31, 2011, the City had yet to meet its allocations for
23,721 very low-income units, 15,435 low-income units, and 99,068 units
overall. As set forth above, the ordinances further restrict the City’s ability
to meet the housing needs of its residents and thereby conflict with the
housing element objective 1.1 1o “Plan the capacity and develop incentives

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

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

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

. 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 refect 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

”,/] L4 gﬁ':_:»/ .
/a/é/,,aw e

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

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

Exhibits:

1.

Letter of Andrew Beveridge to Laurel Impett dated January 29, 2013
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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,

(’//'Z\]
Autumn M. Elho’tt \)\
Associate Managing Attorney

Disability Rights California
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Stephanie E. Haffner
Senior Litigator
Western Center on Law and Poverty
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Executive
Summary

E.1 Purpose of the Report

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

» Completion of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (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
ail residents. The fundamental goal of this commitment is to eliminate housing
discrimination and to make housing choice a reality.

This Analysis of Impediments (Al) 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 incorne 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,

Executive Summary E-1



Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Cholce

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

= A comprehensive review of the laws, regulations, and administrative pclicies,
procedures, and practices;

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

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

E.4 Community Participation

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

Five community workshops

Residentiai fair housing survey

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

interviews with housing industry representatives

Interviews with financial institutions and housing companies

E.5 Summary of Report
E.5.1 Community Profile

The City of Los Angeles has the second largest city in the nation, with residents
representing hundreds of countries and every continent. Race and ethnicity have
imptications on housing choice in that certain socioceconomic 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 generaliy 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 reguire special housing to accommodate
their conditions, and may face discrimination in the housing market.

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

E.5.2 Lending Practices

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

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

E.5.4 Current Fair Housing Profile

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

E.6 Impediments and Recommendations

5.6.1 Impediments

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

Access to Financing

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

=  Conventional home loan financing, race/ethnicity: White, Joint, and Asian
applicants had the highest approval rates throughout the City while Black
applicants consistently had the lowest approval rating. Additionaily, 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.

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

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

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

Public Policies

Zoning: Despite the apparent capacity of the City to accommodate additional
housing for all income and special needs groups, a2 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 regquirements 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 & 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 atfractive 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
jess 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,
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Fair Housing Services

= Need for expanded capacity: The City’'s geography and dense population make
outreach and assistance to all residents difficult. The community outreach
meetings conducted for the report revealed that residents are oftentimes simply
unaware of their rights and do not know where to begin when they feel they have
been discriminated against. There appears to be a need for additiona! 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 Vailey, and Fair Housing Foundation. Each
of these three fair housing councils provides services for specific regions within
the County. The limited number of qualified fair housing service providers offers
little choice for the City.

5.6.2 Actions

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

Housing and Household Characteristics

Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance: In response to the increased concern over
housing problems faced by persons with disabilities, the City prepared the draft
Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance that outlines provisions for reasonable
accommodation and the process and procedure for requesting accommedation 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
QOrdinance, Implementation of the Ordinance is pending, due to a similar ordinance
adopted by the City of Oakland that is tied up in court. Pending the Supreme Court
decision on the Qakland anti-predatory lending ordinance, the City of Los 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 vaeriety 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 (MACLA) is also required to actively
further fair housing choice through: 1) completion of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing Choice; 2) Actions to eliminate identified impediments; and 3) Maintenance of
fair housing records. HACLA is responsible for conducting its own Al to evaluate
impediments specific to the agency, However, as part of the City's Al, impediments
relating to the policies, procedures, and operation of HACLA have been identified. The
City should coordinate with HACLA to address the following:

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

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

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

Fair Housing Services

Fair housing services review: In order fo 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., Qutcome-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 funding is available,
the fair housing service providers recommend the following areas of
improvements/additional services:

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

» Increased budget for sales audits

« Technology improvements

»  Special study to evaluate the effectiveness of outreach approaches

To improve fair housing services, the City should:

= Ipitiate 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.? 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 accommedate 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 assembie for
feasible residential projects and that differences in building code reguirements for
comm§rcial and residential development could impede mixed-use projects in commercial
areas.

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

3 “In Short Supply: Recommendations of the Housing Crisis Task Force,” May 2000, page 10.
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Table 5-4:

Higher Lower
Density Density
__________ Multiples

{MEIR Area)
NELA 3,595 0 3,595 31,977 0 31,977 35,572
South LA 3,321 0 3,321 63,133 0 63,133 66,453
Metro Center 23,160 4,398 27,558 29,887 4,678 34,565 62,123
SW LA 1,463 15,130 16,593 19,979 0 19,979 36,571
Central 1,789 30,374 32,163 105 1,431 1,536 33,699
SW Valley 1,711 0 1,711 23,389 2,938 26,327 28,038
NE valley 2,563 4,244 6,806 19,623 16,563 36,186 42,992
NW Valley 30,115 9,776 39,891 16,521 2,440 18,960 58,851
SE valley 17,807 23,119 41,025 7,446 11,604 19,050 60,075
West LA 2,223 25,531 27,754 2,905 15,616 18,521 46,275
Harbor 7,502 15,365 22,867 36,461 529 36,990 59,857
TOTAL 95,346 127,937 | 223,283 251,425 55,798 | 307,223 | 530,506
%o 18.0% 24.1% 42.1% 47.4% 10.5% 57.9% | 100.0%

du/ac = dwelling units per acre

1. Assuming that the adjustment factor is 30% in Commercial Zones and 80% in Residential Zones.
2. Corresponds fo "Very Low Income", "Low Income”, and "Moderate Income® housing.
3. Corresponds o the "Above Moderate Income® housing,

Source! Los Angeles City Planning Department, December 1994,

Definition of Family

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

family.

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

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

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

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

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

+ The use of a variance process for the siting of housing for persons with
disabilities in ali 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 persans to
live together. A restrictive definition of “famity” 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.

®  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 reguires 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 individuais
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
rcoming 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 Mousing 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
Accommeodation Procedure and the Variance Process

Both GState 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 accommedation 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 accormmeodation
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 iocating in any residential zone unless a variance is obtained from the City. They
are permitted hy 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 R5
and via a CUP in R2, RD, R3, and R4. They are also permitted by right in C1, C1.5, and
C2 zones.

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

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

Impediment Related to Political Influence

Practice Impediment: In Land Use and Zoning Pecision-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 appeointees 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 (RS0O), 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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Jurisdiction

Reporting Period

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

City of Los Angeles

2011 124312011

Table A
Annual Building Activity Report Summary - New Construction

Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multifamily Projects

Attachment 1
page 1 of 43

Housing with Financial Assistance and/or

Deed Restrictions

Housing without
Financial Assistance
or Deed Restrictions

10625 Bioomfield St b+ R 1 13 14 14 NIA DB
1866 S. Greenfield Ave. 3 R 1 2 3 3 N/A DB
11818-11822 Dorothy St 5+ R 2 24 26 26 NAA b
5345 N. Bellingham Ave. 5+ C 1 16 17 17 N/A DB

14309 Burbank Bivd. 5+ R 1 7 8 8 NIA DB

10227 Mason Ave. 5+ R 3 47 50 50 N/A DB
1303 Wellasley Ave, 5+ o] 2 23 25 25 N/A DB
12412 Pacific 5+ R 1 11 12 12 NIA julzs
7651 Laurel Canyon Bivd. 5+ R/O 2 34 36 36 NIA DB
7857 W Manchester 5+ RO 3 29 32 32 N/A DB
7045 N, Remmet Ave. 2 R 1 1 2 2 N/A D8
1611 S. Beverly Glen Blvd. 5+ RO 1 1 12 12 N/A DB
5200 Witshire Blvd. 5+ R 14 464 478 478 NIA Zone Change,
Conditional Use
7621 5. Figueroa 5+ R 35 o 35 35 prﬁggm” DB
11804-11976 Culver BIvd. 5+ R 17 70 37 124 1p4 | Bond Proceeds,
HOME
Bond Proceeds,
5888 Hollwood Bivd, 5+ R 9 110 1 120 120 MHP, CRA,
DWP, HOME
PRValue, CRA,
1230, 1236, 1240 8§, Menlo Ave, 5% R 60 0 80 &0 MHP, DMH-
MHSA, HOME




ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

Attachment 1
page 2 of 43

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporiing Period 1R - 12/31/2011
DMH-MHSA,
5525 Kiump Ave. 5+ R 6 42 1 49 49 CRA. HOME
. PBValue, DMH- |
8904 Willis Avenue 5+ R 20 21 1 42 42 MHSA, HOME DB
PBValue, MHP,
12230 - 12232 W Osborne Pl 5+ R 59 G 59 59 DMH-MHSA,
CRA, HOME
PBVaiue, MHP,
240 E. 8th 5% R 77 23 2 102 102 | McKinney, DWP, DB
HOME
PBVaiue, CRA, § Greater Dowtown
505 S. San Pedro 5+ R 57 50 1 108 108 HOPWA, HOME | Housing incentive
CRA, HOME,
7135 N Wilbur 5+ R 11 62 73 73 ARRA-NSP
808 M. Spring 5t. 5+ R 103 19 1 123 123 ARRANSP DB
- CRA, Bond
4201-4261 S. Central Avenue 5+ R 17 1 18 18 Proceeds, NSP,
AHTF
4020 - 4070 S. Buckingham Road; 5+ R B89 1 70 70 CRA, HOME
15301 Lanark St 5+ 66 26 1 87 87 CRA
. CRA, HOME,
538-548 S. Normandie b+ R 65 1 66 66 LADWP
T238-7248 Canby Ave 5+ R 65 32 1 98 98 CRA, AHTE,
Bond Proceads
MHP, HOME,
975 N. Vendome St 54 R 35 1 36 36 HACOLA
741 W, 38th St. 1 R 1 0 1 1 N/A
12735 W. Venice Blvd, 3 R 0 1 1 N/A
6201 W. Hollywood Bivd, 54 R 13 3g 483 535 535 N/A Zone Variance
2619 Wilshire Bivd. 5+ R 5 45 50 50 NIA Zone Variance
1539 S, Shenandoah S 5+ R 0 1 1 NIA
(9} Total of Moderate and Above Moderate from Table A3 » » » M 0 4,583 4,593
(10) Total by income Table A3 »  » 484" 75%’ 16 5,915 7,166
(11) Total Extremely Low-income Units”
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202)

Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 42011 - 41213172014

Table A2

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

Please note: Units may only be credited fo {he table below when a jurisdiction has included a program it its housing elernent to rehabilitate, preserve or acquire units 1o accommeodate a
portion: of iis RHNA whichmest the specific criteria as cutlined in GC Section 65583.1{CH1}

Affordability by Household incomes
- :ﬁ {4) The Description should adequately document how each unit complies with subsection (¢ }7} of Government Codg
Activity Type .
Section 65583.1
{1} Rehabiiitation Activity 2
{2} Preservation of Units At-Risk o]
{3) Acquisition of Uinits 1]
{5) Total Units by Income [ 0 0 0

* Note: This field is voluntary



ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1M2011 - 12/31/2014

Table A3

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

Attachment 1
page 4 of 43

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. Num-ib.er of
Single Family 2 -4 Units 5+ Units Second Unit Mobile Homes Total ™ e
infill units
No. of Units Permitted for Moderate 0 0 Q 0 ] 0 0
No. of Units Permitted for Above
Moderate 635 472 3488 18 4,593 4,593

* Mole: This field is voluntary



Jurisdiction

Reporting Period

City of Los Angeles

Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Y2011 -

1243172011

Table B

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT

Attachment

Remaining Need for RHNA Periog = » »  »  p

Enter Calendar Year starting with the first year of the RHNA
allocation period, See Example. - 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Urits Totat
HNA Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year to Date Remalning RHNA
Income Leved Allocation by 5 - 3 4 5 & 7 8 g {ail years} by Income Level
income Lovel
Deed Restricted 1.01¢ 692 423 899 484 3,517
Very Low 27,238 2372t
Non-deed restricted
Deed Restricted 595 384 67 263 754 2,080
l.ow 17,495 15,435
Non-deed resiricted
Deed Resticted 14 60 3 16 93
Moderate 16,304 19,214
MNon-deed restricted
Above Moderale 48,839 146 1474 1,825 4,593 8,138 40,701
;o;al R::NAfby CGG[; ‘ 112,876
TRer aliocation number. 1,628 1,282 1,884 3,000 5,844 13,808
Total Units  »  » b 99,088

Note: units serving extremly fow-income househelds are included in the very low-income permitted units totals.
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Program Description
{By Housing Efement Program Names)

Housing Programs Progress Report - Government Code Section 65583,
Describe progress of all programs including local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvemnent, and
development of housing as identified in the housing element.

Name of Program Objective Ti:e:;me Status of Program Implementation

Homebuyer Assistance: Purchase Assistance 366 loans for fow-income homebuyess {2006-2014 Loans Funded:

209 loans for mederate-income Low-Income - 78

homebuyess Moderate-lncome - 7

72 Ioans for above moderate-income Above Moderate-Income - 0
Homebuyer Assistance: Morigage Credit Certificates 168 MCCs for low income homebuyers j2006-2014 Stand-Alone MCCs Issued:

252 MCCs for moderate incoma Low Income - 13

homebuyers Moderate Income - 38
For-Sale Devefoper Assistance: Forward Commitment  Contracts for 30 moderate income 2006-2014 Assisted 1 moderate-income homebuyer and 3 low-income homebuyers in
Program homebuyers 2011

Contracts for 85 above moderate

income homebuyers
For-Sale Developer Assistance: Smali Sites Finance for-sale developments, 2006-2014 Assisted 1 moderate-income homebuyer and 1 low-income homebuyer in
Development Opportunities providing 44 low-income ownership 2011,

units

Extended contract for development of up to 11 low-income homebuyers by
08/31/2012.

For-Sale Developer Assistance: in-fill Housing 45 for-sale moderate income units 2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable to be received due fo dissolution of
Development annually Redevelopment Agencies.

5 low income units annually
For-Sale Developer Assistance: New Housing 45 for-sale moderate income units 2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of

Opporiunities

annually
5 for-sale low-income units annually

in CRA/LA Downtown project areas

Redevelopment Agencies.
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

{CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 11472011 - 1213172011
For-8ale Developer Assistance: Response to Housing |25 for-sale moderate income units 2006-2014 CRA/LA status update unabie o be received due to dissotution of
Opportunities annually Redevelopment Agencies.
26 far-sale low income units annually
in CRA/MA project areas
For-Sale Developer Assistance: Smali Lot Subdivisions 314 market-rate units within smalliof  [Developer Workshop - {15 small lof subdivision cases filed with DCP in 2011, 13 cases moved
subdivisions annually 2010 forward as small lot projects, representing 205 units of for-sate housing.
Simplified forms and
proceduras - 2011 Gutreach o developers and archifects on possible improvernents to the
Individual developer  |program's policies and procedures, as well as an update to the Small Lot
consultations - 2006~  jDesign Guidelines, is planned to begin in 2012,
2014
Morigage Revenue Bond Financing for New Rental 75 tow-income rental units and 300 2008-2014 No Bond-Only units for new construction projects were devetoped in 2011,
Housing above moderate tncome units The bond market was beginning to recuperate from prior years' market
annually, through CRA/LA instabiliy.
180 very low-income rental units,
through LAMD
Affordable Housing Trust Fund for New Rental Housing {4,789 very jow income unils 2006-2014 I 2011 the AHTF financed the construction of 190 housing projects,
47% low income units consisting of a total of 539 uniis.
2011 also saw the permitting of 12 new housing projects, consisting of a
total of 816 affordable units {288 very low income, 466 low incoma), which
received AHTF funding. & of these projects were also funded by the
CRAMLA.
New Rental Housing Opportunities 70 very low income, 2008-2014 CRAJLA status update unable fo be received due to dissolution of
70 low income, and Redevelopment Agencies,
80 moderate income rental units
annually
Response to Rental Housing Opportunities 50 very low income, 2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable to be received due fo dissolution of
50 low income, and Redevelopment Agencies.
50 moderate income rental units
approved annually in CRA/LA project
areas
Project-Based Rental Assistance 1,074 (430 extremely low, 644 very low]2006-2014 HACLA has a total of 2,121 allocated projfect-based units as of 2011,
income) househoids housed through
project-based rental assistance
vouchers
745 low incorne units of rental housing
New Generation Fund - New Affordable Housing Support the construction of 2,560 new {2008-2014 Two projects comprising 197 units were funded in 2011,
units
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Housing Element Implementation

{CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1M72011 - 12/31/2011
Housing for Senior and Disabled Persons 50 units for very low income seniors  |2008-2014 DCP Ordinance in development to allow by-right Ecensed community care
annually faciliies for 7 or more residents citywide.

50 units for very low income disabled
persons annuaily

CRAZA status update unzable to be received due to dissochution of
Redevelopment Agencies.

HACLA Aclivity: Under Consfruction:

Del Rey Senior Housing 124 units (30 public housing units serving sernior
and disabled, 79 PBV/LIHTC units, 14 LIHTC units) on the West side of Los
Angeles, to be completed by December 20, 2012

Housing For All Household Sizes and Types

75 large family ow income units
75 small low income units

2006-2014

CRAJLA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of
Redevelopment Agencies.

HACLA acquired twelve 4-bedroom fownhomes of public housing in Watts,
Acguired 1 single family residence as public housing in Watis.

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

Innovative Housing Unit Design

50 very low income units of alternative
muiti-family housing

50 very fow income units with universal
design elements

Provide assistance o develoeprs and
property owners during project review

Establish Task Force
to review City Codes -
2009

Task Force report and
recommendations -
2010

Revised regulations -
2011

Individual developer
consuitations - 2006-

Task Ferce and recommendations for revised regulations on hold pending
budget and staff resources.

2044
Alternative Mulli-Family Development 20 second units on lots annually, 2006-2014 Building permits were issued for 18 second units on single-family zoned
including residentlal lots, per AB 1888,
6 low income upits,
7 moderate income units and
7 ahove-moderate income units
New Programs to Increase the Production of Affordable  Hntreduce Mofion December 2008 The Mayor's Office has worked with the City's family of housing-related

Housing

agencies in order to find ways to increase the Cily's production of affordable
housing. Despite budgetary pressures on the traditional sources of funds
used to create affordable housing, the City has managed to produce units.
For example, the Cify continues o finance the creation of permanent
supportive housing units, as well as conlinues to acquire multi- and single-
family units through the federal NSP for rehabilitation.

Small Sites for Affordable Housing

Report 1o Mayer and City Council
Draft ordinance, policies, procedures
as determined in study

Ordinance, policies,
procedures - 2010

On hold pending budget and staff resources.

CRALA activity: Unknown due to dissoiution of Redevelopment Agencies.
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Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Pericd Y2041 - 1243412011
Adaptive Reuse 450 market rate and Reporton As best as can be determined, building permits were issues for one
50 affordable housing units annually  jimpediments and Adaptive Reuse Ordinance project in 2011, totaling 17 units.
analysis of requiring
affordable component -
2009

Revised ordinance ~
2010

Facilitate proposed
developments - 2006-

Redeveiopment of City-Owned Property

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

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

188 Jow-income rental units

31 low«incoms homeownership units
15 moderate incoma homeownership
units

15 above-moderate homeownership

2008-2014

There was varying activity related o several sifes in 2011, For the Eastlake
site: Prospective buyers were notified of RFP to buy property. One

toroposal was received. For the Rampart site: Received authority from City

Council to sell the property through a Request for Proposals, Notified
prospective buyers of opportunity to buy property. For the Piaza Vermont
site: Took possession of property through a foreclosure action. Received
City Council authority to sell properiy through a RFPs. For the Dunbar Hotel
/ Somerville Apartments | & 11 site- Buyer selected for purchase and
rehabilitation of properties through a Reqguest for Proposal process.
Properties transferred o buyer and rehabilitation started.

Industrial Land: Redevelopment Opportunities

Complete Industrial Land Use Study
and 16 Community Flan Updates
Adept regulations requiring affordable
housing set-aside with redevelopment
of industrial land. Create opportunity
for development of 400 market rate
work force housing units and 100
affordable housing units during the
planning period, including 25
extrernely low-income units, 25 very
low-income units,

25 low-income units, and

25 moderate-income units

Indusiriai tand survey -
2007

Identify housing
potential - 2008

|Industrial land use

recommendations in
15 Commiunity Plans -
2009.2014

The results of the 20067 industrial land use study are being incorporated into
the various planning efforts across the City. In particular, zoning changes
for industrial areas identified as "Transition Districts” (ie. areas where
transition to other uses such as housing may be permitied) in the Southeast
LA, Central City Nosth and Hollywood are being proposed.

Redevelopment of Brownfield Industrial and Commercial

Sites

Environmental clean-up of at least five
brownfield sites

Create cppertunity for 100 units,
including

10 very low and

10 low income units

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

The Rockwood Park brownfleld site was successfully converted inte a park
in 2011,

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

The City's Brownfieids Program continues to provide assistance regarding a
wide range of individual development sites throughout the Cily.
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1213172014

Public Facilities Zoned Land: Joint Use Opportunities

Create opportunities for
50 very low and

50 low income units
during the planning period

identify potential
LAUSD sifes - 2006-
2008

Secure entiflements
for housing on 2
LAUSD sites - 2608~
2011

Propose 5 sifes to
LAUSD Board - 2010-

The Los Angeles Unified School District {LAUSD) parinered with a non-
profit developer to finalize construction on 50 units of affordable housing {2-
3 BRs/30-60% AMI) on school-district owned surplus land in the Glassel
Park community. Opening is planned for early 2012. A second project by
the same pariners is also being discussed.

2014
Infill Opportunities Assist planners and developers to identify software On hold pending budget and stasf resources.
identify 10 new locations for residential ineeds and costs -
development annually 2011

Create pilot on ZIMAS 4
2012

Infill Opportunities: Downtown Center Create locations for 700 housing uniis, |2008-2014 A 108 unit affordable housing development (107 affordable units - 57 Very
including Low/50 Low) took advantage of the Greater Downtown Mousing 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 income units

Coordination of Infrastruciure Improvements Facilities financing plan in up to 8 Develop template for | A facilities chapter for each of 7 new Community Plans was in development,

udpated Community Plans

commuinity plan-
specific infrastructure
needs - 2002

Matrix of infrastructure
costs - 2010, Create
financing methodology

The faciliies chapter will identify existing infrastructure
programs/plan/services and projects to be implemented by various
agencies. Financing Plans are not being prepared due to lack of funding
necessary to conduct the required studies for such plans. The idea of
linking infrastructure funding to housing provision has beenr: deemed
unfeasible,

Permanent and New Funding Sources for the Affordable
Housing Trust Fund

$100,060,000 annually

2008-2014

2011 Sources for the AHTF:

CRA and HOME $38,612,063
DWP - AHTF  $1,085,000
DWP - PSH  $3,040.814
HOPWA - $1,001,933

PSHP Bond - $219,165

LHTF - $2,650,000

Total $47,508,975
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Reporting Period 1Mot -

12/31/20%1

Advocate for State and Federal Housing Funds

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

20062014

CLA activity: recommended that Council support the following State bills: 1}
58 184, the Costa-Hawkins Act, which would restore the abitity of locat
governments to enactimplement inclusionary housing programs by
clarifying that the California Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act does not
apply to inclusionary housing programs and 2) AB 221 which would give
communities more flexibility in ending homelessness throughout California
by allowing “permanent, supportive housing” to be an eligible use under the
Emergency Housing and Assistance Program-Capital Development (EMAP-
CD) program,

Recommendad that Council support the following Federal bills or
administrative actions: 1) fund the National Housing Trust Fund and 2) fund
the Preservation, Enhancement, and Transformation of Rental Assistance
(PETRA) initiative, which would help cover the incremental cost of
converting public hausing, Section 8 Moderate Rehabiitation, Rent
Supplement, and Rental Assistance programs to long-term project-based
Section & contracts

Affordable Housing Public Bengfit Fee

Complete nexus study to establish 2
Public Benefit Fee

Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code to implemeni a Public Benefit
fFee

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

fmprovements

Nexus Study - 2009
Adopt Crdinance -
2010

Collect Fees - 2010-
2014

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

Downtown TFAR Public Benefit Fee

$20 million for effordable housing
development

2007-2014

Affordable housing remains one of give public benefits that can be funded
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.

Off-Site Parking Options

Redusce the cost of housing production
by reducing the cost of parking in 10
neighborhoods

Draft State Building
Code amendmenis for
robotic parking
structures - 2610
Amend State Buidling
Code for rebotic
parking structures -
2012

Robotic parking for 10
projects - 2010-2014

Continued collecting funds for the Venice parking impact trust fund. The
funds will be used for improvements identified in the Westside Parking
Study, which is an elemeni of the Wastside Meobility Stedy currently beirng
prepared.

Cooperative Labor Agreements and Cooperative
Materials Purchasing Agreements

Demonstration cooperative agreement
for iabor andfor materials among
several residential developers

20092014

CRAILA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due to the siatewide
dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.
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12/31/2011

Land Ownership Alternatives

Demonstration project with one or
more developers employing altermnative
land ownership struciures

2010-2014

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

Case Management and Case Processing Assistance

Assist SC projects per year

Identify roles; program
structure, fees; irain
staff ~ 2007-2009
Individual developer
consultations - 2006-
2014

CRA/LA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascerfained due fo the statewide
dissclution of Redevelopment Agencies.

Employer-Assisted Housing Create 50 moderate and 50 above 2008-2014 No activity in 2010.
moderate housing uniis as
demonstration prolect with one
employer
Systematic Code Enforcement Program {SCEP) Inspect 1,629,553 units 2008-2014 In 20111, 176,755 units were inspected under SCEP.
Single Family Rehabilitation 3,052 extremely low income units 2006-2014 Miner home repairs or instalfation of safety & security devices in 2011:
2,050 very low income units Extremely Iow—-%nc_ome -1,185
1,178 low income units Very low-incame - 215
Low-income - 472
Residential Rehabilitation 189 very low income units 2006-2014 L AHD residential rehabilifation programs were discontinued due to funding
290 low income units reductions in 2008,
CRASLA activity In 2011 was unable to be ascerained due to the statewide
dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.
Utdity Maintenance Program Prevent the vacation of 2,050 master- {2008-2014 Duiring Calendar Year 2011, 154 utility shut offs were prevented, The actual

metered apartment buildings

number of cases is significantiy lower than expected due fo a lower number
of ufility shut-off prevention {water and gas) cases referred by the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power 1o the Department. Further, a
separate escrow account for UMP is not to be opened if there is an active
Rent Escrow Account Program (REAP) escrow account at the same
property at the ime of referral. Provision of REAP services includes UMP-
type utiity shut-off prevention payments from the escrow account,
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Residential Rehabilitation of Obsolete Public Housing

Complete revitalization of Harbor View
and Jordan downs

77 above moderate-income,
2080 moderate-income,

25 low-income, and

103 very low-income units

in the Marbor View Development

280 extremely low income,

280 very low income, and

144 low income 1-for-1 reptacement
Public Housing units,

700 workforce housing units and
market rate homeownership,

760 market rate rental units

in.the Jordan Downs Developmeant

2008-2014

In 2011 HACLA made significant progress in obtaining entitlements for the
proposed Jordan Downs redevelopment project, The Final Enviranment
Impact report was released, and the first public hearing was heid.

Residential Hotel and Single Room Occupancy {SRC)
Hotel Preservation

Acquisition and rehabilitation of SRO
hotels

2008-2014

CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable {o be ascerained due 10 the siatewide
dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.

Regulation of Conversion and Demolition of Residential
Hotels

Preserve 15,000 residential units in
315 hotels or convert to affordable
units

2008-2014

In 2011, the Rent Division has processed 2 exemption applcations,
approving exemptions for 2 hotels. RHO Exemption Review process is
complete,

Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Single Room
Qccupancy

Maintain Section 8 rental assistance
for existing 1,300 participating SRO
units

2008-2014

HACLA has a total of 1,107 allocated units.

Mohile Home Park Preservation

Assist 100 mobile park tenants
250 market-rate mobile home park
pads in residential areas preserved

Councit motion to
amend refocation
assistance ordinance -
2008

Adopt revised
ordinance - 2008

Mo activity in 2011,

Preservation of Affordable Housing

Preserve afiordability in up to 15,850
axpiring units

2006-2014

A total of $2 million dellars was set aside for gap financing for properties
that applied to the Aifordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF} 2011 Round 2
Notice of Funding Availabifity (NOFA). Through the competitive process,
the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) funded one atsisk
preservation deal - LA, Pro l. The L.A. Pro Il is & Depantment of Housing
and Urhban Bevelopment {HUD) at-risk, scattered site property consisting of
2 total of 123 units in Souih Los Angeles, The project involves the
demolishing of one site and replacing that site with new construction.
Additionally, the other three sites wilt pe rehabilitated, thus preserving the
HUD Project-based Section 8§ through a long-term contract and new rental
use agreement of 55 years.

Preservation of the Rental Housing Stock -
Condominium Conversions

Propose Zoning Code amendment

2006

Program continued to be on hold, pending budget! and staff resources.
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Condominium Conversions Complete Study Complete study - 2008 |Program continued to be on hold, pending budget and staff rescurces.
Draft ordinance Crdinance to City :
Planning Commission -
2010
Ordinance to City
Council - 2010
Demoliions - Preservation of Community Character Compelte Study Complete study - 2009 |Program continued to be on hold, pending budget and staff resources.
Draft ordinance Osdinance to Gity

Ptanning Commission -
2010

Qrdinance o City
Coungcit - 2010
Preservation of Rent-Siabilized Housing Units Preserve 633,000 RSO units 2006-2014 in 2011, 262 rent adiusiment applications were processed and over $14
million in property improvements were approved.
RSO Enforcement Refer 80 cases fo the city Attorney 2006-2014 In 2011, 4,808 cases were investigated and 38 cases were sent to the City
annually Attorney's Office {CAQ). The remairders were resclved in-house. Goalisto
reduce the number of cases referred fo the City Attorney by resoiving
complaint issues in-house. Qutreach on tenant & landlord rights has been
expanded.
The CAQ reporis that 3 of the cases they received were filed and 41 City
Attorney Office hearings (CAQH} conducted in 2011, During the same
period, the City Attorney closed 26 cases due to voluntary compliance pre
and post-CAQH.
Preservation through Transfer of Qwnership Rehabilitate 20 substandard housing  {2006-2014 CRA/LA aclivity in 2011 was unabie o be ascertained due to the statewide
units per year dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies.
Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing for Rehabilitation of |Rehabilitate 524 low-income units 2006-2014 No Bond-oniy {Rehab of A-Risk) units were developed in 2011. The bond
At-Risk Rental Housing annually market was beginning o recuperate from prior year's market instability.
Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) - At-Risk Rental {Rehabiltate 113 low-income units 2006-2014 In 2011, one preservation project was awarded funding through the AHTF.
Housing Rehabilitation annuaily The LA Pro Il development included the preservation of 80 at-risk,
affordable units.
Public Housing Annual Inspections All public housing units inpsected 2006-2014 HACLA will continue to conduct annual inspections of all units under the
annuatly Public Housing and Section 8 programs.
All Section 8 units inspected annually
Lead-Safe Housing: Privately-owned Housing Units Complete lead abatement in 96 2006-2011 Completed [ead abatement in housing units:
extremely low income units Extramely low-income - 58
Complete lead abatement in 135 very Very low-income - 46
low income units Low-income - 30
Complete lead abatement in 225 low
income units
Lead-Safe Housing: HACLA Housing Units Abate lead-based paint hazards in 35 | 2008-2014 HACLA abated or stabilized lead-based paints in 6 units in 2011 due to fire

units annually

damage,
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Reporting Period 12011 - 1213412011
At-Risk Affordable Housing Tenant Outreach and Involve up to 8,000 residents of 2006-2014 The LAHD conducted cutreach and education to a total of 2,786 families
|Education identified at-risk units in preservation livirrg in 47 properties. These efforts resuited in renewals of rental
efforts subsidies, and physical condition 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 evictions or rent increases of farge foreclosed multifamily
properties.
Preserve Affordabilily Covenanis of At-Risk Units Monitor all 15, 850 units with expiring  [2006-2014 The LAMD continued to use third-yvear MacArthur Foundation grant funds te
covenants enhance its Affordable Housing Preservation Program {AHPP}. A crifical
Extend and preserve affordability of up component of monitoring activity is the quality of data and the development
to 2,000 at-risk units and deployment of tools that capiure, archive and process data. The AHPP
has been working 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
business requirements for the module; laid the groundwork for testing and
depioyment in 2012,
Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing -- Rehabilitation of |Rehabilitate 540 very low-income units 12006-2014 No Bond-only (Rehab) units for 2011, The bond market was beginning fo
Affordable Rental Housing recuperate from prior year's market instability.
Urgent Repair Program Prevent the vacation of 4,508 market- ]2006-2014 During 2011, LAHD's Urgent Repair Program ensured the timely repair of
rate apartment buildings due to hife- hazardous Code violations for 457 cases.
safety Housing Code and the
California Health and Safety Code
viciations
Nuisance Abaternent in Vacant Residential Buildings Respond to 3,500 nuisance 2008-2014 LADBS opened 16,528 customer service requests (CSRs) in 2011 and
complaints” and "resolve 2,500 successfully resolved 16,341 cases. 102 cases were turned into the Gffice
nuisance issues. of the City Attorney (OCA) for criminal filings.
Piease note that this information has
been changed since 2010, due to a
technical error.
Citywide Nuisance Abatement Program 1,200 chronic probler: properties and  |2006-2014 QCA activity:
nuisance issues resolved annuatly i 2011, CNAP opened cases on 638 properties. Of these, 506 cases were
Medical Mariiuana Dispensaries. During the same period, the City Aitorney
closed 784 cases (many from prior reporting years.)
During the same year, TOUGH reviewed approximately 393 properties. Of
these, 14 lawsuits were filed, 15 case conferences conducted and 12
evictions enforced.
Rent Escrow Account Program {REAP) 5,820 cases 2006-2014 Number of new cases accepted: 619

Total number of open cases at the end of 2011 - 1470
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123172011

Housing Enforcement (nter-Agency Slum Housing Task
Force)

E00 properties subjecied to Task
Force review andior prasecution
annually

2006-2014

QCA activity:

In 20114, the City Attorney's Housing Enforcement Section received and
reviewed 531 cases submitted by the participating Task Force agencies. *In
addition, the City Attorney personne! conducted 99 Pre-Filing Case
Management Conferences (PFCMC) with property owners.

During the same period, Housing Enforcement filed 162 cases, charging
over 1,055 code violations, A fotal of 233 cases were returned {o agencies
for supplemental investigation and §7 cases were returned due to pre-filing
compliance. *This effort resulted with 1,256 rentat units brought into

compliance often via post-conviction court hearings.

New Ownership of Substandard Housing

Adopt a receivership program
Place 25 properties into receivership
annually

20062014

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

American Dream Program

Place 25 properties into American
Dream FProgram annually

2008-2014

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

Expedited Residential Recovery

In the event of a natural disaster, issue
entilement approvals within 4 weeks
of application for reconstruction

2006-2014

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

Emergency AHocation of Residential Reconstruction
Funds

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

2006-2014

LAHD was awarded 33.5 Million by the State of California, Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD}, Disaster Recovery Initiative
{DRI)} grant funds for disaster victims of the 2008 Sayre Wildfire in Sylmar.
The program will offer eligible homebuyers purchase assistance in the form
of a deferred loan for downpayment, closing costs and acquisition financing
to purchase a mobile, manufactured or single-family home.
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Resources for Preservation of Affordable Housing

Preserve affordability in up to 15,850
expiring units

Expand resources for program
administration

Expand resources for the preservation
of affordable housing

2006-2014

HACLA accepted the invitation fo administer 91 Enhanced Vouchers in
2011,

LAHD continued to use third-year MacArthur Foundation grant funds to
enhance its Affordable Housing Preservation Program (AHPP) fo better
cogrdinate its efforts with other City depariments and {arget its resources to
preserving affordable rental housing by channeling resources to continue its
oufreach, technicat assistance and training indtiative. A Project Assistant
and a Student Professional Worker were dedicated to support the day-to-
day operation of the AHPP. The LAHD was successful in obtaining 2 no-
cost extension of the grant ferm through the end of CY 2012,

The LAHD held its first City of Los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservation
Summit. The Summit was attended by more than 130 participants,
representing cwners and management companies of at-risk expiring
affordable housing, policy makers, tenant advocates, preservation
purchasers, housing developers, and federal and locat housing officials.
The Summit offered in-depth presentations and discussions to initiate an

{intimate, practical discussion on the preservation of affordable housing in

the Cty.

Advocate for Affordability Preservation Funds

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

2008-2014

The Los Angeles Mousing Department (LAHD) fracked and supported
federal and state legisiation that will increase resources and reguiatory
medifications for the preservation of federally-assisted affordable housing at
risk of conversion to market-rate. The LARD tracked and supported the
following Jegislationilaws:

« Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development (T-HUD) FY 41 and
FY12 Appropriations

o National Housing Trust Fund {NHT¥F}

» Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD)

o Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition o Housing
{HEARTH} Act

CLA activity: See response under Program 1.1.5.B " Advocats for State and
Federal Housing Funds” on page 11.

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

Create an effective strategy to assist

in tenant and tenant-approved
nenprofit buyouts of affordable
heousing projects where at-risk units
would remain affordable under tenant
or nonprofit control

Identify the possible funding sources,
including a recommendead set aside of
funding resources appropriate per year

Compiete study - 2009
Develop ordinance -
2010

Study initiated in 2008, resulting in the City Council instructing the City
Attorney's Office and Depariment of City Planning to further review
programs such as the District of Columbia's Tenant Opporiunity fo
Purchase Act (TOPA} and provide legat analysis (including a review of the
Ellis Act) relative the development of 2 simitar lawiprogram in Los Angeles.
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 }

Reporting Period 1172011 -

123112011

Los Angeles Inter-Agency Preservation Working Group  [Citywide and subregional efforts to 2008-2014 The Los Angeles Housing Bepartment (LAHD) participated in convening
craate strategies for preserving at-risk five meetings of the Los Angeles Preservation Working Group {LAPWG).
housing The LAPWG is comprised of LAHD, Housing Autherity of the City of Los
Regutar reports on strategies identified Angeles (HACLA), Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

staff, affordable housing developers, advocates, and lega! services
orgarizations. The five meetings served to strategize around preservation
of the City's affordable housing stock by sharing information, tracking
expiring inventory, ard developing creative preservation strategies and
transactions. The LAPWG was instrumental in the planning of the LAHD's
First Annual City of Los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservation Summit in
2011,

New Generation Fund - Preservation of At-Risk Housing [Support preservation of 640 low- 2008-2014 No predevelopment or acquisition loans were executed for atrisk projects in
income unifs 2011,

Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RS0) Maintain registration of 633,000 units  ]2006-2014 In 2041, 349 Landiord Declarations of Intent to Evict were processed and
annually, Protect fenants from 328 tenant evictions were provided approximately $3.2 million in relocation
unzeasonable rent increases while assistance through the LAHD contractor.
providing landlords with a just and
reasonable return

Housing Choice Voucher Program Maintain 37,000 Section 8 vouchers  ]2008-2014 HACLA has a total of 41,228 vouchers for very low-income households,
for very low-income households This includes HUD-VASH for hometess veterans, of which 200 new

vouchers were awarded to HACLA in 2011,

Seclion 8 Viouchers for Disabled and Elderly Continue to provide 518 vouchers 2006-2014 HACLA has a total of 375 units allocated specifically for the disabled.

Households

Real Estate Owned {REO) Acquisition 50 REQ 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-ingome households

Meighborhood Stabilization Program—Foreclosed 4,000 moderate income unils (120% of [2008-2014 Acquired and committed to develop: 530 units

Preperties AME) or below acquired, rehabilitated, Rehabbed: 74 units
and resoldfrented
25 percent of all funding for very low
income units {50% of AME) and below

Mortgage Revenue Bond Financing — Affordable Units  |Rehabilitate 80 units for very low- 2006-2014 No Mortgage Revenue Bonds were issued for Market Rate Housing units in

in Market Rate Housing

income households

2011. The bond market was beginning o recuperate from prior years
rnarket instability.
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Attachment 1

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

Reporting Period

12011 -

1213112011

Historic Preservation 25 units per year in hisioric structires 12006-2014 Pre~-development: Rehabilitation of the historic Dunbar Hotel, including
for moderate income households CRA/LA and LAHD properties, totaling 83 units.
Accessible unit(s} in every project
Under construction: Consiruction continuing for rehabilitation of the historic
Boyle MHotel in the Eastside/Adelante Redevelopment Project Area,
including reconfiguration of 32 hotel rooms info 31 affordable units and new
construction of an addition of 20 affordabie units on an adiacent parcel.
Rehabiitation of the 28th Street YMCA (designed by Paut Williams) into
affordable housing began in 2011, The project provides 48 units of studio-
style affordable housing.
Incentives for Affordable Housing in Historic Rehabilitation of 1¢ homes occupied  jEstablish On hold pending budget and staff resources.
Preservation Overlay Zones by low-income households in HPOZs  |interdepartmental
annually working group to
identify potential

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

Mitls Act Implementation

25 homes annuaily

2006-2014

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

Rent Stabilization Training Program

Complete development of training
materials
Distribute information

Report to Councif -
2009

Adopt new measure -
2010

In 2011, LAMD coordinated and provided 24 Property Management
Training Program (PMTP) sessions annually for approximately 720
landiords and managers who failed {o comply with the Department's Orders
o repair heaith and safety Code violations.

Property Management Training Program Training complated for 3,413 2005-2014 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 viclations o
attend the Property Management Training Program to receive instruction
pertaining to property management and maintenance, as well as related
rental topics.
Coastal Zone Monitoring Annual reporis on the status of the 2008-2014 5 new covenants for affordable units in the Coastal Zone were executed in

affordable housing stock in the Coastal
Zone

Monitor and enforce compliance with
affordability covenanis

2011, resulting in 8 new affordable units.
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(CCR Title 25 §6202 )
Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period AM2011 - 12/31/2011
Affordable Housing Monitoring Annsual reports on the status of the 2006-2014 Incorporation of affordability covenant information into ZIMAS or-hold
afferdabie housing inventory perding budget and staff resources.
Monitor and enforce compliance with
affordabiity covenants HACLA continues to participate in providing information on the affordable
housing inventory.
CRAJLA prepared annual reports fo State HCD.
LAHED monitored over 23,000 restricted uriits.
Citywide Housing Production System Create new inter-departimental system (2008-2014 The program objectives were met in calendar vear 2010. The system
Generate reports contirnies to collect data and generate reporis.
RSO Menitoring Annual report on the status of RSO 2006-2014 Registration of approximately 838,000 RSO unis s recuired annually. RSO
properties Determenations Unit reviews exemptions & records findings. Demgolitions of
RSO units are tracked through required filings of Landiord Declarations of
intent to Evict for Demolition and Permanert Removal from the Rental
Housing Market. In 2011, 45 removal aprlications were processed.
Inventory Update 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,
Moniter Housing Production Goals Periodic report on the City's housing  |2006-2014 DCP efforts to better monitor housing production 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 Housing Production System?.
LAHSA on a yearly basis updates the Housing and Services Inventory that
gets submitted to HUD, This report is vetied with the 10 Homeless
Coalitions and Planning Bodies throughout the County of Los Angeles, as
well 23 with LAHSA Programs and HMIS staff. For 2011, the HMIS bed
coverage rate approached 60%, and LAHSA HMIS is on track to reach 85%
overall bed coverage by June 2013,
CRAJLA activity in 2011 was unable to be ascertained due o the statewide
dissolution of Redevelopmen{ Agencies
Annual Report on the City's Housing Stock Quarterly and annual reports on 2006-2014 Quartery and annual reporis for 2011 not posted due fo budgetary and

residential building activity
Periodic report on changes in the
rental housing stock

resource constraints.
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Housing Element Implementation
{CCR Title 25 §6202 )

1172011 -

1213112011

Meonitor the Afforcable Housing Incentives Program

Pericdic report on affordable housing
unifs produced as a result of land use
incentives

Create muit-
depariment systems
working group - 2009
Draft of new tracking
system - 2010

Final tracking system
developed; pitet
tracking - 2011

Track affordable
housing; post results
ousttery - 2011-2014

LAHD developed a HIMS Moduie to rack compliance of land use
covenants. A monthly report was created {o record the number of
applications received and covenants recorded as welt as the status of each
application received. Lastly, a year-end report was developed to reflect the
total covenarts recorded by affordability, the number of affordable units,
type of covenant and the purpose of the covenant.

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

Advocacy for State and Federal Data Production

Support State and Federal biils that
provide for the preduction and
coliection of data that suppoerts the
City's planning needs

2006-2014

Mo activity by CLA.

Collaboration on Data Production and Collection

Additional data from Federal, State,
regional and County agencies
Hometess Count with City of Los
Angeles data

2006-2014

LAMSA: As of the 2011 Homeless Count, the City of LA was found o have
23,539 homeless individuals and family members, and youth. Crucial fo the
cause of data collection is the number of municipalities that "optin™ to
conduct their counts and achieve a higher coverage rate of census tracis,
The 2011 Count included 35 opt-in areas, and LAHSA is weli on track to
double that number for the 2013 Homeless Count.

Census 2010

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

2008-2010

No activity in 2011, as the 2010 Census was complated.

Housing Neads Assessment by Community Plan Area

Adopt revisions of Community Plans
that include the designation of
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 in
the Community Pians where updates
witl not be completed by 2014 and
conduct public pasticipation process to
discuss and select the preferred
scenario

2006-2014

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

Databrase for Evaiuating Housing Needs

Database of current socioecenomic
and demographic data

Periodic reporis of sociceconomic and
dernographic data

2008-2014

DCP maintained database and preduced reporis on specialized issues upon
reqjuest.
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Housing Element Implementation
(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Reporting Period 1172011 -

121342011

Adjust Production and Preservation Goals on a Periodic
Basis

Periodic adjustment of housing
production and preservation goals and
program priorities

2006-2014

Revisions to the 2011 AHTF NOFA included an increase in the subsidy
koost for projects with New Generatfion Fund or Supportive Housing Loan
Fund awards. Alsc, a cap was imposed on the number of commitments that
can be awarded to any cne applicant, in addition to a limit on the number of
awards to projects serving seniors. Another revision to the adepted NOFA
included the assessment criteria for evaluating the true and immediate risk
of preservation/at-risk projects.

Density Bonus

Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Cade to reflect current State density
bonus law

Adopt amendmaents to the Affordable
Housing tncentives Program
Guidelines to facilitate implementation
of the most recent density bonus
requirements

45 very low income units annually
129 low income units annuatly

118 moderate income units annually

2006-2014

In 2011, & total of 17 "market-based" Density Bonus received affordable
housing covenants, to praduce 75 affordable units (29 VL, 31 L, and 15
Mod} and 478 total units. A fotal of 11 subsidized projects received a
density bonus, resulting in 709 affordable units (211 VL, 416 L) and 817
total units.

Downtown Affordable Housing Bonus

Adeopt amendments to the Zoning
Code to implement incentives in
Downtown

40 moderate,

30 low, and

30 very low income affordable units
annually

Adopt ordinance -
2007

Post on web site and
disseminate to
developers - 2008
2014

Individual developer
consultations - 200§~
2014

In 2011, one subsidized rental project downtown received a density bonus
through the Greater Downtown Housing Incentives Ordinance, creating 107
affordable units {57 VL, 50 L} in & 108 unit development.

DCP ceontinued to provide one-on-gne consuitations with residential
developers interested in the incentive program.

Affardable Housing in the Coastal Zone (Mello Act
implementation;

Adopt amendments fo the Zoning
Caode to implement inclusionary and
replacement housing requirements in
the Coastal Zone

Adopt amendments fo the Affordable
Mousing Incentives Program
Guidelines to faciitate implementation
of affordable housing requirements in
the Coastal Zone

45 very low incorne units

30 low income units

50 moderate income units

2006-2014

No amendments to the Zoning Code or the Affordable Housing Incentives
Program Guidefines in 2010.

page 22 of 43



Jurisdiction

City of L.os Angeles

Attachment 1

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

{CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Reporting Period

172011 -

12/31/2011

Expedite Affordable Housing Projects

Adopt amendments to the Affordable
Housing Incentives Program
Guidelines to facilitate implementation
of expedited processes for affordable
housing development

Prioritize affordable housing projects
to expedite processing of permits and
any related entitflements

Reduce building permit processing
fime by up 10 3 months

Reduce entitlement processing time by
up to 3 months

2010-2014

LADBS began a new expediting process called Parallel Design Permitting
Process (PDPP) in 2010. It allows for project design and permitting process
(incluing zoning pre-check) to run concurrently, thereby saving significant
time and resources. LADBS allows gl affordable housing projects to take
part in the program.

DCP acitivity on hold pending budget and staff resources.

Community Plan Affordable Housing Targets Braeak down {he citywide RHNA 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development (one was put on hold in 2011}, including
housing goals pius other unmet pelicies and oblectives addressing affordable housing needs.
housing needs (fair share goals)
among the 35 comimunity plans by
affordability level and units
Neighborhood Level Affordable Housing Programs Cnetral City West 670 low-income 2006-2014 The neighborhood-level affordable housing programs in Central City West

uniés

Playa Vista: 180 moderate-income for-
sate and 100 fow-income rental units in
Phase 1, and 125 moderate-income
for-sate and 83 low-income rental units
in Phase 2

Warner Center: 1200-1300 workforce
hisusing units (200 per year for the
next 6 years) by 2014

and Wamer Center have been discontinued with the 2008 Palmer vs. Los
Angeles decision, which ruled these "inclusionary"4ype programs are in
viclation of he State’s Costa-Hawkins legislation.

In 2011, 74 condos and 4 mode} homes/offices were built in Playa Vista.

Redevelopment Project Area Housing Programs Adaopt inclusionary affordable housing |2006-2014 Affordable housing requirements have been removed with the disolution of
requirements within each the Redevelopment Agencies by the State.
redevelopment proiect area's Five
Year Plan in conformange with the
Community Redevelopment Law
Redevelopment Project Area Workforce Income Adept Workforce Income Housing 2008-2014 CRAJLA status update unable o be received due to dissolution of

Housing Programs

Program Guidelines

Redevelopment Agencies.
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Jurisdiction City of Los Angeles
Reporting Period 1172011 - 12131720114
Preservation Barriers Assessment {dentify development standards that  {20056.2014 On hold pending budget and sta# resocurces.

pose compliance difficulties for

preservation projects

Adopt amendments to the Zoning

Code to alleviate challenges
Streambined Review Process for Redevelopment Project [Reduce entitiement processing time  {2006-2014 CRAJLA status update unable fo be received due to dissolution of

Areas

for residential development by at least
3 months

Redevelopment Agencies.

Improvernents to Entittement Processing

Complete fee study of entittement
processing costs

Amend the Zoning Code to implernent
full cost recovery

Reduce entitiement processing fime
for residential development by at least
3 months

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

Issue request for
proposat for consultant
- 2008

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

The Development Services Center was launched in 2011, Applications for
all discretionary land use approvals are now accepted at both of the
Center's offices. Center staff also clear conditions related to applications for
building permits, providing an extra ievel of service. DCP staff now sits side-
by-side with their colleagues at LADBS, LADWP and BoE. Trained to "cut
the red tape and roll out the red carpet,” DSCM staff are adept at advising
applicants on the infricacies of the City's planning and permitting processes,
thereby improving the enfifement process for applicants.

In February, the “one project, one planner” mode! of case processing went
into effect. One planner now manages the review and analysis of all cases
connected to a single project, including the environmental assessment {with
the exception of EIRs). The new medel significantly improves the quality of

System for condition  |project planning and enhances service to the public.

clearance designed,

tested, implermented - [In February, a consolidated and centralized Major Projects Section was also

2009-2014 established within DCP. The Maier Projects Section conducts
comprehansive review of some of the City's most complex and regionally
significant projects and enables the Depariment to conduct a more therough
and focused analysis of projects that have the potential to generate the
most significant effects on the City's infrastructure, local economy and
environmert.

Development and Design Standards Reduce need for entitlements for 2008-2014 Development and design standards are being incorporated into the 6 new

residential development projects
Include development and design
standards in 16 Community Plans

Community Plans being developed in 2011, The Plans will facilitate
improved design of new and renovated structures and public spaces, as
well as provide the specific, neighborhood-level detail, refevant 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.
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Reporting Pericd 1172011 - 12£31/2011

Zoning Code Reform Adopt Zening Code armendments to 2008-2010 I 2011, DCP began embarking on a five-year year work program to
streamiine the review and approval completely rewrite and simplify the City's Zoning Code.  The central
process puspose of comprehensively revising the City's antiquated zoning code is to
Adopt various packages of grouped enable and facilifate better implementation of the City’s General Plan.
code amendments Completion of this project will result in simplified, more accessible fand use

regutations, understandable to both neighborhood stakeholders and
developers.

Amend the Zeoning Code o Facilitate Non-Conventional |Adopt amendmenis to the Zoning 2008-2014 Ordinance in development to allow by-right ficensed community care

Housing Cede to accommodate innovative facilities for multiple residents citywide.
multifamily types

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

2009 International Building Code the 2010 Califorria Building Code. The
Green Building Code was added to the Code at the end of 2010.

Complete Community Plan EIRs Minimal environmental review (i.e., 2008-2014 & Community Plans and corresponding Program EIRs in development. The
Negative Declaration} required for Program EIRs are designed to provide a basis for preparation of future
residential development projects environmentai documents. Lead agencies for individug! 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}.

Medifications to Small Lot Subdivision Process Identify development standards, code [2006-2014 Outreach to developers and architects on irmprovements to the program's
recpirements, 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 amendmentis to the Zoning
Code to alleviate chalienges

Modifications to Second Unit ("Granny Flat®} Process Identify development standards and  {2008-2014 ZA Memo #120 {20190) 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 becauss City is not pursuing additional standards
Process or provisions at this time.

Adopt amendments to the Zoning
Code fo alleviate challenges
Streamline Affordable Housing Covenant Process Reduce time needed {0 prepare 2006.2014 A guide for preparing affordable housing covenants was produced in

affordable housing covenants
Reduce time needed to obtain
clearance from LAHD for building
permits

Annual report on covenant production
and processing time

Octover 2011 and put on the Housing Depastment's website. Guidelines for
the Department's handting of covenants were updated on December 2010,

A land Use database is used to track the progress of covenant preparation.
The l.os Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) is part of the "Build LA®
working group {led by the Depariment of Building and Safety (DBS) and the
Department of City Planning (DCP)], which aims to streamline the permit
application processing.
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Inter-Agency and Interdurisdictional Coordination Leverage 7:1 (instead of current 4:1)  [2006-2014 The teverage ratio for 2011 AHTF projects was 3.85:1 and 6.22:1 for
i additionat County, regional, State permanent supporiive housing projects.
and Federal funds to local funds for
residentiai deveiopment MACLA coordinated the Permanent Supportive Housing NOFA with LAHD
and Los Angeles County in 2011,
LAHSA, as the Continuum of Care izad, submits on an annual basis the
SuperNOFA application for federal funds. This year the LA CoC's
Coordinating Council partnered with CoC Housing Authorities in developing
the Request for Proposal {RFF) to ensure the new project selection process
was as coordinated and uniform as possible as well as guarantee continued
funiding for quality permanent supporiive housing projects in the coming
years.
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 40 residential projects given technical [2008-2014 DCP provided one-on-one developer consultations and referred applicants
{(CPTED) assistance and recommendations of proposed developments to LAPD for assistance.
annually .
The LAPD's Crime Prevention Unit continues to consult with private
developers to incorporate CPTED techniques into projects, The CPTED
tachniques are alse incorporated into HACLA public housing sites.
Neighbeorhood Watch Technical support and assistance to {2008-2014 Data not available.
206 new Neighborhood Watch
programs annually
Safer City Initiative 10% reduction in criminal activity on {2007-2014 Operation Healthy Street was launched in 2011 to clean Skid Row shreets
Skid Row annually and provide a cleaner and safer environment. Five miles of streat and
400 homeless persons directed to 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
annually luandry fagility were made available, The City 2lso opened an abandoned
itern 90-day storage program for items left in Skid Row so the homeless
could claim them,
Health-based Buffer Zones for Residential Establish appropriate buffers in 12 2008-2014 On a case-by-case basis, DCP has reguired Health Risk Assessmenis
Neighborhoods Community Pians {HRAs} on projects to gauge health risks from polluting sites and determine
Make modifications to the Zoning appropriate mitigation.
Code and project-based mitigation
MeASUres &s necessary
Reducing Construction-Related Pollution Revised construction-related pollution |2008-2014 Construction related poilution regulations were enacted as part of the City's

guidefines

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

adoption of the Green Building Code in December 2010,
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Increase Access 10 Parks, Recreation Areas and Green increased accessibility to parks and 2008-2014 DCP's Urban Design Studic played leadership role in developing “Strests 4
Spaces open spaces designated in 16 People”, a pilot program to create small parks, bicycle facilities, or
Community Plan Updates pedestrian amenities using excess right-of-way. DCP aiso helped shape
Council motion to initiate creation of “parklets”, extending sidewalks for
public seating, gardens, bike parking and other amenities
6 Gommunity Plans in development, inciliding consideration of guidelines to
facilitate access to parks and open spaces.
Zoning and Neighborhood Imptementation Tools for 1,600 housing units in mixed use 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, 5 of which are tikely to include a new
Mixed Use Development development tool called a2 Community Plan Implementation Overlay {CPIO}, which was
Identify targets in all Cornmunity Plans created in 2010. CPIOs can be used to promote mixed-use nedes and
Adopt ordinances if appropriate beulevards, requiring a mix of uses or ground-floor commercial in
appropriate areas, slong with development and design standards.
One case was filed for zone changes to Residential Accessory Services
{RAS) zone - a proposed 15-unit project.
Healthy Neighborheods Adopt Healthy Neighborhood Policy 2009-2014 CRA/LA status update unable to be received due to dissolution of
with guidelines for sustainable Redevelopment Agencies,
practices and implement policy
30 units for extremely low income
{30% AMI) annyally
90 units for very low income (50%
AME) annually
130 units for above-moderate income
(up o 200% AMI) annuatly
Childcare Facilities 5 childcare facilties and 375 slots in - [2008-2014 DCP tracking of the development of childcare facilities on hold pending
residential projects budget and staff rescurces.
6 childcare facikties and 450 slots in
commercial development andfor near CRAVLA status update unable to be received due fo dissclution of
fransit Redeveiopment Agencies.
Million Trees LA - Public Properly and Rights-of-Way (300,000 trees planted on public 2008-2014 Since the program launch in September of 2008, Million Trees LA (MTLA}
property and public rights-of-way has ptanted over 330,000 tress increasing the overzll new iree planting rate
by as much as 6 fold. Prior fo the MTLA program, the City, non-profits and
new developments was planting approximately 10,000 annually (based on
City's Urban Forestry Division information).
Walkability Checkiist Integrate Walkability Checklist into the {2008-2014 Guided by DCP's Urban Design Studio, the Citywide Planning Commission
project review process adopied the Walkability ChecKlist in the summer of 2007 and directed that it
be applied to alt projects seeking discrefionary approval, primarily Site Plan
Review and Zone Change,
Urban Design: Studio Establish Urban Design Studic as a 2008-2014 Urban Design Studio maintained in 2011 but with reduced staff due to

division within the DCP

Maintain Urban Design Studio with an
annual operating budget

Increase staff to run Urban Design
Studio

budget constraints. Completed projects include: the Watkability Checklist,
Downtown New Street Standards, Downtown Design Guide, Central City
Community Plan; Urban Design Chapter, 21st Century City Plan, Urban
Design Principles, Placemaking Academy, etc.
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Stermwater Collection and Mitigation Adopt on-site stormwater design 2008-2014 Low-impact Development (L1ID} Ordinance was adopted by City Council in
guidelines 2011 and will begin io be implmented in May 2012, The LID Ordinarnce aims

Integrate on-site stormwater design
guidelines into project review process

to promote and facilitate on-site adherence to the Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan in order to capture, treat and infilrate
stormwater and urban runcff, as well as promote best management
practices such as bloswales and permeable pavement.

Green Streets Adopt stormwater design guidelines for|2008-2014 Stormwater design guidelings and Green Street Standard Plans adopted in
public rights-of-way 2010. Their aim is to provide construction details for green street elements,
Integrate stormwater design guidelines The Guidelines are being integrated into project review regarding best
into project review process regarding stormwater anagement practices.
needed off-site improvements

L.andscape Design Integrate Landscape Ordinance into  |2008-2014 l.andscape Ordinance continued to be part of project review throughout
project review process 2011, DCP prepared a Technical Bulletin for DCP staff regarding

implementation of the Ordinance.
Reduced Reguirements for Housing near Transit Adopt revised traffic impact study 2006-2014 fn 2011, the City updated the Traffic Study Guidelines. The new guidelines

policies
Reduce traffic mitigation requirements
for housing rear fransit

continue to allow projects near fransit to reduce their overall assumed
vehicle trip generation, This helps some projects reduce their overall traffic
irmpacts. Also, the new guidelines listed possible mitigation measures aimed
at further reducing vehicle trips for residential projects that would result in
significant impacts.
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Reporting Period 1442011 -

1273172014

Transit Oriented District Studies

Complete 10 transit oriented district
studies

Incorporate study recommendations
info the Community Plans

Complete TOD plan
for La
Cienega/Jefferson
TOD - 2007

Council authorization
to fund 9 TOD plans -
2007

Contracts approved for
consultant teams
2008

Complete ¢ TOD
plans, adopt
ordinances - 2008-
2040

DCP released the Draft Plan and EIR for the new Warner Center Regional
Core Comprehensive Plan, reinventing Warner Center as a Transit-
Criented District. Released Draft EIR and held public workshops for the
Cornfieid-Arroye Seco Specific Plan (CASP), which contains fwo light-rail
stops.

Intensive planning efforts for the neighborhoods surrounding transit stations
along the Blue and Green lines in South and Scutheast Los Angales
continued in 2011 through a grant program funded by CDC/ARRA and the
LA County Public Health Dept. The recommendations will be incorporated
into the Comrmunity Plans being done for each area. DCP also completed a
TOD Plan and Market Study for the Exposition Line station areas in South
and Southeast Los Angeles. The recommendations will be incorporated info
the Cominunity Plans being done for each area.

DCF Successfully applied for $3.105 miflion in grant funds from Metro for 10
TOD plans along the Exposition and Crenshaw light rait corridors.

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

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

the gualities that ideally would be present in every Sustainable Transit
D oranoiambha LGTmy

innovative Parking Strategies Complete studies of parking 2008-2014 The Medified Parking Requirements (MPR) Ordinance passed the City
alternatives including mandrmum and Planning Commission in 2011. The MPR creates seven optional parking
shared parking feasibiiity study requirement modification tools that can be used in different areas of the
incorperate parking study City. The Ordinance wouid allow: 1} change of use parking standards, 2)
recommendations into Community use of a new Parking Reduction Permit, 3) off-site parking with 1500 feet, 4}
Plans and the Zoning Code where decreased parking standards, 5) increased parking standards, 6)
apprapriate commercial parking credits, 7) maximum parking bmits.
Gn May 12, 2011, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission, hosted a
Workshop on Los Angeles' Parking History, Context, and Examples. The
Workshop informed the discussion of the propsed Modified Parking
Requirement ordinance.
Received SCAG grant furkds and launched TCD Parking Study to analyze
parking supply and needs near key transit stations
Congestion Management Program Land Use Strategy  {Report on all projects developed and  [2008-2014 Cengestion Management Program report and cerlification of comnpliance

all demolitions around major transit
stafions and fransit corridors annually
Ceriify compliance with the L.os
Angeles County Congestion
Management Program annuaily

with the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program was
adopted by City Council on November 22, 2011,
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Reporting Period 1172011 - 12/34/2011

JobsfHousing Balance Incentives: Residential Add fee exemplion for residential unifs |20068-2014 Residentiai uses continues to be exermpted from Traffic lmpact fees or

Exemptions in Transportation Specific Plans to Transportation Specific Plans that assessments in the following jobs-heavy Specific Plan areas: Cenfral City
govern employment centers West, Coastal Transportation Corridor, Warner Center and the West Los

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

Education about Growth, Housing Need, Mixed-Use ard [ 100 presentations 2008-2014 HRC hosted 3 presentations in 2011, with appoximately 80 stakeholders

Mixed-income Neighborhoods Deavelop training curricuturs {1 neighborhood council and 2 Community Task Forces). Two of the
Quarterly training workshops presentationsfworkshops were in the South LA ares, and one was in the
throughout the City of Los Angeles North Vailey. HRC reported a significant reduction in this area due to staiff
100 pariicipating neighborhood council capacity and additional workicad in other argas.
members and community organization '
members annually HACLA continued to work with the Jordan Bowns Community Advisory

Committee and various Watts Stakeholders to provide updates on the
redeveiopment of Jordan Downs. HAGLA alse hired SHIELDS for Famities,
Inc. as their on-site human capital team for Jordan Downs. HACLA
continues to be a collaborative pariner with LAUSD and other Watts
organizations for outreach and recruitment, HACLA also hired SHIELDS for
Families, Inc. as the on-site human capital team for Jordan Downs. HACLA
continues to be a collaborative pariner with LAUSD and other Watts
organizations for oufreach and recruitment,

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

CRAJLA cutreach us unknown due to the dissolution of the Redevelopment
Agencies.

Targeting Growth in Comraunity Plan Areas ldentify 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 (Wamer
designations in 16 Community Plans Center, Cornfield-Arroyo). Growth targets are not being included, but
ldentify targets in ali Community Plans capacity for growth is.

Completed Proposed Hollywood Community Plan and EIR; Achieved City
Planning Commission approval of Proposed Plan, which aims to direct
growth {0 appropriate transit-accessible areas.

Housing Element Relationship to Land Use Entitlement  {Report to City Planning Commission  [December 2008 No activity in 2011,

and Long-Range Planning
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Repaorting Period 172011 -

1213172011

Priority Pian Check and Expedited Permitting for Green
Building Projects

Reduce plan check and permit
process fime for any LEED-Silver
residential proiects

2006-2014

With the implementation of the LA Green Buikding Cede (le. Cal Green},
projects filed on or after January 1, 2041, must safisfy LA Green Building
Code, as defined in Los Angeles Municipal Code Section §9.01.101.1, Tier
1 or higher in order o obtain expedited processing. The previous LEED
Silver thresheld has been replaced, as that is essentiaily the citywide
standard for most significant projects.

Entitlement Case Mangement and Expediting for Green
Building Projects

Reduce entittement processing time
for 100 LEED-Silver residential
projects

2008-2014

DCP's policy is to provide priority entitement processing green projects that
go beyond the new mandatory requirements (essentially LEED Silver) and
meet the new Tier 1 and Tier 2 levels of sustainabifity in the LA Green
Buitding Ceode. In 2011, no new projects appeared to qualify for this service.

Sustainable Practices: Green Team

Establish Green Teamn

Establish and maintain Standard of
Sustainabifity

Establish and maintain Standard of
Excellence

Develop and implement ordinances as
necessary

2008-2014

Green Building Code was adopted in 2010, effective January 1, 2011, fo
implement the CalGreen Code and to: sunset the Standard of Sustainability;
modfy the Standard of Excellence to comport to CalGreen; establish
LADBS as tead agency; and diract that Green Team mestings be held as
needed, as determined by LADBS. In 2011, the Green Team was effectively
re-configured. A new Green Division was implemented in LADBS in 2011
responsible for checking Green Code compliance.

Reduce Impediments to Innovative Design

Improved and streamlined procedures

2008-2014

A downtown Permanent Supportive Housing project that seeks to employ
102 pre-fabricated stacked apartment uniis was permitted in 2011.

Financial Incentives io Conserve Water

Instailation of high efficiency clothes
washers in 5,000 househoids per year

2008-2014

Program continues with a total of 8,328 residential washers rebated per
vear from 2011 - 2012

Manage Water Resources

Adopt changes in procedures as
needed fo allow stormwater reuse
Facilitate integration of stormwater
capture into site plan review

2008-2014

The LADWP is following the Low Impact Development (LID} Ordinance,
which was adopted by City Coungil in 2011, where 100% of & % inch storm
event of required area is caphed and managed using LID Best
Management Practices. The priority order of implementation are Infiltzate,
Capture and Use, High Efficiency Bis-Filtration / Retention Systern BMP, or
Combination of above. Integration of stormwater capture into site plan
review is being done by stendard language incorporated inte Scope of Work
documents. LADWP Project Managers receive technical assistance for
stormwater capture implementation from the Watershed Management
Group.

LADWR is also monitoring the development of various state bills periaining
to rainwater harvesting, alternate water systems and other water
conservation measures as well as the development of the 2013 California
Plumbing Ceode with Chapters 16 and 17 which addresses both graywater

and rainwater reuse systems.
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Reporting Period 2011 - 1213172011

Incentives to Conserve Energy 50,000 iow income households obtain [2006-2014 LADWP reports the following for 2011:

mere energy-efficient refrigerators *44,324 Consumer Rebates Paid
2,000 househoid retire non-energy *80, 190 Refrigerators exchanged since program inception: 19,912
efficient refrigerators annually Exchanged in 2011
*34,544 Refrigerators recycled since program inception: 3,789 recycled in
2011

Loans for Energy Gonservation in Affordable Housing 12,900 affordable housing units with 2006-2014 344 Grants issued in 2011 totaling $1,200,060 to assist affordable housing

Development energy officient systems priects gain energy efficient systems.

Qualifying criteria was changed in 2011 ~ New Construction projects must
now exceed Title 24 requirements by a minimum of 25% for low-rise
rultifamily prejects (three or fewer habitable stories) and 20% for high-rise
multifamily prejects (four or more habitable stories). A minimum of 50%
(was 10%) aforementioned percentages must be related to implementing
electrical energy efficiency measures.

Encourage Energy Conservation through Pricing 10,000 residential customers on the 2008-2014 The average monthly energy consunption per single family reduced from

Time of Use (TOU} rate 514 Wh/month in 2008 fo 477 kiWh/month in 2011,
Residential customers whose monthly energy use exceeds 3,000 kWh are
now required to use TOU pricing (encourages energy conservation & can
help lower a customer's bifl). Nearly 10,000 residential customers on the
TOU rate as of end 0f 2011,
Green Power for a Green LA 25,000 households choosing 2006-2014 The LADWP reports a total of 17,045 Green Power Customers at the end
alfernative energy sources of 2011,

Million Trees LA - Private Property 700,000 shade trees planted citywide [2006-2014 Since the program launch in September of 2006, Million Trees LA {MTLA)
has planted over 330,000 {rees increasing the overall new tree planting rate
by as much as 6 fold.

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

Integrate guidelines into all project

Lreviews

Integrated info project reviews through the introduction of the LA Green
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 Standards Program to address water and
energy conservaiion and sustainability through direct involvement with the
code setting bodies.

Guidelines continued o be made available on-line at

www.environmentla.org.
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Building Desigr for Improved Air Guality Guidelines developed and updated 2008-2014 Guidelines continued to be made available on-fine at
Integrate guidelines into all project www. environmentia.org. LEED guidelines regarding indoor air quality in
reviews residential buildings were integrated into project reviews.
LADBS implements the improved air quality standards found in the new
Green Building Code.
Loans for Conservation 709 loans to households for installing  |2008-2014 No leans written in 2011,
solar systems
Program was re-designed in 2011, when demand far exceeded $30m
budgeted. Increased to $50m but lowered the subsidies to strefch the
program further.
Incentives to Encourage Green Building Solutions in Develop green building incentives 2006-2014 In 2011, LADWP developed four new green building incentives for existing

Existing Buiidings

program for existing buildings

buildings. The three residential incentives include cool roof, whele house
fan and whole house retrofit bonus rebates; on the commercial side,
LADWE added a Retrocommissioning Express rebate.

Recycle Construction Waste

Establish incentive program for source
separation of constuction and
demolition waste

Establish rebate program for
construction and demolition waste
taken fo a City-cerfified waste
processor

Adopt ordinance io require
consiruction and demalition waste to
be taken to a City-certified waste
processor

2008-2011

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

Sustainable Building Materials

tssue and maintain guidelines
Integrate guidelines into project review
process

2009-2014

The LADRS and LADWP implements the sustainable building materials
requirersants of the new Green Building Code {effective January 1, 2011).
Guidetines regarding sustainable building materials were integrated into
project reviews. LADBS created a "Mandatory Requirements Checklist” for
additions and alterations to residential buildings to assist developers and
owners in 2011,

In addition fo fulfilfing the (new) mandatory requirements of the City's LA
Green Building Code, DCP continues to encourage developers 1o seek the
voluntary standard of sustainable excellence and take advaniage of the
procedural incentives (prictity processing of discretionary cases) afforded at
the LEED Silver, or higher, USGBC certification rating.

Guidelines continued to be made available on-line at

www. envirenmentla.ora.
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Recycling Collection in Residential Development Provide on-site recycting binsg and 2006-2014 The City of Los Angeles callects a variety of recyclables from over 750,000
weekly pick-up for all residential households every week.
developments
AB341 requires mandatory commercial recycling in California beginning July
1, 2012, Mult-family dwellings of 5 units or more will be required to recycle.
Information and Referral and Technical Assistance Develop and maintain an outreach 2008-2014 The LADWP website (LADWP,com) now inciudes fips pages for

Regarding Sustainabie Practices

website

1,000 residential development
stakeholders (architecls, engineers,
developers, general contractors, and
others) trained in sustainable practices
annually

Produce Green Building Report Card
annually

conservation, water efficient landscape systems and calcuiators for energy
consumption. Information is provided for the Solar Incentive Program, Feed-
In Tariff, and electric vehicles.

The LADWP website has been updated to provide information regarding the
Green Building Initiatives. Information is provided regarding the transition
from LEED io the new state green code (CALGreen) and the LA Green
Building Code. The Cal Green Tips pages are provided for both commercial
and residentiai constructions types with detailed information regarding,
plumbing, mechanical and electrical code requirements for compliance with
the building codes, green codes and the Water Efficiency Ordinance.
Detailed information is provided for residential graywater collaction and
reuse systems now recognized by the code. Website links are provided for
the green building requirements, graywater, as well as links pertaining to
other Technical Assistance Pragrams.

Sustainable Practices Demonstration Projects

One muiti-family demonsiration project
and five single family demonstration
projects annualy

2008-2014

On hold pending budget and staff resources. Dissolution of CRA/LA has
likely ended this program.

Neighborhood Stabilization Program

6 residential neighborhoods served hy
program
Adoption of new Community Plans

2008-2014

§ Communily Plans in development, which inciude land use and urban
design chapters to help protect neighborhooed character. Plans also include
policies to encourage and incentivize increased support and better services
{such as healthy food stores and parks) in underserved areas.

CBD reports that 489 individuals residing in Pacoima or Panorama City
were provided workforce services duwring-2011. An additional 1,276
individuals received comprehensive sodial services with increased income
or educational cutcomes.

Services in Public Housing

50 residential clients served by
educational assistance programs
100 residential clients served by
computer training programs

100 youth served by recreational,
educational and cultural programs
1,800 residential clients served by
career assistance programs

2006-2014

HACLA Resident Services Division continues to provide seamiess program
services to the 14 housing developments. The HACLA Work Source portat
received 165 new computers and printers for the Empioyment Technology
Centers (ETC). 30,000 repeat customers received employment, computer
or educational services. HACLA successiully enrolied and placed 499
clients for the South Bay Workforce investiment Board (SBWIB) Transitional
Subsidized Employment Program (TSE}.
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Improved Street Standards, Streetscapes and Adopt new street standards 2008-2014 in 2011, through the Community Plan Update process, the City developed
lL.andscaping new sireet standards that provide an enhanced balance between fraffic fow
and other important street functions including fransit routes and stops,
padestrian envirenmenits, bicycle routes, building design and site access.
The Community Plan Updates with the modified street standards wilt
proceed through the City Council approval process in 2012,
improved Quality of Bicyele and Pedestrian Paths Adopt palicies in Bicycle Plan, 2008-2014 The City's 2010 Bicycle Plan adepted by City Council in March 2011, In
Transportation Element and addition to the Plan, a Five-Year Implementation Strategy and Technical
Camrmunity Plans that promote Handbook were adopted at that time as well. Furthermore, two quarterly
pedestrian and bicycle fransit linkages reports were produced in 2011,
10 bicycle route segments
constructedfimproved The City's Walkability Checklist, adopted in 2008, continued to be used for
10C pedestrian paths improved encouraging pedestrian-orientation in new discretionary projects.
Urban Design Standards Adopt urban design standards in 16 {Davelop template for 16 Community Plans are in development, which each inciude a Land Use

Community Pians

urban design chapler
of Community Plans -
2008

Incorporate into plans
and tatlor to each
community - 2008-
2014

ard Urban Design chapler, which will help address specific design concemns
for residential development.

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

Bicycle Facilites Establish guidelines and development [2009.2014 On September 30, 2011, the City Council approved DCP's proposed
standards ordinance to expand bicycle parking requirements throughout the City. The
49 bicycle faciiities developed in actions will expand bicycle parking requirements o cover multi-family
residential projects annually residential developments with more than three units or more than five guest
rooms; inctude commercial,industrial, and manufacturing uses of less than
10,000 square feet; increase the levels of bicycle parking required under the
current code for commescial, institutional,
and industrial projects; define acceptable locations for bicycle parking;
require that both short-term and long-term bicycle parking be provided;
improve design standards; amend the amount of bicycle parking that may
be substituted for autemohbite parking, and provide rules for the installation
of bicycle parking within the public right-of-way by private businesses.
Response to Development Opportunities 26 developers and property owners 2006-2014 CRA/LA outreach is unknown dug to the dissolution of the Redevelopmeant
provided with technical assistance Agencies,
annually
Planning for Neighborhoods 16 updated Community Plans 2008-2014 & Commurity Plans in development, with one draft (Holiywood) presented to

Implementation tools as appropriate

City Planning Commission in 2011. New Community Plans for 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
intreduced in 2012, The Plans will include heightened implementation
measuras for urban design and land use.
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Community and Neighborhood Councit Development Dugticate case files provided to CNCs [2006-2014 DCP continued bi-weekly posting of cases filed by Neighborhood Council
Review for proposed projects and Community Plan areas. DCP continued to provide duplicate copies of

Notifications to CNCs for filed
applicaticns bi-weekly

Case filing activity posted on DCP
website bi-weekly

Case activity maps posted on DCP
website quarterly

cases fifed to CNCs.

In January, DCP introduced a new "Neighborhood Liason” position, which is
meant to be the point of contact for community and neighborhood groups
seeking more information about planning processes or pending plans and
projects.

January also saw the beginning of DCP's new Public Parficipation Policy,
which Increaed o 80 days the time the public has fo to review prefiminary
reports before the City Planning Commission {CPC) meets.

SurveylA — The Los Angeles Historic Resources Complete citywide survey 2005-2012 In 2011, Phase 1 of the SurveyLA fiefd surveys continued. Survey were

Survey Pubiish results completed in 6 community 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.

Anti-Mansionization Regulations Adopt an ordinance to regulate new  |Adopt ordinance for  [City Councif adopted the permanent Basefine Mansicnization Ordinance in
single-family home construction in fiat lands - 2008 February 2011. The Ordinance is intended to curb the construction of
flatland areas Adopt ordinance for  |homes that are excessively large and thus out-of-scale with nearby homes
Adopt an ordinance to reguiate new  [hilisides - 20069 in the City's various singie-family residential zones.
single-family home construction in
hliside areas

Neighborhood Preservation — Downzoning Rezone appropriate areas in 16 20082014 & Communily Plans were in different stages of development. The furthest
Community Plans along, Hollywood, proposed some targeted downzoning fo preserve

neighborhood character. The proposed downzoning was balanced with
uproning in areas with gocd transit access.

Homeownership Properties Acqguisition Demonstration  |150 affordable units sold to moderate  [2008-2014 Status of CRALA projects in 2011 was unable to be obtained due to the

Project income famiklies State's dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies.

Horne Ownership on Large Lots in Pacoima 1 pilot project in Pacoima 2008-2014 Status of CRALA projects in 2611 was unable fo be obtained due to the

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

Reasonable Accommodation requests
Produce and disseminate materials
regarding Reasonatle Accommodation
process

was maintained and used to confirm an applicant's gqualificaiton for
reasonable accommodation provisions.

ADA Compliance Officer(s) Reasonable accommodation provided {2006-2014 There were 257 sign language interpreter services and 67 Coramunication
in 2l appropriate and covered facilities Access Reaitime Translafion {CART) reascnable accommodation requests
and programs including residential that were processed and provided.
sheiters

Office of the City Attorney Dispute Resolution Program  |Refer and resolve 50 housing disputes [2006-2014 OCA activity: In 2011, the Department of Disability (DOD) made 3 referrals

{DRP)

relatead fo persons with disabilities

o DRP.
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Citywide Fair Housing Program Receive 800 fair housing inguiries 2006-2014 In 2011, the LAHD through a contract with the Housing Rights Center
annuaily (HRC), received 757 fair housing inquiries; resolved 488 fair housing
Resolve 480 fair housing investigations; conducted 151 fair housing training sessions; rained 96 new

investigations annuaily

Conduct 87 fair housing training
sessions annuaily

Train 35 new fair housing testers

sy eailyy

fair housing testers; answered 1,245 calls regarding fair housing issues
through the Fair Housing/Predatory Lending Hotline; and, received 8,081
hotlineg calis that included tenantdandlord issues, fair housing concerns, and
housing/predatery lending calls.

Community Reinvestment Implement a demonsiration 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
Respensible Lending Training with Financial Institutions  |Implement a demonstration oufreach  |2008-2014 The City continues to seek ways to incent and compel financial institutions
and training program o reinvest and conduct business with the City's residents and businesses.
Housing information Clearinghouse Establish a consolidated housing 2006-2014 in 2011 HACLA coordinated information on permanent supportive housing
information database on the City's with LABD for the Citywide Housing Production System (CHPS) database.
websie HALCLA condinued to use Social Serve for property listings in 2011 as well.
Housing information Services ldentify avenues fo distribute and 2008.2014 HACLA confinued to conduct voucher issizance sessions, worked with

dissemminate information

program partners to disseminate information and used Social Serve for
property listings.

Don't Borrow Trouble: Education against Home Equity

Fraud and Predatory Lending Scams

Answer 60 DBT/predatory lending calis
annually through the Fair
Housing/Predatory Lending Hotline

2006-2014

The Housing Rights Center {HRC} answered 76 Don't Borrow Trouble
(DBTYpredatory lending calls in 2011 through the Fair Housing/Predatory
Lending Hotline.

Education for Buyers and Homeowners

3000 individuals assisted annually

20062014

4,800 homehuyers attended homebuyer education classes

Education for Property Owners

Provide education about housing
management practices and reguiations
and promote knowledge of housing
rights

2006-2014

Status of CRAJLA projects in 2011 was unable to be obtained due to the
State’s dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies.

R30 Tenantt andiord Outreach and Education Program

Develop mechanism fo assure
disclosure

2008-2014

In 2011, completed development of comprehensive Landiord Tenant
Qutreach Pian through $150,000 contract. Qutreach aclivities, videos, web
upgrades & staff training initiated per plan. Series of educational workshops
was launched; training provided for approx. 500 participants. Hotline
assisted 123,000 callers & public counters assisted 64,115 clients with
housing inguiries. Approximately 80 prinfed informational items are updated
and distributed citywide {3,302 mailings). Briefings are provided {o realtor
associations; however, no Jegal mechanism {o require disclosure of RSO
status and this would pose legal liability for the City.
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Fair Housing Awareness Training Program Establish fair housing education 2008-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources.
{Neighborhood Cotngcits) programs

Pursue funding for {raining initiatives

Fair Housing Research

Complete the Al 2008-2014 in 2011, the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) determined the key
Identify and implement action items tasks to be undertaken, developed the scope of work and timeline,
negotiated and executed a confract with ICF international to produce a new
Analysis of Impediments (Al) for the Ciy.
Domestic Violence Shelter Program Provide 2,850 individuals with access |2008-2014 CDD reports that 1597 individuals were provided access to public services
o public services annually and 575 shelter and transitional beds were provided in 2011.
Mzintain up to 1,006 shelter and -
transitional beds annually for domestic
violence viclims
HOPWA Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing |20 existing HIVIAIDS emergency 2006-2014 1,186 clients received emergency and transitional housing.
Program shelter beds furkded annually
152 existing BIV/AIDS transitional
housing beds funded annually
30 new HIVIAIDS transifional housing
beds funded annually
Shelter and Transitionat Housing Facilities 829 existing emergency shelter beds  |2008-2014 Emergency Shelter beds: Totat 375 Beds - 106 beds (ESG) and 269 beds

funded annually
2,880 existing fransitional housing
beds funded annually

(CDBG)
Transitional Housing: Total 2,575 beds - 582 beds (CDBG}, 824 beds (SHP 4
LAHSA) and 1,169 (SHP - Directs )

Cvernight Sheiter {Winter Shelter and Year-Round
Shelter)

954 temporary shelter beds year round
Serve 30 or more families by vouchers
in the Year Round Sheiter Pragram
1,768 temporary winter shelter beds
Serve 200 or more families and 15 or
mare individuals by vouchers in the
Winter Sheiter Program

2006-2014

Year Round Sheiter: Totai 1,037 {General Funds}

Permanent Housing: Total 1,171 beds - 1,047 beds {SHP - LAHSA} and
124 {8HP - Directs)

Temporary Winter Shelter Beds: Total 870 beds (City General Funds and
ESG)

Family Transitions Program: 1,173 Families vouchered from Dec 2011 to
June 2012

Rescurces for Shelters Distribute goods o 220 or more 2008-2014 Data not available.
homeless service agencies and
housing providers annually
Priority Geeupancy for Homeless Persons Adopt citywide policy and amend city  {2007-2014 In 2041, HACLA targeted permanent supportive housing development to

codes and regulations to facilitate
priority housing cccupancy for
homeless and special needs
heuseholds

chronically homeless individuals, HACLA utilized excess grant funding to
pravide 458 new Sheiter Plus Care units for the chronically homeless.
HACLA impiemented a policy aliowing the transfer of hundreds of Shelter
Plus Care residents who no longer required the intensive supportive
services of that program into the voucher program, thereby freeing those
units to serve new chronically homeless individuals. HACLA continues te
play a central role in the regional Home For Good plan fo end chronic and

veteran homelessness.
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Community Based Development Organization (CBDO)  |Provide educational/vocational training {2006-2014 COver an 18 month period, HACLA:
and empioyment placement/retention Completed EducationalfVecational Training for 3889 perscns.
services to 280 homeless persons Ohbtzined {and retained) employment for 318 persons.
annualy
LAHSA does not provide educational or vocational training.
Obtained Employment. 357 persons
Retained Employment: 92 persons
HOPWA Supportive Services for Persons Living with Provide 13,500 clients with supportive [20056-2014 7,329 clients received supportive services.
HIVAIDS services annually
Rental Assistance for Homeless Persons Distribute 4,000 Housing Choice 2006-2014 HACLA had a total of 4,011 tenant-based vouchers set aside for the
Vauchers to homeless househoids nomeless in 2011,
annually
Rental Assistance for Homeless Persons with Maintain housing of 2,000 homeless  {2006.2014 HACLA bas 2,957 units of supportive housing allocated for the homeless
Disabilities households with disabilities annually with disabling conditions.
HOPWA Rental Assistance for Persons Living with 63 extremely low income and 21 very  |2006-2014 In 2017 HACLA has 165 aliccated TRA units and 32 allocated PRBA units
HIVIAIDS tow income households receive TRA to assist low-income individuals living with HIVIAIDS.
annually
13 extremely low income and 18 very LAHD reporis that 815 clients received housing subsidy assistance through
fow income households receive PBRA the program.
annuzally
308 low income households receive
STRMU assistance annually
Citywide Rent-to-Prevent-Eviction Program Assist 110-125 individuals or families  |2008-2014 LAMSA: This program was discontinued.
at risk of homelessnass annually
New Rasources for Rental Assistance Increase the funding base for rental  12008-2014 LAMHSA Is funding homeless activities through its ESG grant. A HPRP
assistance for homeless households funds fully expended.
and households at high risk of
homelessness
HOPWA Housing Development for Persons Living with  jFinancing commitment o, at minimurn, |2008-2014 $2 millian in HOPWA fimds were committed to housing development,
HIVIAIDS one housing development per yaar
dedicated o senving persons living
with HIVAAIDS and their families
Permanent Supportive Housing Program 2,224 permanent supportive housing  |2008-2014 Five projects with 308 permanent suppertive housing units financed for

units financed for homeless
households

homeless households i 2011,

HACLA continued to aliccate 2,224 permanent supportive housing units, of
which 397 were awarded to 7 new developments in 2011,

LAHSA: Under the 2011 SuperNCOFA application 194 NEW units of
Permanent Supportive Housing were submitted for funding for homeless

personws. The LA Continuum of Care was awarded $88,177,272.
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New Resources for Housing Serving the Mentally 5l

Pursue funding towards permanent
housing units for homeless mentally ill
annuaily

2008-2014

LAHSA is taking a targeted approach 1o assessing need and selting
regionat pricrities for CH, Vets, families & youth in coordination with the
faderat Opening Doors plan and the focal Home for Good plan. Based on
our 2011 Homeless Count, approximately 35% of the homeless in LA
county are severely mentally ill-this represents an 11% increase from the
previous count. LAMHSA’s approach 1o targeting services for mentally il
clients involves emphasizing this subpopulation in new applications for
LAHSA funding under the SuperNCFA process, funding two safe haven
programs to provide 50 beds to individuais with severe mentai iliness, and
funding the year round program

The City will continue its work with interested stakeholders, particularly at
the County level, to fund affordable housing with intensive, wrap-around
services.

Permanent Housing {for persons with disabilities}

Maintain 1,477 permanent supportive
housing units for homeles households
annually

2008-2014

LAHSA: Permanent Housing (for persons with Disabilities) 1,171

Los Angeles Supportive Housing Acquisition Fund

Support site acquisition and pre-
development of up fo 1,500 housing
units

2008-2014

Four permanent supportive housing projects comprising of 157 units were
funded in 2G11.

Homeless Housing and Services Coordination

Citywide and sub-regional plans to
reduce ard end homelessness
adopted by the City Council
Regular reporis on financial
management

Regualr reports on contract
rmanagement and program
implementation

2008-2014

As the lead for the Los Angeles Continuum of Care, LAMSA, conducts 10
quarterly meetings to discuss efforts on how to combat homelessness
effectively and efficiently. Attendees include City and County
representatives fo ensure a information sharing and coordinated process.
Through November 2011, there were over 30 Continuum meetings featuring
between 575 fo 625 attendees, including representatives of homeless
service providers, city and county representatives, school districts, policy
makers, faith based and grass roots organizations, and other homeless
stakeholders. In addition to the quarterly meetings, LAHSA staff also
participate in monthly meetings of the 8 hometless Coalitions that cover the
county's Service Planning Areas. Finally, the LAHSA coordinating council
meets 3 to 5 times yearly to give a COC-wise perspectibe and advise the
agency on SuperNOFA and other funding pelicies and priorities. The
Coardinating Council serves as the advisory board to the LAHSA
commission. Regarding financial and confracts management, on a monthly
basis, LAHSA provides status reports fo the Finance, Contract, and Grant
Management Committee and the Program and Evaluation Committee of the
LAHSA Commission of which 5 board members are representatives of the
City of Los Angeles (10 member board).

The City coniinues to work with the United Way and other pastners in the
pursuit of fulfilling the goals of its Home for Good plan.
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Access New Resouces and Services for the Homeless  {Periodic reports on state and county  [2008-2044 LAHSA provides quarterly programmatic and qualitative data to the United
legistative and budgetary initatives Way fo be included in their Home For Good progress reports.
The Mayor's office and LAMD continue to pariicipate.
Housing and Services Planning for Persons Living with  {Regularly updated plan for the use of [2006-2014 20611 Housing Opporiunities for Persons living with AIDS (HOPWA)
HIV/AIDS HOPWA grant funds Request For Proposals (RFP) included input from focus groups with
providers; held and staffed bimonthly meetings w/ Los Angeles County
HIV/AIDS Committee (LACHAQC); HOPWA technical services provider
completed assessment of the Hetel/Food Voucher Program and Housing
Case Manager position, and recommendations for changes to programs.
City Homeless Corrdinator Periodic reports on homeless housing |2008-2014 LAHSA's Executive Director served on the Mayor's Housing and
and servige delivery and Homelessness Cabinet during 2011,
recommendations for improvement
Temporary Housing Faciliies for Disaster Response 120 sites available 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 Depariment of Housing and Community Development for 2
Disaster Recovery Initiative (DRY) grant of up to $8.5 million for disaster
victims of the 2008 Sayre Wildfire and for disaster planning efforts and
related actions.
Qutreach and Training for Emergency Preparedness 4 fairs during Emergency 2006.2014 Information was unable to be chtained.
and Response Preparedenss Month annuaily
2 Neighborheod Preparedenss
Ambassadors Trainings annually
Outreach to neighborhood and
community groups as requested
Siting Momeless Housing and Services Identify locations for housing with 2008-2014 6 Community Plans in development, including incentive areas for affordable
supportive services in 16 Community housing.
Pians
ldentify targets in all Community Plans
Zoning and Development Standards for Sheidters Adopt amendment to Zoning Code fo  2008-2014 On hold pending budget and staff resources.
facilifate by-right siting of sheiter and
fransitional housing facilities
Zoning for Health Facilities Adopt amendment to Zoning Code fo  ]2008-2014 Crdinances in development fo allow by right licensed community care

rermove restriciions on iocations of
public health and freatment pregram
facilities

facilities for 7 or more residents citywide.

DCP obtained a grant for $250,000/year for five years, through the 2011
Communify Transformation Grant (County Health), to create first-ever Health
Chapter of General Pian Framework and related health ordinances
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Assistance for Homeless Persons in Accessing Housing
and Services

Continue funding 1 organization fo
reach 300 or more homeless
individuals

Explore expanding outreach funding fo
community-based organizations within
the City

2006-2014

Homeless Individuals reached: 2465 (LAHSA ERT)

LAHSA has been implementing various programs to ensure that outreach
funding is expanded. in response to the HEARTH Act and £SG guidelines,
LAHSA, in collaboration with the City and County of Los Angeles is building
regional systems of care that will provide coordinated assessmenis for
receipt of homeless services, prevents homelessness by helping families
rermain within their communities and retain their current non-shelter housing,
or diverts people to housing opfions other than homeless shelters. The first
step in this process was the Family Transitions Project (FTP), which
streamiined intake of homeless families seeking motel vouchers during the
winter months. The improved coordination through the pitet FT# project
resulted in more families being diverted away from homelessness and more
families exiting homelessness and being rapidly rehoused in permanent
housing.

Building on the success of the FTP, LAHSA, in parinership 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 supporiive services inferventions to homeless families and
families at-risk of homelessness across the various regions of Los Angeles
County. In collaboration wilh 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
uitimate goals of this coordinated system will be to divert families from
kecoming homeless and to end families’ homelessness as rapidly as
nnssinie

Computerized Information Center (CICYInformation and
Referrals for Persons with Disabilifies

Assist 150 or more clients seeking
nomeless services and housing
resourcs referrals annually

2006-2014

The CIC uses a custom software program to provide information on and
referral {o critical services offered throughout the greater Los Angeles area.
CIC staff provide referrals fo over 100G persons with disabilities and
agencies annually. The database resources include: housing, emergency
shelter, accessible fransporiation, employment training, job placement, and
recreational opportunities. We were not able to determine the number of
housing referrals made in 2011,

HOPWA Centralized Countywide Mousing Information
Services Clearinghouse

Assist 2,640 clients seeking HIV/AIDS
housing information referrals

2006-2014

54,554 website hits from clients seeking HIV/AIDS housing information
referrals; 533 live contacts and 12 training meetings occurred.
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Awareness of Special Needs Housing {Neighborhood
Councils)

Establish outreach curricutum
Pursue funding for training program

2008-2014

LAHSA's Emergency Response Team (ERT) is considered one of the lead
Qutreach Programs in Los Angeles City and County. The ERT providas
support to Los Angeles County and City Departments as wel as Elected
Officials offices. LAHSA continues its networking with other ouireach
workers countywide. In 2011, there was a focus providing information and
training on: 1.os Angeles County Department of Health Services “Healthy
Way LA" Progrars, and participation in the United Way's “Home for Good”
Qutreach Programs Survey. LAHSA also assistance and supported iocal
outreach teams on conducting special projects. This year, special outreach
projects included the Hansen DanySunland-Tujunga region, LACAISC
Medical Center Emergency Room Qutreach, Venice Beach and
Westchester Outreach, Oocupy LA Homeless Participant Outreach,
CEO/LASDILAHSA Qutreach Protocol Project, and the Skid Row Families
QOutreach Project. LAHSA's ERT also confinues to work with LA City Dept.
of Public Warks - Bureau of Street Services Investigation and Enforcement
Division (SSIED) by providing outreach and notification services to
enhcampment dwellers to ensuring they receive assistance with accessing
shelter and related senicas

Momeless Needs Outreach

Disseminate information about the
housing needs of spacial needs
nopulations to 2,000 people

2008-2014

LAHSA provided information and referral services to 3,159 people. This
includes direct requests for assistance received through the emergency
services line, by email, and by encounters and engagements made with
homeless individuals and families af locations throughout Los Angeles City
znd County.

Technical Assistance to Homeless Housing Providers

Technical assistance provided fo 20
providers annually

2006-2014

Data not available.

A "Project 50" Pilot Program Targeting the Chronically
Homeless

50 long-term chronically homeless
individuais housed

2008-2010

Project 56 was completed, and housed 43 of the initial 50 chronically
homeless individuals that were identified.

General Comments:
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, uring 2011, for the third

E consecutive year, the

£ number of adults under
commurnity 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
adult$ on probation, parole, or any
other post-prison supervision (see
text box on page 2 for definitions of
probation and parole).

The drop in the probation
population drove the decline in
the total number of adults under
community supervision. In 2011,
the probation population feli 2%,

FIGURE 1
Adults under community supervision at yearend, 1980-2011
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Note: Annual change was based on the difference between the january 1 and December 33
populations withir the reporting year. See Methedology 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 twe jurisdictions and does not reflect actuat dedines in the poputations,
See Probation and Parole in the United States, 2010, BJS wehsite, NJC 236019, November 2011, for
a description of changes in reporting methods.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annuaf Surveys of Probation and Parole, 1980-2011,

HIGHLIGHTS

B The number of adults under community
supervision declined by about 71,300 during 2011,
down to 4,814,200 at yearend.

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

B Atyearend 2011, for the first time since 2002, the
U.S. probation population fell below 4 million.

B During 2011, about 4.3 million adults moved onto
or off probation; probation entries (2,109,500)
declined for the fourth consecutive year while
probation exits (2,189,100} deciined for the second
consecutive year.

B Two-thirds (66%) of probationers completed thelr
term of supervision or were discharged early during
2011, about the same percentage as In 2009 and
2010 (65% in both years).

The rate of incarceration among probationers at risk
for violating their conditions of supervision in 2011
(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 aduits moved onto or off
parole during the vear.

Both parole entries (down 3.4%!) and exits (down
5.3%;) declined between 2010 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.

Stightly 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 reincarcerated
during 2011, down from more than 15% in 2006,



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
stupervision population. At yearend 2011, I in 50 adults in the
U.S. were under community supervision.

Data in this report were collected through the Bureau of Justice
Statistics’ (BJS) Annual Probation Survey and Annual Parole
Survey. Both surveys began in 1980 and collect data from US.
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 additional 2011 data by jurisdiction.

Community supervision population in 2011 fell below the
2003 fevel

"The number of US. aduits unider community supervision
{4,814,200) declined during 2011 (appendix table 1). This
represents the third consecutive within-year decrease in this
population. In 2011, the population fell below the level not
observed since 2003 (4,847,500).
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This downward trend in the community supervision
population is relatively recent. The U.S. saw increasing
numbers of adults under community supervision from 1980
through 2008. During that period, growth rates fluctuated
from a high of 10.9% in 1983 to a low of 0.5% in 2004. The
number of adults under community supervision declined for
the first time in 2009 and continued to decline through 2011,

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

FIGURE 2
Adults on probation at yearend, 1980-2011
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent data and may differ from previously
published estimates or other 8)5 statistical series, Counts reflect data reported by
probation agencies within the reporting year, and annual change was based on
the difference between the fanuary 1 and December 31 population counts within
the reporting year, Reporting methods for some probation agencies changed over
time and probation coverage was expanded in 1998 and 1999, See Methodology
for more details. The apparent decrease observed in the community supervison
and probation rates between 2007 and 2008 was due to a change in scope for two
jurisdictions and does not reflect actual declines in the populations. See Probation
and Parole in the United States, 2010, BJS website, NJC 236019, November 2011, for a
description of changes in reporting methods,

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



During 2011, the parole population grew by about 13,300 to
nearly 853,900, a 1.6% increase from the beginning of the year
(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
Methodology for discussion of adjustments).

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

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parcle Survey, 1980-2011.
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Rate of adults under community supervision was below
the 2000 level for the third consecutive year

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 US. 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.

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.

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

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

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 & guarter 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.

TABLE 1

U.S. adult residents under community supervision, on probation, and on parole, 200062011

Number per 100,000 U.5, adult residents

1.8, residents on -

Community Community

stipervision? Probation Parale supervision Probation Parole
2000 2,162 1818 344 1indd 1in55 11n291
2001 2,184 1,842 342 1indé 1in 54 1in292
2002 2198 1,849 349 1inds 1in54 1in 287
2003 2218 1865 354 1in45 1in55 1in282
2004 2,226 1875 35t 1in 45 1in53 1in 285
2005 2215 1,864 351 Tinds 1in54 1in 285
2006 2,228 1,875 353 1in4s 1in53 tin283
2007 2,238 1,878 361 1in4s 1ins3 tin277
2008¢ 2203 1,846 358 1in45 1in54 tin279
2009 2,147 1,796 353 1in47 tinsé 1in 284
2010 2,067 1,715 355 1ind8 1in 58 1in 281
2011 2,015 1662 357 1in 50 1in6¢ 1in 280

Note: Rates were based on the community supervision, probatien, and parole population counts as of December 31 within the reporting year and the estimated US. aduit
resident population on January 1 of each subsequent year, Rates based on most recent data available and may differ from previously published BJS reports.

3nctudes adults on probation and aduits on parole. For 2008 1o 2011, detail does not sum to total because the community supervision rate was adjusted to exciude parolees

who were also on ptobation. See Methodology for more details,
Bincludes adults on probation and adults on parole.

The apparent decrease observed in the community supervison and probation rates between 2007 and 2008 was due o a change in scope for two jurisdictions and does
not reflect actual declines in the populations. See Probation and Parole in the United States, 2070, BJS website, NJC 236019, November 2011, for a description of changes In

reporting methods.

Source: Community supervision population estimates are based on the Bureau of justice Statistics’ Annual Surveys of Probation and Parale, 2000-2011. Estimates of the US.
aduit resident population are based on LS, Census Bureau National Intercensal Estimates, 2001-2010, and population estimates, January 1, 2011, and January 1, 2012,

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



Entries to probation down for the fourth consecutive year; 2,189,100 offenders). Overall, about 4.3 million adults moved
exits down for the second consecutive year onto and off probation during 2011, compared to more than

During 2011, movement both onto and off probation declined 4.4 million during 2010.

(table 2). Between 2010 and 2611, entries to probation As entries onto and exits from probation diverge, changes
declined 3,7% (from about 2,190,200 to 2,109,500 offenders) in the probation population are Jarger. When exits and
and exits declined 3.2% (from an estimated 2,261,300 to entries converge, the changes are smaller. After a period of

convergence in 2008 and 2009, entries and exits once again
TABLE 2 diverged. While both eniries and exits declined, entries onto
Estimated probation entries and exits and annuat change, probation declined at a faster rate than exits, resulting in a
2000-2011 : larger decline in the probation population in 2011.

Annual change in

Year Probation entries  Probationexits  probation population Exit rate for probationers unchanged since 2008
2000 2,160,900 2,103,000 57900

The rate at which probationers exit supervision—the number

2001 2,118,200 2,004,900 113,300 ! -1 probs !
2002 2,136,700 2072200 64,500 that exit probation divided by the average of the probation

2003 2237300 2,187,500 43300 population at the beginning and end of the year—provides an
2004 2,225,000 2,203,400 21,600 indication of how quickiy the population turns over and an
2005 2,235,700 2,317,600 18,100 indirect measure of the average time an offender can expect to
2006 2,279,900 2,209,500 70,400 serve on probation. The turnover in the probation population
2007 2371500 2,295,100 76400 over the past four vears has remained relatively stable. During
2008 2,348,500 2320100 28400 2011, 55 probationers per 100 exited supervision, unchanged
2009 2293400 2327,800 -34400 since 2008 {table 3). Mean length of stay on probation has

2010 2,190,200 2,261,300 71,100 remained stable at about 22 months since 2008,

2011 2,109,500 2,189,100 -79,600

Mote: Estimates are based on most recent data avallable and may differ from Tarnover due to completing the term of supervision, either
previously published B1S reports. See Methodology for details about estimation through full-term completion or early discharge, has remained

methods and calcudation of annual changs.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2000-2011. steady at 36 per 100 probationers since 2009.

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

Rate per 100 average daily probation population

Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011
Total exit rate? 55 55 55 55
Completion 35 36 36 36
Incarceration® 9 g 9 g
Absconder 2 2 1 1
Discharged to custody, detainer, or warrant - - - -
Gther unsatisfactory® 6 6 6 5
Transferred to another probation agency - - - -
Death = - - -
Otheré 2 2 2 2
Estimated mean length of stay on probation (in months)® 22.0mo, 21.7 mo. 217 mo, 22.0me,
Average daily probation population 4,252,094 4,218,373 4,080,274 4,012,217

Note: Detaits may not sum to total due to rounding.

~Less than 0.5 per 100 probationers.

3yt rate s the ratic of the number of probationers that exited supervision dusing the year 1o the average daily probation population {i.e., average of the January 1 and
December 31 populations within the reporting year).

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

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

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

“Mean length of stay is calculated as the inverse of the exit rate imes 12 months, See Methodology for more details,

Source: Bureay of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2008-2011.
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This finding was consistent with the stability observed in FIGURE 4

the percentage of probationers who were discharged after Estimated percent of the at-risk probation population
completing the terms of their supervision. Of the estimated incarcerated, 20002011

2,189,100 probationers who exited probation, the percentage
that completed their supervision or were discharged early
increased between 2008 and 201 1. 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 6 A\\\‘,/“\\

occurred as overall exits increased over that same period.

Percent

Rate of incarceration among probationers decreased
slightly during 2011

The rate of incarceration among probationers at risk of

failing during the year decreased slightly from 2010 to 2011

(figure 4). In 2011, 5.5% of probationers at risk of failing were 2
incarcerated, the same level as 2000, but dowsn from 5.7% in

2010. The rate at which all adults on probation during the

year can be incarcerated is defined as the ratio of the number

. . . . {}
of probationers who are discharged during the year as the 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201
result of incarceration to the number of probationers who
. ; : ; i b " Note: Estimates are based on most recent available data and may differ from
could have been incarcerated ét any point during the year. The previously published BiS reports. See Methodology for more detail about the at-risk
aumber who could have been incarcerated equals the sum of measire of incarceration, induding the method of estimation, The atisk population
the start of the year population p]us entries onto probation. 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,

This pool is defined as those at risk of incarceration. The rate Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, 2000-2011,

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.

TABLE 4
Probationers who exited supervision, by type of exit, 2008-2011
Type of exit 2008 2006 2010 2011
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Complesion 63% 65% 65% 66%
Incarceration® 17 6 16 16
Absconder 4 3 3 2
Dischargad to custody, detainer, or warrant 1 1 1 1
Other unsatisfactory® 10 10 1 9
Transferred to another probation agency 1 - i 1
Death i i 1 1
Othert 4 4 4 4
Estmated number® 2,320,100 2,327,800 2,261,306 2,189,100
Note: Detalls may not sum to total due to rounding. Distributions are based on prohationers for which type of exit was known,
-~ Less than 0.5%.

Ancludes probationers who were incarcerated for a new offense and those who had their current probation sentence revoked {e.q., violating a condition of their supsrvision},
bincludes probationers discharged from sugervision whe did not meet all conditions of suparvisicn, including some with ondy financial cenditions remaining, some whe had
their probation sentence revoked but were hot incarcerated because thelr sentence was immediately reinstated, and other types of unsatisfactory exits, May include some
early terminations and expirations of sentence reported as unsatisfactory exits,

“ncludes probationers discharged from supervision through a legislative mandate because they were deported or transferred to the jurisdiction of mmigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE); transferred to ancther state through an interstate compact agreement; had their sentence dismissed or overturned by the court through an appeal; had
their sentence closed administratively, deferred, or terminated by the court; were awaiting a hearing; were released on bond; and other types of exits.

dEstmates rounded to the nearest hundred. Includes estimates for nonreperting agencies. Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from previously
published BIS reports, See Methodology for a discussion about changss in estimating probation exits from 2600 o 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,

LS. parole population increased during 20171

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 parclees 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 vear {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,
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Mandatory releases made up a smaller portion of entries
to parole

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

TABLES
Estimated parole entries and exits and annual change,
2000-2011

Annual change in

Year Parole entries Parole exits parole population
2600 478,800 467,900 0,900
2001 482,100 473,200 8,900
2602 476,500 456,500 20,400
2603 501,100 480,100 23,000
2004 515,600 509,700 5,900
2005 524,400 511,900 12,500
2006 543,100 526,200 16,900
2007 562,500 537,700 25,200
2608 575,000 568,000 7000
2008 576,400 575,600 -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 detals about estimation
methods and calculation of annual change.

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

FIGURE 5
Entries to parole, by type of entry, 2000-2011
Percent
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2lncludes data reported as term of supervised release by states and the District of
Columibsia from 2008 to 2011,

bFederal data only, Includes estimates for 2000 to 2007.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 20002011,



While mandatory releases to parole decreased, other types

of releases to parole increased. Parolees entering through
discretionary release by a parole board accounted for the
largest increase, from 28% in 2010 to 31% in 2011, Parolees
who had their parole reinstated accounted for a slightly larger
share of parole entries during 2011 (10%} compared to 2010
{9%). Those who entered through a term of supervised release
(10% in 2011 compared to 9% in 2010) also increased. A term
of supervised release is a release type designated by the federal
system and is similar to that of mandatory release in the state
systems. If mandatory and term of supervised release were
combined into one category, the decline in those entering
parole through 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 2011
{table 6). This decline resulted in an increase in mean length
of stay on parole, from 17.9 months in 2010 to 19.1 months in
2011.

Contributing to the decline in the overall 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).
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TABLE®6
Rate of parole exits, by type of exit, 2008-2011

Rate per 100 average daily parole population

Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 2011
Total exit rate® 89 70 67 63
Completion 34 35 35 33
Returned to incarceration 24 4 22 20
With new sentence 6 6 6 5
With revocation i7 17 16 13
Other/unknown 1 1 1 2
Absconder 7 6 6 6
Other unsatisfactory exits® 1 i 1 1
Transferred to another state 1 1 1 1
Death 1 1 1 1
Other* 1 2 1 2

Estimated mean length of
stay on parole {in months}? 74mo. 172mo. 179mo.

Average daily parole population 824673 826838 839247
Note: Detaifs may not sum to total due to rounding.

AExit rate is the ratio of the number of parolees that exited supervision uring

the year to the average daily parole population (i.e., average of the January T and
December 31 populations within the reporting year).

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

“Includes parolees discharged from supervision because they were deported or
transferred to the 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 ether types of exits.

dMean fength 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,

191 mo.
841,056




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

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

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

Contributing to the overal! decline in the rate of
reincarceration was a corresponding decrease in the rate at
which parofees 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.

TABLE 7
Parolees who exited supervision, by type of exit, 2008-2011
Type of exit 2008 2009 2010 piiyy
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Completion 49% 51% 52% 53%
Returned to incarceration 36 34 33 32
With new sentence 9 9 9 9
With revocation ) 24 23 s
Other/unknown 1 1 1 2
Abstonder " 9 9 9
Other unsatisfactory exits® 2 2 2 2
Transferred to another state 1 1 1 1
Death i 1 1 1
Other? 1 3 1 3
Estimated number® 568,000 575,600 562,500 532,500

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

Includes paralees discharged from supervision who did net meet all conditions of
supervision, including some whe had their parcle sentence revoked but were not
returned to incarceration because their sentence was Immediately reinstated, and
other types of unsatisfactory exits; includes some early terminations and expirations
of sentence,

Bincludes parolees discharged fram supervision because they were deported or
transferred to the Jurisdiction of Immigration and Customs Enforcement {ICE), had
thelr 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,

‘Estimates rounded tc the nearest hundred, Includes estimates for nonreporting
agencies, Estimates are based on most recent data available and may differ from
previously published BJS reports. See Methodoiogy for a discussion about changes in
estimating parole exits from 20060 to 2011,

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

FIGUREG

Estimated percent of the at-risk parole popuiation returned to
incarceration, 2000-2011
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Note: Estimates are based on most recent available data and may differ from
previously published BJS reports. The at-risk popufation is defined as the number of
parotees Under supervision at the start of the year {on January 1} plus the number
who entered supervision dusing the year, See Methodology for more detail about the
at-risk measure of incarceration, inciuding the method of estimation.

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

PROBATION AND PAROLE IN THE UNITED STATES, 2011 | NOVEMBER 2012 9



Methodology

The Bureau of Justice 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 aduits. In these data, aduits are persons subject to the
jurisdiction of an aduit court or correctional agency. Juveniles
prosecuted as adults in a criminal court are considered

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

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

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

In 2011, Westat Inc., served as B]S's collection agent for the 50
states and the District of Columbia. Data for the federal system
were provided directly to BIS 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
systern. 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 Mezico 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
31,2011, populations.

Parole

The 2011 Annual Parole Survey was sent to 55 respondents;
50 central state reporters, the California Youth Authority;
one municipal agency in Alabamea; 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).

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

Pederal 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 B]S 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 alse on probation at yearend. The total community
supervision populations from 2008 through 2011 reported in
figure 1 {and the 2011 counts in appendix table 1) have been
adjusted based on available information by excluding the

total 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 date, the total number
of parolees also on probation from 2008 to 2611 may be
underestimates,

TABLES

Parolees on prebation who were excluded from the January
1 and December 31 community supervision populations,
2008-2011

Year January 1* December 31
2008 3562 3905
2009 3,905 4959
2010 8,259 8,259
2011 8,259 10,958

*For 2008, 2009 and 2011, data are based on the December 31 count of the pricr
reporting year, For 2010, the December 31, 2010, count was used as a proxy because
additional states reported these data in 2010,

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

Probation

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

and 2011. These changes included administrative changes,
such as implementing new information systerns, 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 it Idaho and Iowa. See Probation:
Explanatory notes in Probation and Parole in the United

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

Parole

Reporting agencies in efeven jurisdictions changed their
methods of reporting parole data between 2000 and 2011. The
reasons for changing their methods of reporting parole data
were the same as for probation data—administrative changes,
reclassification of offenders, and the addition of certain parole
populations not previousty 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 2611
reporting changes in lowa. See Parole: Explanatory nofes in
Probation and Parole in the United States, 2010, B]S 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 Parcle in the United
States, 2010, BIS website, NCJ 236019, November 2011, fora
discussion about the reporting changes that occurred between
2000 and 2010 and the impact on the trend in the national
parole population between 2000 and 2010,

Probation coverage expanded beginning in 1998 through
1999

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

felt 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 pepulation counts represent
individuals. Additionally, all the data on entries and exits may
not have been logged into the information systerms or the
information systems may not have fuily 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 Decemnber 31, 2011, populations and
the difference between parole entries and exits during 2011,
For probation at the national level, 2,196 probationers were

the difference between the change in the probation population
measured by the difference between January 1 and December
31, 2011, populations and the difference between probation
entries and exits during 2011,

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

Imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies,
2011

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

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

A second method was used to estimate probation entries for
agencies that were unable to report entries and exits in both
2009 and 2010, The ratio of 2010 entries to the January 1,
2010, population among reporting agencies in the same state
was used to estimate the number of entries for nonreporting
agencies with simzilar 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,
Elorida, Michigan, Ohio, and Washington.

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

Calculating mean length of stay

Mean length of stay is calculated as the inverse of the exit rate.
Patterson and Preston (2007) provide tests of various methods
for estimating expected length of stay and report the results of
simulations that show that under assumptions of a stationary
population with a small growth rate, the inverse of the exit rate
performs well relative to a life-table approach to estimating
mean time served.! Based on the small growth rates in the
probation and parole populations in recent years, the inverse
of the 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 cutcome measure is C(5)/D(U),
where D(t) = C(t) + I(t) + O(t). In this formula, t equals the
year referenced, C(t) equals the number of probationers

or parolees who were discharged from supervision during

the vear 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

1See Patterson, E.J., & Preston, SH. (2007). Estimating Mean Length of Stay
in Prison: Metheds and Applications, Journal of Quantitative Criminology
24:33-49.]
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C(t), the number of offenders who completed supervision; I(t),
the number who were incarcerated during the year; and O(z),
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 vear. 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 [{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 of incarceration accounts for all
probationers or parolees under supervision during the year
(i.e., probationers or parolees who were under supervision

on Janaary 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 Iabeled “term of supervised
release” {TSR). It is defined as a fixed period of release to the
community that follows a fixed petiod 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 ta 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—Nonreporting agencies in 2011—two local agencies
did not report data. The most recent availablie December 31
popuiation 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.

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
superviston. 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 1, 2011 (39,172) compared to the population reported
on December 31, 2010 {52,893).

lowa-—Reporting changes between 2010 and 2011 —data
reported by Iowa for 2011 are not comparable to those
reported in prior years. lowa changed its method of reporting
starting with the January 1, 2011, population as the result of
changes made by the agency that reported probationers under
the jurisdiction of the state. Prior to 2011, Jowa 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—No#nreporting agencies in 201 1—seven local
agencies ¢id not report data, The most recent available
December 31 population count was used to estimate January

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

New Mexico—Nonreporting agencies in 201 1—the state
reporting agency did not provide data, The December 31, 2810,
population count was used to estimate the January 1, 2011, and
December 31, 2011 populations. See Imputing entries and exits
Jor nonreporting agencies in 2011 for additional information on
imputing entries and exits for nonreporting agencies.

Ohio—Nonreporting agencies in 2011—13 local agencies

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

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

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

California—Californias 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.

Iilinois— Nonreporting agency 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,
population. Data on the number of parolees at midvear

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

Towa—Reporting change between 2010 and 201 1~-data
reported by Jowa 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
1, 2011, absconders were included in its counts, resulting in an
increase of 983 parolees on January 1, 2011 (4,180) compared
to December 31, 2010 {3,197},

Appendix tables

Community supervision

Appendix Table 1. Adults under community supervision, 2011

Probation
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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
Adults under community supervision, 2011

Community Community Numberunder
o
S g s SRy ST
Jugisdiction 11/20112 Reported  Imputed®  Reported  Imputed®  12/31/201 Number  Percent residents, 12/31/11¢
U.S. total 4,885,500 2,586,400 2,655,300 2653500 2,721,600 4,814,200 -71,300 -1.5% 2,015
Federal 126,300 61,508 61,500 56,060 56,000 131,800 5,500 4.4% 55
State 4,759,100 2525000 2,593,800 2597600 2,685,600 4,682,400 76,700 -1.6 1,960
Atabama 62,200 28200 28,200 21,000 21000 62,500 7300 1.7 1,884
Alaska 9000 2,200 2,200 1,860 1,800 8800 =200 2.2 1,636
Arizona® 88,900 36,800 38,100 41,960 43,200 83,800 5,100 -5.7 1,714
Arkansas 51,200 18,800 18,800 18,000 18,000 52,100 900 18 2328
California® 403,500 304,700 304,700 327,800 327,800 180,800 -22,700 56 1,331
Coloradode 87,100 62,800 63,600 63,400 63,800 86,300 «200 0.2 2,220
Connecticut 55,800 28,800 28,800 31,400 31,600 51,800 4,000 7.2 1857
Delaware 16,900 13,800 13,800 1400 14,000 16,700 =200 1.2 2,364
District of Columbia 14,500 8,360 8,300 9400 9400 14,600 100 0.7 282
Floridad® 256,900 196,680 198,100 202,700 204,200 248,960 -8,000 =34 1,640
Georgiae'{ 489,500 245900 245,800 252,700 252,700 478,700 -10,800 -2.2 6,498
Hawail 22,760 8,260 5,200 6,800 6,800 24,100 1,400 6.2 2241
Idaho® 43,100 34,300 34300 32800 32,900 44,500 1,400 32 3,825
noisde 157,600 56,000 76,800 62,500 83,900 150,900 7,006 44 1539
Indiana 142,800 98,300 98,300 101,500 101,560 139,600 -3,200 2.2 2,826
lowa® 33,200 20,200 20,260 19,100 19,160 34,100 900 27 1,451
Kaasas 22,500 22,100 22,160 25900 25,800 22400 -100 04 1039
Kentucky 62,300 26,800 26,800 28,000 28,000 61,200 -1,100 -1.8 1,821
Louisiana 69,800 29500 25,000 28400 29400 69,500 -400 0.6 2,002
Maine 7,300 3300 3,300 3400 3400 7,200 ~100 14 678
Maryland 101,400 54,600 54600 46,400 46,400 109,600 8,200 8.1 2433
Massachusetts 75,300 78,100 78,100 82,400 82,400 70,860 4460 5.8 1,361
N‘lichic_;and'e 218500 118,100 129,300 127,800 139,700 207,860 10,800 -49 2,733
Minneseta 117,400 66,600 £6,600 70,400 70,400 113,600 -3,860 -3.2 2,779
Mississippt 33,200 13,300 13,300 9,960 3800 36,600 3,400 102 1,637
Missourt 78,500 36,160 36,100 36,700 36,700 77,960 600 -0.8 1,688
Montana 11000 4508 4,500 4,600 4,600 10,860 260 -1.8 1,385
Nebraska 17,300 13,400 13,400 13,660 13,600 17,100 -200 -1.2 1,230
Nevada 16,800 10,600 10,600 10,560 10,500 17,060 200 1.2 823
New Hampshire 6,300 4500 4,500 4500 4,500 6300 / : 605
New Jarsey 135,760 49,600 49,000 51,500 51,500 133,300 -2,400 18 1959
New Maxicod® 21,760 " 6,700 - 6,600 22800 1,100 5.1 1,453
New York 165,200 55,500 55,500 61,500 61,508 159,200 6,000 36 1,044
North Carolina 107,400 63,800 63,900 67,600 67,600 103,800 -3,600 34 1401
North Dakota 4,800 3700 3,700 3,500 3,500 5400 200 42 930
Ohiote 262,100 144,200 162,300 137,600 154,400 265,800 3,700 i4 2994
Oklzhoma 28,300 10,200 10,200 11,500 11,500 27400 «1,300 -4.6 941
Qregon 61,000 23,500 23,500 23,200 23,200 61,300 300 05 2,027
Pennsylvania 275,200 150,500 150,500 153,300 153,300 272,400 +2,800 -10 27V
Rhode islangd 25,700 400 5,300 450 5,900 25,100 600 2.3 3,010
Seuth Carolina 38,700 16,300 16,300 15,560 15,500 38,500 800 2.1 1,093
South Dakota 9,300 5300 5,300 5,100 5,100 3,600 300 32 1,536
Tennessee 71,700 27,700 27,780 27,060 27,000 75100 3,400 47 1522
Texas 521,200 196,300 196,360 204,500 204,500 513,000 -8,200 -16 218
Utah 14,500 7,700 7,700 7400 7480 14,808 300 2.1 758
Vermont 7,300 4,300 4,360 4560 4,560 7,100 -200 2.7 1415
Virginia 57,600 25600 25,660 27,000 27,000 56,700 -1,200 -2 903
Washington®® 98,200 61,800 64,000 61,600 64,100 96,208 2,100 2.1 1,822
West Virginia® 10,300 1,660 3600 2500 2,760 10,600 300 2.9 719
Wisconsin 64,000 29,100 29,100 28,500 28,900 64,300 300 05 1466
_ Wyoming 5800 3,300 3,300 3000 3000 6,100 300 5.2 1402

Note: Counts were rounded to the nearest hundred. Bacause of nonresponse or incompiete data, the community supervision population for some jurisdictions on December
31,2011, does not equal the population on January 1, 2011, plus enties, minus exits.

+Notknown, /Notreported, Detaif rounds to fessthan 50, : Not calculated.

*The January 1 population excludes 8,259 offenders and the December 31 population excludes 10,958 offenders under community supervision who were on both probation
and parole. Sea Methodology for inore detail on dual status.

bReflects reporied data except for jurisdictions in which data were not available. Detail may not sum to total due to rounding:

Rates were computed using the estimated U.S. adult resident population In each hrlsdiction on January 1,2012.

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

®See probation, parole, or both Explanatory notes for more detail.

robation counts include private agency cases and may overstate the nurber of persoas under supervision, See Explanatory notes for more detail,

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




APPENDIX TABLE 2
Adults on probation, 2011

Probation : . P ion N r on probation
: population Entries Exits pzc;)t:;;‘tion ~.Change, 2011 p::;gg,&':}%.s. adull
Hurisdiction 1/1/2011  Reported  Imputed® feported Imputed®  12/31/2011 Number  Percent  residents, 12/31/110
U.S. total 4,053,115 2062020 2,108,500 2,142,982 2,185,100 3971319 -81,796  -2% 1,662
Federal 22514 11,271 14,21 14,117 1,417 22,668 154 0.7% 9
State 4530601 2,050,749 2,098,200 2133872 2178000 3,948,651 -31950 -2 1653
Alabama 53,265 26,104 26,104 18455 18,455 60,914 7849 144 1651
Alaska 6914 1,150 1,150 1,020 1020 7844 130 19 1,310
Arizona 80,910 24,113 25400 28914 30,200 76,109 -4807 59 1557
Arkansas 29,820 9,241 9,241 9,766 9,706 24,355 465 16 1,312
California 298322 151,226 151,226 179,794 179,794 265,754 -28,568 -96 943
Colorado™® 76,100 53,290 54,100 53,575 54,100 76,173 3481 1,946
Connecticut 52,937 25462 25462 27,899 27,899 49,195 372 7 1,764
Delaware 16,313 13,331 13,331 13,445 13,449 16,195 -118 0.7 2,293
District of Columbia 8,641 6,637 6,637 7,544 7,544 9013 3743 1,741
Florigat® 252,783 190,110 181,600 196,294 197,808 244,686 8,097 -12 1612
Ge(}rgiad'e 464,773 232104 232,104 239,736 239,736 457,141 7632 -16 6,205
Hawal 20,874 7,351 7351 5909 5909 22316 1442 6% 2075
[daho? 39,172 32427 32427 31,622 31,622 39977 805 21 3436
Hinois 131,910 56,000 56,000 62,468 62,468 125442 6468 -49 1,279
Indiana 131,881 89,556 89,556 32,038 92,038 129,399 -2,482 19 2,619
fowa® 29,004 17,022 17,022 16,198 16,198 20828 824 28 1,270
Kansas 17402 17,352 17,352 21,182 21,182 17,352 -50 -03 805
Kentucky 45,274 19,175 18,175 21,087 21,087 47,247 =227 -4 1,406
Louisiana 43,825 13,785 13,785 15,604 15,694 41,516 -1,900 -44 1,207
Maine 7278 3305 3,305 3,417 3417 7,166 112 -5 675
Maryland 88,181 48436 48,436 40,258 40,258 96,359 8178 &3 2,139
Massachusetis 72049 75,674 75674 79,108 79,168 68,615 -3434 48 1,318
F\A%{:higr‘:nn“f 194,082 106,962 118,196 134,732 126,600 185167 8915 46 2435
Minnesota 111,544 60,852 60,852 64,610 64,610 167,786 -3,758 -34 1637
Mississippi 26,793 10,288 10,288 7615 7615 29466 2673 10 1318
Missoi 57434 22,341 22,341 2345 23,015 56,764 674 -1.2 1,238
Montana 2983 3,936 3,936 4,039 4,039 4859 -i24 12 1,265
Nebraska 16,320 11,961 11,961 12,376 12,376 15,905 415 -5 1,144
Nevada 11,834 5918 5918 6,115 6,115 11,637 -197 17 563
New Hampshire 4,347 2876 2876 3,102 3,102 4121 226 82 396
MNew Jersey 120,115 41413 41413 43,397 43,397 118131 -1,984 17 1,736
New Mexicosd 19,622 " 6,100 . 6,100 10638 16 01 1,251
New York 116,658 32,780 32,780 37,530 37,53¢ 111,908 4750 41 734
North Carolina 104,228 66411 60411 64,181 64,181 100,479 3749 36 1,356
North Dakota 4339 2822 2822 2,645 2645 4516 177 41 840
Ohiged 250,021 137,802 156,000 131,555 148,300 253497 3476 14 2,855
Oklahoma 25,657 9,581 9,581 10,735 10,735 24,503 -1,154 45 854
Qregon 38,753 14,730 14,730 14,782 14,782 38,701 52000 1,280
Pannsyivania 179297 96,084 946,084 97.530 97,530 177,851 -1446 08 3,774
Rhode [sland® 25,164 . 4900 R 5,600 24513 651 26 2,939
South Carctina 3297 13,522 13,522 12,765 12,765 33674 723 a3
South Daketa : 6,540 3,724 3724 3445 3,445 6,819 279 43 1,001
Tennessee 59,655 23,140 23,140 22,866 22,866 62,568 2913 49 1,268
Texas 418479 160,877 160,877 170,884 170,884 408472 10,007 -24 2,164
Utah 11,560 5927 5927 5578 5578 11,909 349 3 610
Vermont 6,304 3730 3,730 3962 3962 6,072 =232 37 1,210
Virginia 56,654 24,884 24,884 25,853 25,853 55685 669 -17 887
Wash'lngton‘ﬁ 91,337 56,031 58,200 57,237 59,700 87,825 «3,512 38 1,663
West Virginia® 8552 N 1,400 1,260 1,300 8,598 4 05 583
Wisconsin 45,588 22418 22418 22,041 22,041 45,965 377 &8 1,044
Wyoming 5196 2,888 2888 2855 2,655 5429 233 45 1,248

Note: Because of nonresponse or incomplete data, the probation population for seme jurisdictions on December 31,2011, does not equal the pepulation on January 1, plus
entries, minus exits. Counts may not be actial as reporting agencies may provide estimates on some or alf detailed data.

. Not known.

2Reflects reported data except for jurisdictions in which data were not available, Details may not sum to total due to rounding.

bRates were computed using the estimated adult resident population in each jurisdiction on January 1, 2012,

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

4See Explantory notes for more detail,

#Counts include private agency cases and may overstate the number of persons under supervision, See Methodelogy and Explanatory notes for more detail,
Source: Bureay of Justice Statistics, Annua] Probation Survey, 2011,




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

Characteristic 2000 . 2010 2011
Total ) 100% 100% 160%
Sex
Male 78% 76% 75%
Female 2 24 25
Race and Hispanic/Latino origin
White® 54% 55% 54%
Black? 3 30 31
Hispani¢/Latino i3 13 13
American Indian/Alaska Native? 1 i 1
Asian/Native Hawaiian/
other Pacific Islander? 1 i 1
Two or more races® - -
Status of supervision
Active 76% 73% 72%
Residential/other treatment program H 1
Financial conditions remaining H 1
Inactive ¢ 6 5
Absconder ] 9 9
Supervised out of jurisdiction 3 2 3
Warran status 6 &
Other 3 2 2
Type of offense
Felony 52% 50% 53%
Misdemeanor 46 47 45
Other infractions 2 2 2
Maost serious offense
Vikent . 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
DWI/OL 18 15 15
Other traffic offense 6 3 3
Other® 52 10 12

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

—Less than 0.5%.
Not available,
Exciudes persons of Hispanic or Latine orlgin,

Yincludes vickent and property offenses in 2000 because those data were not collected
separately,

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

Adults on parofe, 2011
Parole ; ; Number on parole
population, Entries Exits Parole population, . Change, 200 per 100,00(3%.5. adult
Jurisdiction 1/1/2011 Reported Imputed®  Reported Imputed®  12/31/20%1 Number  Percent residents, 12/31/2011°
U.S. total® 840,598 © 524423 545800 510550 532500 853,852 13.254 1.6% 357
Federal 103,804 50,150 50,180 44,870 44,876 109,124 5320 5.1% 46
State® 736,794 474233 495600 465680 487,600 744,728 7934 1.1 312
Alabama 8,006 2,144 2,144 2549 2,545 8,601 -405 -45 233
Alaska 2,089 1,043 1,043 742 742 1,217 -312 -149 330
Arizona 75998 12,686 12686 12976 12876 7,708 =290 -36 158
Arkansas 21,363 8,588 4,588 8,247 8,247 22,704 1,341 6.3 1,015
Californias® 105,134 153,480 153,480 148068 148,068 111,063 5,929 56 388
Colorade 11,014 9,552 9552 9,79 9,791 10,715 -239 =22 275
Connacticut 2,694 3334 3334 3667 3,667 2,561 =333 115 92
Delaware 560 516 516 553 553 553 -7 -1.3 78
District of Columbia 6,348 1,628 1,628 1,878 1878 6,098 -250 -39 1,178
Florida 4,693 4511 6511 6,401 6401 4203 Y 2.7 28
Georgia 24,723 13,810 13,810 12585 12,985 25463 740 3 346
Hawaii 1,850 872 872 931 931 1,7 -59 3.2 167
idaho 3,956 1854 1,854 1,298 1,298 4512 556 14.1 388
Hlinoisde 26,089 . 20,800 . 21,400 25,465 -544 =31 260
indiana 10,912 8,696 8,696 9454 9454 10,154 758 6.9 206
fowa® 4,180 3174 3174 2908 2508 4,446 266 6.4 189
Kansas 5,063 4,753 4753 4,764 4,764 5052 11 0.2 234
Kentucky 13495 7,642 7,642 6914 6914 14223 728 54 423
Louisiana 26,105 15,206 15,206 13671 13,671 27,640 1,535 59 796
Maine 32 1 1 0 0 21 -1 -344 2
Maryfand 13,195 8172 6172 6,130 6,130 13,237 42 03 294
Massachusetts 32 2403 2403 3312 3312 2,303 -609 =283 44
Michigan 24,486 13,159 11,159 13,047 13,047 22598 -1.888 -17 297
Minnesota 5812 5,786 5,786 5758 5,758 5840 28 8.5 143
Mississippi 6,434 2985 2985 2,292 2292 . 7127 693 6.8 319
Missouri 21,085 13,15 13716 13,683 13,683 21,138 53 4.3 458
Montana 986 527 527 555 555 958 28 -8 123
Nebraska 941 141 14N 1,203 1,203 1,14% 208 221 83
Nevada 4,964 4,714 4714 4,346 4,346 5332 368 74 258
New Hampshire 1,873 1,588 1,588 1,357 1,357 2,204 3 1.7 212
New Jersey 15,613 1619 7619 8,054 8,054 15,178 -435 -8 223
New Mexico! 3,146 . 500 i 500 3,135 -1 03 20
New York 48,542 22,684 22584 23983 23,983 47,243 -1,299 2.7 310
North Caroling 3,621 3,530 3530 3407 3,407 3,744 123 34 51
North Dakota 428 828 828 820 826 436 8 18 81
Ohio 12,076 6,354 6,354 6,086 6,086 12,344 268 22 139
Oklzhoma 2627 822 622 794 790 2459 -168 6.4 86
Oregon 22,260 8,79 8,79 8,408 8408 22,646 386 1.7 749
Pennsylvania 45,870 54432 54432 55721 55,721 94,581 -1,289 -1.3 944
Rhode Isiand 505 M 411 373 373 543 18 75 65
South Caroling 6,299 2,819 2819 210 2710 6408 109 1.7 177
South Dakota 2,799 1,598 1,588 1633 1,633 2764 =35 -13 442
Tennessee 12,083 4,552 4552 4181 4181 12,533 454 37 254
Texas 104,763 35393 35393 33638 33,638 106,518 1,755 17 564
Utah 2,925 1816 1,816 1,801 1,801 2,940 15 0.5 151
Vermont 1,032 576 576 539 532 1,069 37 36 213
Virginia 2624 735 735 1,115 1,115 2,244 380 -14.5 36
Washington 6,956 5815 5815 4348 4349 8422 1,466 211 159
West Virginia 1,796 1,608 1,608 1,361 1,361 2,043 247 13.8 13¢
Wisconsin 20,294 6,686 £,686 6,837 6,837 20,143 -151 0.7 457
Wyoming 623 41 410 394 394 639 H 26 147

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

..Not known.

#Reflects reported data except for jurisdictions in which data were not available. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding,
bRates were computed wsing the estimated adubt resident population in each jurisdiction on January 1, 2012,

‘The December 31 parole population includes 12,339 persons in California under postrelease custody supervision.

“See Explanatory notes for more detai.

Population count reported for December 31 is based on a count provided as of June 30, 2011,

TData for entries and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies. See Methedoiogy fer more detail,

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




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

Term of supervised Unknown or
Jurisdiction Totelreported  Discretionary®  Mandatory®  Reinstatement®  released Other® not reported
US total 524423 144,530 178,833 48,609 83,087 12,936 56328
Federal 50,150 464 My 68 48,941 0 4
State 474,233 144,066 178,216 48,541 34,146 12936 56,328
Alabama 2,144 . . . N 2,144
Alaska 1,043 73 774 194 0 i} 2
Arizona 12,686 40 16 524 10,801 1,305 Q
Arkansas 9,588 6,483 1.2 1456 425 3 0
California 153480 0 98,738 36,581 0 6,272 12,339
Colorado 9,552 2,558 3,792 2236 0 %66 0
Connecticut 3334 2,366 4 968 [ 0
Delaware 516 “ . R " 516
District of Columbia 1628 313 ~ ~ 1315 ~ 0
Florida 6511 81 5827 2 589 12 0
Georgia 13810 13,788 8 0 22 0
Hawaii 872 654 4} 23 0 190 0
[dahe 1854 1427 ~ 427 ~ ~ 0
HWineds . . " " . "
Indiana 8,696 [ 8,696 0 ¢ 0 ¢
iowa 3174 3174 0 ¢ ¢ 0 ¢
Kansas 4,753 104 6 146 3,196 1301 &
Kentucky 7642 7,248 0 84 ~ 310 ¢
Lodisiana 15,206 850 14170 173 . i3 ¢
Maine 1 1 0 0 1] 0 4
HMaryland 6,172 2,361 3811 ~ " ~ M
Massachusetts 2403 2213 4 190 1] 0 0
Michigan 11,159 $57% 672 908 0 ¢ o
Iinnesota 5786 ] 5786 9 0 0 0
Mississlppi 2985 2,604 Y 381 ] 0 0
Missour 13,716 10,449 920 1,202 0 i,145 0
Montana 527 527 0 i 0 0 0
Nebraska 144 1,355 0 56 b 0 0
Nevada 4,714 339 1,199 125 ~- 0 ]
New Hampshire 1,588 843 34 708 N 3 0
New Jersey 7615 5604 1,925 ~ i 1 0
New Mexico B . . . " N “
New York 22684 6,823 6,364 & 8,787 7i0 ]
North Carcling 3530 176 752 ~ 2,602 ¢ 0
Narth Dakota 828 828 4 0 0 ¢ 0
Ohio 6,354 133 6022 169 0 ¢ 0
Oklahoma 622 622 0 0 0 [ 0
Oregon 8,794 1,128 7,583 14 6 " 57
Pepnsylvaniaf 54432 10,938 i 2237 0 ¢ 41,257
Rhode Island 41 an ~ ~ ~ ~ 0
South Carolina 2819 1,839 980 ] 0 ¢ 0
South Dakotal 1,598 515 1083 . “ - 0
Tenhessee 4,552 431 8 219 & 14 0
Texas 35,393 33,482 1,222 166 ~ 520 9
Utah 1816 1,795 0 b3 ¢ 0 0
Vermont! 576 363 ~ 178 ~ 35 9
Virginia 735 167 505 43 0 7 i3
Washington 5815 155 5,680 0 0 9 ¢
West Virginia 1,608 1608 0 0 [ Q &
Wisconsin 6,686 227 894 0 5457 108 ¢
Wyoming 410 370 0 40 { 0 il
~Notknown,

~ Not applicable,

Includes persons entering because of a parole board decision,
bincludes persons whose release from prison was not decided by a parole board, Includes persons entering parole because of determinate sentencing, good-time

provisions, of emergency refeases,

“Includes persons returned to parole after serving time in a prison because of 2 parole viclation, Depending on the reporting jurisdiction, reinstatement ehtries may
include only parolees who were originally refeased from prison through a discretionary release, only thase originally released through a mandatory release, ora
combination of both types. May zlso inciude those originally refeased through a term of supervised release.

dincludes persons sentenced by a judge to a fixed period of incarceration based on a determinate statute immediately followed by a period of supervised release in the

community.

eincludes parolees who were transferred from another state, placed on supervised release from Jail, released to a drug transition program, releasad from a boot camgp
operated by the Department of Corrections, and released from prison through a conditionat medical o mental health release to parole. Also includes absconders who
were returned to parole supervision, on pretrial supervision, under supervision due to a suspended sentence, and others.

fSome or al detailed data are estimated for type of sentenca,

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




APPENDIXTABLE 6

Characteristics of adults on parole, 2000, 2010-2011

Characteristics 2000 010 2011
Total 100%  100% 160%
Sex
Male 88% 88% 85%
Female 12 12 1
Race and Hispanic/Latina otigin
White? 8% 42% 41%
Black? 40 39 39
Hispanic/Latino 21 18 18
American indian/Alaska Native® 1 i 1
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Istander® - 1 1
Two or more races® - o
Status of supervision
Active 83% 82% 81%
Inactive 4 7 [
Absconder 7 6 6
Supervised out of state 5 4 4
Financial conditions remaining - -
Other 1 2 3
Maximum sentence to incarceration
Less than 1 year 3% 5% 4%
1 yaar or more 97 95 %
Most serious offense
Violent 2% 28%
Sex offense 8 9
Other violent 19 19
Preperty 24 1
Drug 35 33
Weapon 3 3
Cthert 12 13

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

not sum to total due to rounding.

~Less than 0.5%.

..Not avaiable.

“Excludes persons of Hispanic or Latino origin.
Blncludes public-order offenses.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Parole Survey, 2000 and 2010-2011.
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The Bureau of Justice Statistics is the statistical agency of the U.S. Department
of Justice. James P. Lynch is director.

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

Vanessa Curto and Jill Thomas edited the report, and Barbara Quinn produced
the report under the supervision of Doris J. James.

November 2012, NCY 239686
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ve Ryan, I am an urban planner who has worked in the Los Angeles area
for about 30 years. I am commenting in opposition to the Community Care Facilities
Ordinance. am aware that others have already prepared full analyses of the impacts of
the ordinance so 1 will limit myself to a few points.

Restrictive, not Expansive impact. Per the Cify Attorney’s report, the ordinance was
proposed in response to the State’s Community Facilities Act, which required
jurisdictions to affirmatively expand housing opportunity for the disabled.

* The proposed ordinance imposes new hurdles which will be detrimental to
existing housing, and will impede the expansion of new housing opportunities.

* By carving out the R1 Zone, if this in fact represents 90% of the City’s residential
land, the result will necessarily be a narrowing of opportunity.

* Ifthe ordinance results in less access to housing for the disabled, there will be no
end to the lawsuits, and rightly so.

» The proposed restrictions and requirements for CUP’s and other procedures are
punitive, where no wrong has been identified. If there are 50,000 persons
currently living in shared housing arrangements, where is the problem? We need
to expand housing opportunities for the homeless and disabled; to some extent,
that does mean “in your backyard”.

Enforceability. Enforcement of this ordinance is not clearly defined. It seems to require
that all landlords conduct criminal background checks. In some cases a landlord might
be required to furn away an applicant who was on parole because the structure already
had two probationers living there. I think that the result will be that the regulations
would be unevenly enforced-—and they would fall more heavily on persons of limited
means and persons with disabilities. (Not on college students living in a group). And
when a regulation is unevenly enforced, there is inequity.

Appropriateness of the Remedy. This ordinance will affect, and perhaps derail, some
non-institutional permanent supportive housing initiatives. These programs give support
to formerly homeless residents so that they can stay in housing—it keeps them offf the
street.

* These individuals (and couples and families) deserve a roof over their heads, as
we all do.

* Those of us who work with the homeless know that we need the broadest “types”
of housing in order to get through to our tenants, because we all have our
preferences, even the poorest and most downtrodden.

* The problem of housmg availability really is urgent—if you live on the street.
Congregate, Shared or “roommate” style living doesn’t require a huge capital
outlay or a long development timeline. Also, some tenants really prefer it.

Addressing the problem directly: I support retooling the nuisance ordinances and
increasing resources for enforcement. However, if we want fo expand housing
opportunity we need to spend our time identifying new places for housing, not defining
where it shouldn’t go, I'm gratified that over half of the City’s Neighborhood Councils
have opposed this ordinance—what I would like to see is Council and City staff working






with the Councils to identify real opportunities for siting housing for the disabled. That
would be a “neighborly” approach, not a “NIMBY” one.
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A Community Organization Dedicated to Improving and Preserving
the Quality of Life in Laurel Canyon

January 30, 2013

RE: Proposed CCFQ ~ Public Safety Commitiee Report FFEM (13) and request for Coundéi
To the Honorable City Council:

The Laurel Canyon Association is in agreement with this proposal to establish reasonable controls on
community care facilities. Please approve it today.

It is short sided to postpone voting on this ordinance by sending it back for yet more review and further
study. Kicking the ball down the road is not the leadership we deserve. Standards need to be set, not for
the guys doing it right but for the guys doing it wrong,

But if more study is your decision, then we would request you further strengthen the CCFO to retain the
need for Conditional Use Permits with public hearing for Community Care Facilities in single

family home zones; limit the number of parolees-probationers in multi-structure units; and adopt Chief
Beck’s recommendations. In any event, we urge you to include spectal interim controls for those
facilities that are proposed to be opened in Hillside Fire Districts or along Scenic Drives such as
Mulholiand.

Of course we will need to revisit how the ordinance is working, discuss tweaks, studying unintended
consequences. This is a given as we come to terms with a bourgeoning new industry,

In its current form this ordinance provides safety officials with clearer guidelines and some tools for

enforcement. This proposed ordinance does not discriminate and protects residents from abuse. Itisa
great start. Please show some leadership and approve it now.

Sincerely,

Cassandra Barrere, President Laurel Canyon Association

Laurel Canyon Association Web Site: www.LaurelCanyon.org
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City of LA R2 and More Restrictive Residential Zones Vs.
R3 and Less Restrictive Residential Zones
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3-Day Los Angeles Homeless C@unt To
Begin Tuesday Night fﬂf’ﬂ o

January 29, 2013 11:26 AM

LOS ANGELES {CBSLA.com) — One of the

. most ambitious homeless census efforts in the
country will begin Tuesday night in Los Angeles
County.

Voluntears will fan out to count the number of
homeless in Los Angeles, the San Gabriel
Valley and East LA over & three-tlay period,

"We'll be interviewing individuals, determining
their vuinerabifity and sreating a list of those
most in need and help to_pr_ior%tizé to them af the end of the dav for
services like housing and care,” Herb Smith, President of the Los

! Filed Under
i Meard On Radia, Loca),

| News, SyndiatedLosal 1 Angeles Mission, told KNX 1070,

' Related Tags

i Fomeless County, Los ‘ Homeless | )
. Angeles, Population . Anchor | N
: o000 |  Dowrioad ts o Places

! Photo Galleries

SO:’.J THERN CALIFORNIA
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The count, cocrdinated by the Los Angeles Homeless Services
Authority, will go beyond homeless living on the streets to include
those in hospitals, jalls, parks and beyond,

) : Seuthern Caiifornia is home to more transients than any other place
Hot Cheerleaders

Around The NFL. . in America. Featured Local Circulars
! Save Up to 46% on Outdoor Decor

To sign up for the count click here.

A 2011 count found more than 52,000 homeless pecple living In the
greater Los Angeles area. e g, Fitid the Best Deals at Bat
{©2013 CBS Local Media, a division of CBS Radic Inc. All Rights
Reserved. This material may not be pub!r’shed, broadcast, rewrfzren,
or redistributed. Wire services contributed fo this report.)

" Your Favorite Brands at Pleasing
: Prices

LATEST GALLERIES

losangeles.chsiocal.com/2013/01/29/3-day-1os-ang el es-homeless-count-to-begin-tues day-night/ i3



" LAPD Chief of Police Charlie Beck
LAFD Chief Brian Cummings

¢ Pacific Palisades Community Council ~

e La Brea Willoughby Coalition

e Empowerment Congress West Area
Neighborhood Development Council

e Brentwood Community Council

e West of Westwood Homeowner's
Association

¢ West Los Angeles Neighborhood
Council

« Westwood South of Santa Monica
Blvd. Howeowner's Association

« Old Granada Hills Residents Group

e Porter Ranch Neighborhood Council

¢ Granada Hills North
Neighborhood Council -

¢ Bel Air Crest Neighborhood Council

« Woestchester/Playa Neighborhood
Counclil

s Tarzana Property Owner's Association

o Northridge East Neighborhood Council

« North Hills West Neighborhood Council

e United Neighborhoods
Neighborhood Council

e Harbor Gateway North
Neighborhood Council

» Encino Neighborhood Council

o Empowerment Congress North Area
Neighborhood Development Council

¢ Northridge South Neighborhood Council
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e West Side Region'al'_AEEEance‘ of Councils

~ Bel Air Beverly Crest
Neighborhood Council

- South Robertson Neighborhoods
Council

~  Brentwood Community Council

~ Neighborhood Council of
Westchester-Playa

- Del Rey Neighborhood Council

— West LA Neighborhood Council

~  Westside Neighborhood Council

~ Pacific Palisades Community Council

~  Westwood Community Council

~ Palms Neighborhood Council

Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Councii
Chatsworth Neighborhood Council
Sylmar Neighborhood Council

South Robertson Neighborhood Council
Granada Hills South

Neighborhood Council

Northwest San Pedro

Neighborhood Council

Northridge West Neighborhood Council
Reseda Neighborhood Council
Silverlake Neighborhood Council

Studio City Neighborhood Council
Laurel Canyon Association

Benedict Canyon Association
Westwood Neighborhood Council




