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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 et 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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It is our legal opinion that the IS/ND does not provide adequate
environmental review under CEQA. The IS/ND fails to include the necessary detail
about the proposed Ordinance, lacks any description of the population that the Ordinance
would effect, and omits any analysis of the Project’s environmental effects. Certainly the
IS/IND does not contain the factual support necessary to conclude that the Project’s
impacts would be less than significant.

At the same time, based on the documentation contained in the Letter,
together with publicly available information, there can be no debate the Ordinance,
would, if implemented, result in potentially significant environmental impacts.
Consequently, the City may not approve the Ordinance without first preparing an EIR.

l. Legal Standard

It is well settled that CEQA establishes a “low threshold” for initial
preparation of an EIR, especially in the face of conflicting assertions concerning the
possible effects of a proposed project. The Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento, 124
Cal. App. 4th 903, 928 (2005). CEQA provides that a lead agency may issue a negative
declaration and avoid preparing an EIR only if “[t]here is no substantial evidence, in light
of the whole record before the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect
on the environment.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(c)(1). An initial study must provide the
factual basis, with analysis included, for making the determination that no significant
impact will result from the project. Guidelines 8 15063(d)(3). In making this
determination, the agency must consider the direct and indirect impacts of the project as a
whole (Guidelines § 15064(d)), as well as the project’s growth-inducing and cumulative
impacts. See City of Antioch v. City Council of Pittsburg, 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325, 1333
(1986).

An agency must prepare an EIR whenever it is presented with a “fair
argument” that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, even if there is
also substantial evidence to indicate that the impact is not significant. No Oil, Inc. v. City
of Los Angeles, 13 Cal. 3d 68, 75 (1974); Guidelines § 15064(f)(1). Where there are
conflicting opinions regarding the significance of an impact, the agency must treat the
impact as significant and prepare an EIR. Guidelines § 15064(f)(1); Stanislaus Audubon
Soc’y v. County of Stanislaus, 33 Cal. App. 4th 144, 150-51 (1995). Further, where the
agency fails to study an entire area of environmental impacts, deficiencies in the record
“enlarge the scope of fair argument by lending a logical plausibility to a wider range of
inferences.” Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 311 (1988). In
marginal cases, where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence that a project
may have a significant impact and there is a disagreement among experts over the
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significance of the effect on the environment, the agency “shall treat the effect as
significant” and prepare an EIR. Guidelines § 15064(g); City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v.
Board of Supervisors, 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 245 (1986). Given this standard, an EIR is
required for this Project.

Il.  The IS/ND’s Description of the Project and Environmental Setting Is
Inadequate.

In order for an environmental document to adequately evaluate the adverse
Impacts of a project, it must first provide a comprehensive description of the project
itself. “‘An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.”” San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v.
County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal. App. 4th 713, 730 (1994) (quoting County of Inyo v. City of
Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 193 (1977)). This is because “‘[a]n accurate project
description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental
effects of a proposed activity.”” Id. (quoting McQueen v. Bd. of Directors, 202 Cal.
App. 3d 1136, 1143 (1988)). While extensive detail is not necessary, the law requires
that environmental documents describe proposed projects with sufficient detail and
accuracy to permit informed decision making. See Guidelines §15124.

CEQA further requires that an initial study contain “an identification of the
environmental setting.” Guidelines * 15063(d)(2). A complete and accurate description
of a project’s setting is the foundation upon which an environmental document is built.
San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal. App. 4th
713, 729 (1994). Therefore, an environmental document “must include a description of
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project . . . from both a local
and regional perspective.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. (“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15125(a).
Without this description, a proper analysis of a project’s impacts is impossible. Galante
Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. Dist., 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1122
(1997); see also County of Amador v. ElI Dorado County Water Agency, 76 Cal. App. 4th
931, 952 (1999). As explained below, the IS/ND does not come close to meeting these
legal standards.

A. The IS/ND Fails to Provide Fundamental Details about the Project and
the Affected Communities.

Here, the IS/ND omits even the most rudimentary information about the
Ordinance or the communities that it would effect. The document lacks required
information regarding the various uses targeted by the Ordinance (e.g., Single
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Housekeeping Units” and “Boarding or Rooming Houses™). The IS/ND does notidentify
the zones that currently allow Boarding and Rooming Houses and those that would allow
these houses upon implementation of the Ordinance. The document does not identify the
acreage or the number of parcels in the City where Boarding or Rooming Houses are
currently permitted or the acreage and number of parcels where Boarding or Rooming
Houses would be allowed uses upon implementation of the Ordinance. Nor does the
document disclose the number of properties that currently operate as Boarding or
Rooming Houses.

Perhaps most important, the document does not identify the number of
individuals that currently live in shared housing situations that may be newly defined as
Boarding or Rooming Houses and so may need to be relocated once the Ordinance goes
into effect. Nor does the IS/ND disclose critical statistics identifying the number of
special needs households and individuals currently within the City and within each zone
or the number of special needs households and individuals that would be expected to be
affected by the proposed Ordinance.? ®

As explained in the Beveridge Letter and discussed further below it is
certainly feasible to identify this relevant information. Nor can the City escape from this

2 As defined by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development, “specials housing needs” includes persons with disabilities, elderly, large
families and female headed households, facilities and person in need of emergency
shelters. See http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_SHN_home.php,
accessed January 29, 2013.

* It is important to emphasize that the City must collect detailed data in order to
evaluate the full effect of the Ordinance. As Beveridge explains, because 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, to definitively
ascertain whether four or more people residing together constitute a “Single
Housekeeping Unit,” the City would need information on a) the “transient” or “non-
transient’ nature of individuals in the group (“transient” is undefined in the census data);
b) whether the individuals are “interactive” (“interactive” is also undefined); 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. Beveridge Report at 9.
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task simply because it may be difficult or cumbersome. Any such dismissive
examination of this information is not allowed under CEQA. Rather, the City must “use
its best effort to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can “regarding resources on
the Project site.” Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. Ventura, 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 431
(1986); see also Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of
California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 399 (1988) (Laurel Heights I) (“We find no authority that
exempts an agency from complying with the law, environmental or otherwise, merely
because the agency’s task may be difficult.”).

B. The IS/ND Relies on a Shifting Project Description Making Informed
Environmental Analysis Impossible.

The flaws in the IS/ND’s project description extend far beyond the lack of
demographic data. Indeed, the Ordinance has been revised numerous times in very
significant ways over the last few years, but there has been no corresponding revision of
the IS/ND. For example, the definitions of “Single Housekeeping Unit” and “Boarding
or Rooming House” and the relationship between them continues to change. Under the
most recent version of the Ordinance, a husband, wife and two children renting a two-
bedroom single family home or duplex (lodging provided to four or more people) would
be considered to be living in a Boarding or Rooming House. At least one version of the
Ordinance pending before the City recently added a requirement in which every 250 feet
of floor area shall be considered the same as a separate guest room for parking purposes.
The implications of such a requirement are substantial. As discussed below, and as the
City’s own staff confirm, because of this parking requirement alone, there will be
insufficient legal rental units to house families. See Letter from City of Los Angeles
Department of Disability to City Council, January 11, 2013, at 2. The IS/ND fails to even
acknowledge, let alone analyze, the environmental effects from these numerous revisions.

Any reasonably complete description of the Project would include a clear
and comprehensive description of the Ordinance and its environmental setting. Defining
and analyzing the whole of the project being approved is a long-standing requirement
under CEQA. The courts have consistently held that an EIR must examine a project’s
potential to impact the environment, even if the development may not ultimately
materialize. Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 279, 282

I11.  The City Must Prepare an EIR that Analyzes the Potentially Significant
Impacts of the Proposed Project.

If an environmental document fails to disclose information about a possible
significant environmental effect, this constitutes a failure to proceed in the manner
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required by law. Vineyard Area Citizens, 40 Cal.4"™ at 435; Protect the Historic Amador
Waterways v. Amador Water Agency, 116 Cal.App.4™ at 1108-1109. The court in
Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Board of Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App. 4"
1344, 1355, 1371-72, held that CEQA requires a good-faith effort at full disclosure and
the absence of information from an environmental document is a prejudicial abuse of
discretion “if the failure to include relevant information precludes informed decision-
making and informed public participation.” Here there is no reasoned analysis. The
document lacks even a minimal degree of specificity or detail and therefore provides
neither the lead agency nor the public with the type of information called for under
CEQA.

A. The IS/ND Fails to Analyze the Project’s Population and Housing
Impacts, and These Impacts Would Be Significant.

CEQA requires assessment of environmental effects if a project “will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings.” CEQA Guidelines 15065 (a) (4).
CEQA also requires assessment of a project’s impact on population and housing. CEQA
specifically considers housing loss, new housing construction and the displacement of
people as potential adverse environmental impacts requiring analysis. (CEQA Guidelines,
Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form; see also Guidelines §15064 d: In evaluating
the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the lead agency shall consider
direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be
caused by the project.).

In Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of
Supervisors, 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 369 (2001), the Court of Appeal established the
minimum level of analysis required under CEQA for review of housing impacts,
explaining: “[I]n order to fulfill its purpose as an informational document, the [EIR]
should, at a minimum,” (1) “identify the number and type of housing units that persons
working within the Project area can be anticipated to require,” (2) “identify the probable
location of those units,” and (3) “consider whether the identified communities have
sufficient housing units and sufficient services to accommodate the anticipated increase
in population.” 91 Cal.App.4th at 370. These minimum requirements apply whether the
impacts will occur within or outside the Project boundaries. Id. at 369.

Although unacknowledged by the IS/ND, the Ordinance would result in the
displacement of a substantial component of the City’s population. As the Beveridge
Letter shows, by changing the definition of “Boarding and Rooming House,” the
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Ordinance will substantially reduce the acreage and number of parcels where people who
share housing are currently allowed. These people will be required to relocate or become
homeless. There will be much less housing available for those who currently desire
and/or require shared housing. Such a drastic effects could not come at a worse time.

The economic downturn coupled with the housing crisis are already
resulting in a profoundly challenging time 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.

According to the Federal Reserve Board, the effects of the recent recession
were especially pronounced in Los Angeles. See Statement from Reserve Governor
Sarah Bloom Raskin: “Downturns and Recoveries: What the Economies in Los Angeles
and the United States Tell Us, April 12, 2012, attached as Exhibit 2. Although the
recession was declared to have ended nearly three years ago, the recovery--both at the
national level and in Los Angeles--has been extraordinarily slow compared with other
recoveries:

A comparison of the recent national economic downturn with
a view of the economic downturn in Los Angeles shows that
the recent recession was even deeper than for the nation as a
whole. The unemployment rate, which was about the same as
the national average prior to the recession, rose to a peak of
nearly 13 percent. Moreover, the number of jobs in Los
Angeles fell by a cumulative 9 percent, nearly half again as
much as the decrease in national employment. Those of you
with a longstanding connection to the local economy certainly
recall the prolonged downturn of the early 1990s, which
followed a real estate crash, cuts in federal military spending
in the region, and a sharp contraction in local industries such
as aerospace manufacturing. However, the increase in the
unemployment rate was even larger during the recent
recession than in the 1990s episode. In fact, Los Angeles's
peak unemployment rate in 2010 was the highest ever
recorded in this city in the almost four decades during which
local-area statistics have been published. In the Los Angeles
metropolitan area, the contraction in the housing sector has
been even more extreme than for the nation as a whole. Home
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prices have fallen nearly 40 percent from their peak, while the
issuance of building permits for the construction of new
homes dropped nearly 90 percent. 1d.

The Los Angeles General Plan confirms that the City is in the midst of an
unprecedented housing crisis. Indeed, when it last updated its Housing Element in 20009,
the City understood the dire ramifications for affordable housing for low- and very-low
income households and those with special needs, explaining that they “tecter on the brink
of eviction and subsequent homelessness due to unaffordable rents.” Id. at 2. City of Los
Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014 (“Housing Element) at 1, attached as Exhibit 3.
The situation is even worse now since the Housing Element was prepared prior to the
explosion in home foreclosures and the downturn in the economy. In light of the serious
housing problems plaguing Los Angeles, one would expect the IS/ND to have
comprehensively analyzed the Ordinance’ effects. As discussed below, the impacts will
be especially acute for individuals with special needs.*

1. The IS/ND Fails to Analyze the Ordinance’s Effect on the City’s
Special Needs Communities.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development
(“HCD”) acknowledges the housing needs of those associated with specific demographic
or occupational groups (“special housing needs).” As HCD explains, the following
populations have special housing needs:

e Persons with Disabilities: Many individuals with a disability live on a small fixed
income, limiting their ability to pay for housing. Individuals with mental, physical,
and developmental disabilities need affordable, conveniently-located housing
which, where necessary, has been or can be specially adapted to address
accessibility issues and with on- or off-site support services including
outpatient/inpatient day treatment programs.

% The City’s proposed Ordinance would undoubtedly impact affect a broad swath
of the City’s population. This letter, focuses on individuals with special needs since the
impacts to this population will be especially severe.

> See http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_SHN_home.php,
accessed January 29, 2013.
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e Elderly: Itis critical that individuals have access to housing which suits their
varying needs during each stage of their lives. As people age, they often find
themselves facing new or additional housing problems. Senior households often
have special housing needs related to physical disabilities/limitations, fixed
incomes and health care costs.

e Large Families and Female Headed Households: Due to the limited supply of
adequately sized units to accommodate larger households, large families often face
significant difficulty in locating adequately-sized, affordable housing. Female-
headed households generally have lower-incomes and higher living expenses and
may lack the resources needed for adequate child care or job training services,
often making the search for affordable, decent and safe housing more difficult.

e Families and Persons in Need of Emergency Shelters: Homelessness in California
Is a continuing and growing crisis affecting almost one in every 100 California
residents. According to recent census figures, 26 percent of the nation’s homeless
individuals and families live in California even though the State is home to only
12 percent of the nation’s total population. Homeless individuals and families are
without permanent housing largely due to a lack of affordable housing and often
compounded by a lack of job training and supportive services related to mental
iliness, substance abuse or domestic violence. See
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_SHN_home.php, accessed
January 29, 2013.

According to HCD, specific program responses are required to meet these
special housing needs, such as preservation of single-room occupancy hotels or the
development of units with three or more bedrooms. Id. Moreover, HCD recommends
that localities conduct a thorough analysis of special needs to identify groups with the
most serious housing needs in order to develop and prioritize responsive programs. Id.
Here, the IS/ND does not conduct an assessment of housing needs at all, let alone a
thorough assessment of how the Ordinance would effect this population.

Certainly, it is feasible to conduct such an analysis as evidenced by the
City’s own General Plan Needs Assessment. See General Plan Needs Assessment,
attached as Exhibit 4. In fact, this Needs Assessment shows that there is a substantial
special needs population in the City and identifies the constraints associated with meeting
the needs of individuals with special needs. Set forth below is a sampling of information
about just two special needs communities: persons with disabilities and the elderly.
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Population

Persons with disabilities in the
City face unique problems 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 wheelchair
accessibility, along with other
physical needs. It is estimated
that over 500,000 physically,
mentally, and developmentally
disabled people reside in the City
of Los Angeles. There are 95,000
persons with severe mental
illness in Los Angeles County.
Persons with developmental
disabilities numbers 183,328, and
person with physical disabilities
numbers 259,636. 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).

Persons With Disabilities

Housing Needs

As with any population, a full spectrum of affordable housing is needed, from
mobile home, temporary shelters to transitional and permanent housing, including
group, congregate and independent housing. Independent, supported living is
preferable, either through individual or shared homes or apartments, providing
each individual with his/her own bedroom. Support services may be provided
either on- or off-site.

Appropriate housing for persons with mental or physical disabilities includes very
low cost small or large group homes (near retail services and public transit),
supervised apartment settings, outpatient/day treatment programs, and
inpatient/day treatment 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 facilitate the
implementation of such housing projects.

There is a scarcity of housing in the City 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 accessibility in all multi-family residential buildings with four or more
units built for first occupancy starting March 13, 1991. However, numerous
dwelling units built before that date are not subject to these accessibility
requirements.

Further, the Americans with Disability Act, adopted July 26, 1990 (Public Law
101-336), requires architectural retrofitting of commercial structures converted to
residential use to accommodate individuals with physical disabilities, the Los
Angeles City Advisory Council on Disability states that there is a need for
architectural accessibility in 4 to 15 percent of all housing in the City. Housing
preservation programs (See Chapter V1) administered by the Los Angeles Housing
Department provide for accessibility retrofitting to comply with the law.

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 facilitate the implementation of such housing projects.

Source: City of Los Angeles Housing Element Needs Assessment (emphasis added).
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Population

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 1995, the City
Department on Aging projected
an elderly population (60 and
older) of 504,328 persons in the
year 2000

Elderly renter in the City is very
different, given an average rent
of $544 per month and the
generally low incomes of the
elderly.

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
apartment dwellers looking for
roommates

Elderly

Housing Needs

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.

Source: City of Los Angeles Housing Element Needs Assessment

SEILITE

Housing Locations

Large numbers of elderly live in
the Southwest Valley and
Northwest Valley subareas of the
City 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
Southwest Valley subareas of the
City, with smaller increases in
Northeast and South Los
Angeles.
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2. Implementation of the Ordinance Will Result in Significant
Housing and Population Impacts.

By changing the definition of “Boarding or Rooming House,” the
Ordinance would substantially reduce the acreage and number of parcels where shared
housing are currently allowed. As the Beverage Letter explains, 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.” This revised
definition would not just apply to planned Boarding or Rooming Houses. Instead, it
would apply to current structures, dwelling units and uses.

There would be numerous effects from such a revision to the Ordinance.
First, given the City’s right to enforce the Ordinance, unless lessees decide to reduce the
number of residents, the entire housing group would be required to move into an entirely
different area of the City. Either way, the individual tenants would either be forced to
relocate or to reduce the number of renters in their dwelling, if feasible.

In addition to the obstacles discussed above regarding Los Angeles’ severe
housing crisis and the stalled economic recovery, as Beveridge explains, there may
simply not be enough acreage or parcels to accommodate these forced relocations.
Beveridge compared both the acreage and the parcels in the City where Boarding or
Rooming Houses are permitted to the acreages and number of parcels that do not allow
Boarding or Rooming Houses. The results of this analysis confirm that there simply may
not be sufficient land to meet the housing and population needs of those who currently
reside in Boarding or Rooming Houses if the Ordinance is implemented.

Just under 10 percent of residentially zoned land in Los Angeles (about
13,000 acres) currently allows Boarding or Rooming Houses. Beveridge Letter at 7.
Boarding or Rooming Houses are currently prohibited on more than 90 percent of the
City’s residentially zoned land, or roughly 124,000 acres. The effect of these current
zoning restrictions could not be more clear. A household sharing housing that became a
“Boarding or Rooming House” under the proposed Ordinance would be limited to zones
that allow Boarding or Rooming Houses. As a result, the proposed Ordinance would
result in an approximately 90 percent reduction in residentially zone land available to
such households. Id. Moreover, as the City itself acknowledges, because Boarding or
Rooming Houses are required to provide one parking space for each guest room “the City
simply does not have enough rental units to house families that would be legal under the
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proposed ordinance.” See Letter from City of Los Angeles Department of Disability to
City Council, January 11, 2013, at 2.

The impacts caused by the proposed Ordinance of course extend beyond
the restricted land available for Boarding or Rooming Houses. There would be a
corresponding substantial reduction in the number of units that would be potentially
available for those who currently desire and/or require such housing. Beveridge ran
several different scenarios to determine the potential effects of the proposed Ordinance
on current households and the number of persons living in those households:

e Of the households living in a dwelling of two units or less, he determined a) the
number of owner-occupied households with four or more renters with a non-
“family” relationship with the householder and b) the number of non-owner-
occupied households with three or more renters with a non-“family” relationship
with the householder. Together, these amounted to 6,335 housing units and
48,122 residents.

e 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, Beveridge
examined two other potential sets of units, all of which include the set of units
discussed above.

- The first additional set includes the “family” units as described, plus all
rental “family” units with four or more persons in the households where at
least one of them had a non-“family” relationship to the owner. With that
definition some 23,089 units with 146,974 residents could be affected.

- 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.

e Beyond individuals living in households, some individuals live in group quarters.
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
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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.

Beveridge estimated the potential impact on these sorts of group quarters for the
zoning restriction. The results of this estimate are the following: 3,182 residents
may be in housing that is restricted by the new zoning changes.

While these statistics should be considered educated estimates, Beveridge
bases his analysis on evidentiary data and therefore meets the fair argument standard
under CEQA that the Project would have significant population and housing effects.
Consequently, the City cannot approve the Ordinance without first preparing an EIR.

B. Implementation of the Ordinance Will Result in Reasonably
Foreseeable Physical Changes in the Environment.

The proposed Ordinance has the potential to result in numerous
environmental impacts, none of which are analyzed in the IS/ND. As the attached study
demonstrates, unmet housing needs result in all sorts of environmental impacts. See The
Case for Housing Impacts Assessment: the Human Health and Social Impacts of
Inadequate Housing and Their Consideration in CEQA Policy and Practice, City and
County of San Francisco, May 2004, attached as Exhibit 5. For example, unmet housing
needs increase the demand for and the cost of housing. High housing costs, in turn, drive
development of lower cost housing on the urban fringe, contributing to traffic congestion,
air pollution, increased greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the loss of farmlands and
open space. ld. In addition, as the San Francisco Study explains, displaced residents
may find that affordable housing and adequate replacement housing only exists far from
jobs and schools. Relocation may thus create a new demand for public transportation.

Id. at 11.

Residential displacement and unaffordable housing also forces residents
into crowded or substandard living conditions or even homelessness. Id. at 5. These
adverse living conditions can lead to diverse health effects including but not limited to
elevated stress levels, respiratory infections, asthma and even mortality. Id. 4-7.
Individuals in substandard housing also lack safe drinking water and hot water for
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washing; often have ineffective waste disposal, intrusion by disease vectors (e.g., insects
and rats); and inadequate food storage, all of which have been identified as contributing
to infectious disease. 1d. at 8.

The displacement of a substantial amount of existing housing, especially on
the scale Beveridge identifies, would certainly necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Indeed, the City concedes the potential for numerous
environmental impacts resulting from development of additional community care
facilities. See Department of City Planning Recommendation Report, October 14, 2010
at 8. Although the City’s Report identifies the potential for impacts relating to parking,
vehicular access, noise, residential character, and lighting (Id.), the IS/ND fails to
actually analyze any of these impacts.

Finally, as discussed above, a recent version of proposed Ordinance
requires a parking space for each guest room in a Rooming and Boarding House. This
requirement has the potential to result in a substantial number of parking spaces, yet the
IS/IND does not address this issue at all. The City must analyze the environmental
Impacts associated with the construction of these spaces. Moreover, since an ample
supply of parking facilitates travel by automobile, rather than by transit, bicycling or
walking, the City’s EIR must analyze the environmental consequences from this
additional travel.

C. The Ordinance Will Conflict with the City’s General Plan.

CEQA requires that environmental documents analyze the consistency of a
project with applicable local plans, including General Plans. See Napa Citizens for
Honest Govt. v. Napa County Board of Supervisors 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 386-87 (2001);
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, § IX (b). Inconsistencies with a General Plan or other
local plan goals and policies that were enacted in order to protect the environment are
significant impacts in themselves and can also be evidence of other significant impacts.
See id.; Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento, 124 Cal. App. 4™ 903, 929 (2004).

Here, IS/ND fails to conduct any analysis of this issue and somehow
reaches the contrived conclusion that the proposed Ordinance would be consistent with
the General Plan.® In direct contrast to the document’s bold conclusion, the Project

® Nor does the document reach any conclusion -- or conduct any analysis -- of the
Ordinance’s consistency with the City’s various community plans.
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would clearly violate the General Plan Housing Element’s cornerstone principles that
recognize the decades of federal Housing Acts and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights calling for the City to preserve an adequate 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.

Indeed, the proposed Ordinance is indisputably inconsistent with the
following General Plan’s goals and polices:

e 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.

e Objective 1.5: Reduce regulatory and procedural barriers to the production and
preservation of housing at all income levels and needs.

e 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.

e 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.”

In addition to misinforming decision makers and the public about the
Ordinance’s consistency with the General Plan, the IS/ND ignores the actual impacts of
the Project.” The City must prepare an EIR to provide a comprehensive and accurate
analysis of all General Plan inconsistencies.

" Additionally, the EIR’s conclusion that the Project is consistent with various
General Plan goals and policies is fatally undermined by the fact that the EIR does not
contain an any evaluation of the Project’s impacts on the population and housing
(footnote continued)
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IVV. Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, Disability Rights California, Western
Center for Law and Poverty, and the clients they represent request that the City defer
action on the proposed Ordinance until such time as an EIR is prepared that fully
complies with CEQA.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

A ¢ , 7} / : &

Laurel L. Impett, AICP, Urban Planner

Exhibits:

Exhibit 1:  Andrew Beveridge Letter

Exhibit2:  Reserve Governor Sarah Bloom Raskin “Downturns and Recoveries: What
the Economies in Los Angeles and the United States Tell UsCity of Los
Angeles General Plan Needs Assessment

Exhibit 3:  City of Los Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014

Exhibit4:  General Plan Housing Needs Assessment

Exhibit5:  The Case for Housing Impacts Assessment: the Human Health and Social

Impacts of Inadequate Housing and Their Consideration in CEQA Policy
and Practice, City and County of San Francisco, May 2004

resources which those goals and policies are meant to protect. See Napa Citizens for
Honest Govt., 91 Cal. App. 4th at 381.
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cc:  Antonio Villaraigosa, Mayor
June Lagmay, City Clerk
Amy Brothers, Deputy City Attorney
Autumn M. Elliott, Associate Managing Attorney, Disability Rights California
Dara L. Schur, Director of Litigation, Disability Rights California
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
Laurel Impett
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
396 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Ms. Impett:
| am sending you the information below at the request of Disability

Rights California:
QUALIFICATIONS

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

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

entities, where | provide services related to demographic analysis.

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

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

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

Los Angeles City Council File 11-0262.

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

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

if any modifications are appropriate.

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

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

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

under the proposed ordinance. See footnote 1, below.

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

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

Houses.”

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

renters in their dwelling.

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

circumstances.’

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

current structures, dwelling units, and uses, so that

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

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

Rooming Houses, would be affected.

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

reflected in Columns 1, 2 and 3 of Exhibit 3.2

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

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

DATA SOURCES

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

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

available in various formats through the Census

website www.census.qov.

2 This report also assumes that in R2 zones, Boarding or Rooming Houses are
permitted on lots adjoining a lot in a commercial or industrial zone "provided that (a)
The use, including the accessory buildings and uses and required yards, does not
extend more than 65 feet from the boundary of the less restrictive zone which it adjoins;
and (b) The lot area per dwelling unit or guest 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.” | used the Public Use Micro-Data
Samples, which allowed me to create my own
tabulations. These data are available on the Census

Website at www.census.gov.

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

Microsoft EXCEL, a standard spreadsheet package.

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

as streets and features.

e. A zoning map in computerized form map delineating

the zoning of each and every portion of Los Angeles

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

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

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

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

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 GI1S, and a tabulation of the number of parcels affected
based upon a tabulation of the parcels in Los Angeles with a use code from
the Local Roll from the County Assessor. The Los Angeles County
Assessor provides data on the parcels in residential and other areas.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

not.

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

allow Boarding or Rooming Houses.

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

or Rooming Houses, such as commercial zones, an additional 17,213
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acres (or 59,955 parcels) wouid 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

Page 9 of 13





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
manadger, or other third party — information that the Census does not
collect. Exhibit 5 presents relevant Census definitions regarding living

quarters and household relationship.

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

(See Exhibit 5 for the Census definitions.)

22) To estimate the potential effects of the proposed

ordinance on current households and the number of persons living in those
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households, | used the Public Use Microdata 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 or
more renters with a non-“family” relationship with the householder and b)
the number of non-owner-occupied households with three or more renters
with a non-“family” relationship with the householder. Together, these

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

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

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

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

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

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

residents could be affected.

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

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

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

proposed ordinance:

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Andrew A. Beveridge, Ph.D.

Attachments:

Exhibit 1, Curriculum Vitae

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

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

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

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

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

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

those presented here.
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EXHIBIT 1

CURRICULUM VITAE 03/01/2012

Andrew Alan Beveridge

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 April 27, 1945, Madison, Wisconsin
Married, one child
U.S. Citizenship

EDUCATION
1968-73 Yale University (Sociology), M.Phil. 1971; Ph.D. 1973
1967-68 Yale University (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. Marquis Who's Who in America
2010 Social Explorer (Co-Creator) named Outstanding Reference Source by the Reference

and Users Services Association of the American Libraries Association

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

2006-11 Chair, Queens College, Department of Sociology

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

1981-01 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

1969-70 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-Livingstone 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 President, 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 consulting in litigation and other settings.





OTHER RELATED ACTIVITIES (Continued) 2

1993-pres.

2001-pres.

PUBLICATIONS

Papers

In Press

2011

201

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 Gazefte. Write Demographic Topic on recent trends and
news related to social and demographic trends.

“The Development and Persistence of Racial Segregation in United States Urban Areas:
1880 to 2000." Andrew A. Beveridge. In lan 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 1910 to 2000." Andrew A. Beveridge. In Myron P.
Guttman, Glenn D. Deane, Emily R. Merchant and Kenneth M. Sylvester {eds.)
Navigating Time and Space 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. Bohrnstedt, & K. Borman (eds.) No Child Left Behind and the Reduction of the
Achievernent 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.” Julie Ford and Andrew A. Beveridge. Journal of Drug Issues, vol. 36:2, pp.
377-92.

“Neighborhood Crime Victimization, Drug Use And Drug Sales: Results From The
‘Fighting Back’ Evaluation.”" Julie Ford and Andrew A. Beveridge. Journal of Drug
Issues, vol. 36:2, pp. 393-416.

“Scale-Up Methods as Applied to Estimates of Heroin Use.” Charles Kadushin, Peter D.
Killworth, Russeli 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

2001

2000

1997

1988

1986

1985

1985

1985

“Bad' Neighborhoods, Fast Food, 'Sleazy’ Businesses and Drug Dealers: Relations
Between the Location of Licit and lllicit Businesses in the Urban Environment.” Julie
Ford and Andrew A. Beveridge. Journal of Drug Issues, vol. 34:1, 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 Identity, and the Racial
Composition of Each City." David Halle, Robert Gedeon and Andrew A. Beveridge. In
David Halle {ed.) NewYork and Los Angeles: Politics, Society and Culture: A
Comparative View. University of Chicago Press, pp. 150-90.

“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 Identily in the Hudson Valfley. State University of New
York Press, pp. 263-80.

“Immigrant Residence and Immigrant Neighborhoods in New York, 1910 and 1990.”
Andrew A. Beveridge. In Pyong Gap Min (ed.) Classical and Contemporary Mass
Migration Periods. Similarities and Differences. Altamira Press, pp.199-231.

“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 lllicit Drugs: Impiications 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 Health, vol. 91:12, pp. 1987-
94,

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

"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 lllinois 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
Indicators 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. Historical 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
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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 History Research Center 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 Burnett'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.
Oberschall. 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, 2007)

“Stuyvesant Town and Peter Cooper Village, Then and Now” (September, 2006)

“What New Yorkers Are Like Now" - First Results of the American Community Survey” (August,
2006)

“Hitting the 9 Million Mark™ (June, 2006)

"New Yoark's Asians” (May, 2006)

“‘Undocumented Immigrants” {April, 2006)

“Transit Workers/Transit Riders; Beginning Lawyers Are Richer; 9 Million New Yorkers?” (March,
2006)
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“Teachers In NYC's Institutions Of Higher Learning” (January, 20086)

“Hispanics and the Ferrer Candidacy” (December, 2005)

“‘Disabled in New York City; Also: Is The City Still Booming?” (November, 2005)

“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 After College” (June, 2005)

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

*High School Students” {(April, 2005)

“New York's Responders and Protectors™ (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 |s 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-Legal Immigrants® (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.
1996 "Sociologists: Eyes Open for Trends in New York City.” ASA Footnotes, January,. p. 1.
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1996
1976
Book Reviews

1995
1990
1988
1988

1985

1979
1978
1977

1976

1976

Reports

2000

1997

1997

1997

1996

1994

1994

1992

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

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

Doing Deals: Investment Banks at Work. Robert G. Eccles and Dwight B. Crane.
Contemporary Sociology, vol. 19: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 Sociology, vol.
90:January, pp. 942-45.

Oneida Community Profiles. Constance Noyes Robertson. Business History Review,
vol. 53: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. 25-286.

Colonialism in Africa, 1870-1960 Volume Four: The Economics of Colonialism. Peter
Duignan and L.H. Gann {eds.) Business History Review, vol. 51:Autumn, pp. 382-85.
The Quality of American Life: Perceplions, Evaluations, and Salisfactions. 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 Multinational 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.

Monitoring 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, |.eonard 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 Rales 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, Department of Sociology, Program
for Applied Social 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, 1980-1990: A Preliminary
Analysis. Andrew A. Beveridge and Hyun Sock Kim. Queens College of the City
University of New York, Department of Sociology, Program in Applied Social Research.
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1988

1984

1978

Integrating Sccial Science Workstations into Research and Teaching: Final Report to
[BM. Andrew A. Beveridge and Lauren Seller. Queens College of the City University of
New York, Department of Sociology.

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 Sociological Approach.
Andrew A. Beveridge. Electric Power Research Institute

SELECTED RECENT PRESENTATIONS

Presentations of Scholarly Work

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

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
Sociological Association, Las Vegas, NV, August 23.

Elena Vesselinov and . "From Chicago to Las 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 Sociological Society, Philadelphia, PA, February 26.

“The Effects of Foreclosure on Educational Performance.” Annual Conference of the
Sociology of Education Association. Asitomar 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, L.

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

“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 Sociological 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 across 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.
Long Beach, CA. November 12-15.
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2009

2009

2009

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.” Workshep 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 Meeling, Miami, Florida, Oclober
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, IL, April 9-13.

“Peopling and Building New York City, 1900 to 2000: The Interaction of Demographic
Factors and Land Use Decisions.” Presented at the 2008 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 2006 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological
Association. 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 Sociclogical
Association. Montreal, Quebec, August 11-14.

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

“The Sociological Implications of Improbable Score Patterns in the Houston Independent
School District.” Jennifer Booher 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 Orleans, 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,
DC.

National Low Income Housing Coalition, Annual Conference, March 29, Washington,
DC.

Census Bureau, Geography Division, January 28, Washington, 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 Orientation,
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 Sociological 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,, Minneapalis, 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 Micredata Sample Redesign.” Subcontract through University of Minnesota
from National Institutes of Health R0O1,2006--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 Materials.” 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 States.” Andrew A.
Beveridge and Elena Vesselinov, National Science Foundation, Sociology Program, 2009-2010,
$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 Social Change.” Andrew A. Beveridge and David Halle, 2002-2007,
$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,
$57,958.

"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 Explering 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 Materials Development, 2001-
2004, $418,000.

“Evaluation of Fighting Back.” Leonard Saxe, Charles Kadushin, Andrew A. Beveridge, Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation, 1994-2002, $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 McLaughlin 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, $78,960.

"A Laboratory for Integrating Multimedia and World Wide Web Technology Into Sociclogical
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, 1993-
1994, One Term Release.

"Why Do Neighborhoods Change or Stay the Same?" Ford Foundation, Diversity Initiative Grant.
1993, Course Release and Student Stipends.

"Separate American Dreams Face the Common American Dilemma: The Battle to Segregate
Yonkers, New York, 1940-1890." Profession Staff Congress, Research Award Program, 1992-
1994, $6,800.
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"Using the Census for Social Mapping Across the Sociology 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
Challenges 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, 1992-1995, $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 Laboeratory Program, 1991-1994, $50,825.

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

"Development of Research Mentorship and Laboratory in Sociology." CUNY Dean for Research
and Academic Affairs, Department Faculty Development Program, 1991-1992, 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, Instruction and
Demonstration.” Lauren Seiler and Andrew A. Beveridge, International Business Machines
Corporation, Special Study, 1985-1987, $78,000 of hardware and software, $17,000 funding.

“Integrated Software for the Social Research Workstation." Andrew A. Beveridge and Lauren
Seiler, 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 Its Provident Institution, 1832-1815." 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, 1978-1979, $12,000.

"Societal Effects of Credit Allocation." National Science Foundation Sociclogy 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 SOCIOLOGICAL 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,
Pa. 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)

“lmmigrants 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, Pa.
A28. By Sam Roberts.

"Census Confirms a Much Smaller New Orleans.” The New York Times, February 4, 2011, Pg. A11. By
Campbell Robertson,

“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, etf. al. U.S. District 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. United States v. Port Chester. U.S. Dislrict 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 Rochelfe Voler Rights Commitiee, 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, negoliated redistricting plan, settlement hearing testimony, 2003-2005.

Frederick Brewington, Esq., Montano v. Suffolik County Board of Legislators. U.S. District Court for
the Eastern Dislfrict 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™ Circuit; Supreme Court denied
certiorari. Plan and testimony cited in District Court and 2™ Circuit opinions. 1995-1997.

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

Berger, Poppe, Janiec. Diaz, et 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 Stahilization and Affordability, etc.

Foley and Lardner and U.S. Department of Justice. MSP Real Estate, Inc., et al., v. City of New
Berlin, et al., and United States v. City of New Berlin, U.5. District Court for the Eastern District of
Wisconsin; (Report, 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 Wisconsin (Report and Deposition
Testimony, 2011)

Hofstra University, School of Law, Law Clinic. lsidoro Rivera, et. al. v. Incorporated Village of
Farmingdale, et. al. U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of New York. Report. 2009-pres.

Skadden, Arps, Siate, Meagher & Flom. Fair Housing in Huntingfon Committes, et. al. v. Town of
Huntington, New York, et. 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. et al., U.S. District Court for the
Eastern District of New York, Repert, Deposition and Trial Testimony. 2009-2011.

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, el. 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 Cilizens in Action, Inc., et al v.
Township of Mt. Holly, et al. U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey. Declaration, 2008
and 2010.

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

Three Rivers Legal Services and Southern Legal. Helene Henry, et al v. National Housing
Partnership. U.S. 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 alf. vs. Melvin R.
‘Randy” Primus, et al. Superior Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Camden County Report re:
Bergen Square Redevelopment in Camden, NJ. 2005,

Legal Services of Southern New Jersey. Cramer Hill Residents Association, et al. vs. Melvin R
“Randy” Primus, 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. 2005,

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 Demaolition 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, Walton 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. 1897-2000.

Arnold and Porter. Witt, et 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 States vs. Tunica Mississippi
School District. Analyzed proposal to build a new school near the Casino development in Tunica
Mississippi, which was desegregated by order in 1971. Case settled. 1998-2000.

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 school enrollments 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.
1997-1998.
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Connecticut Civil Liberties Union and Puerto Rican Legal Defense Fund. Pitts 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 Bixon; 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 apariments 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.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development, et al. Analyzed various proposed plans to end racial steering
of Section 8 tenants to South West Yonkers. Maps and analyses incorporated into consent
decree, and still in use in placing tenants. 1992-1994 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. Kelly. U.S. Appeals Court for the Second Circuit. Analyzed effects of
peremptory challenges for habeas corpus petition. 2006-2007.

Stern Shapiro Weissberg & Garin. United States v. Darryl Green, et al. U.S. District Court for the
Eacstern District of Massachusetts. Analyzed jury selection system for using Census data, local
lists and other materials. 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 States 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. Unifed States v. Minerd. 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. 2002.

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

Newman Schwartz and Greenberg. United 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 Italian Americans likely to 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. Unifed 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. 1998.

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. 1897-1998.
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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, Commonwealth of Virginia v. Sanchez. Prince William
County Virginia Circuit Court. Analyzed Jury Selection in Prince William County, VA, Affidavit,
2008.

Ferrell Law, Commonwealth of Virginia v. Ajlan. Prince William County Virginia Circuit Court.
Analyzed Jury Selection in Prince William 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, Commonweaith of Virginia vs. Portilla-Chicas. Stafford County Virginia
Circuit Court. Analyzed Jury Selection in Stafford County, VA. Affidavit, 20086.

Virginia Indigent Defense Commission, Commonweaith 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 State 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 Trembiay. 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 Island and
includes an estimate of the disparities by race and Hispanic status. 1993-2001.

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 State 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 reported on and reproduced in New York
Law Journal.

Capital Defenders Office, New York State 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. It 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 seleclion process using voter 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 Cenfer. Analyzed employment patterns
based upon Census data and defendant records. Filed expert report and testified in deposition.
Case Settled. 1999-2000.

Shneyer 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 (FRLDEF). Adriana Aguilar, el. 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 & Plimpion; 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. LLR.S. 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
synagegues in the United States. 1991-1992. .

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 Brooklyn, 1998-1399 (Proprietary).

New York Times. Analyzed circulation patterns of the New York Times in connection with their
launch of the Boston and Washington editions, 1996-1997 (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 Adults, 1983-1984,

Friends of Vincenza Restiano. Political 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 Sociological 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, 1979,

Eastern Sociological Society: Vice President 1997-1998; Program Committee, 1991-1992: Co-
Chair, Computer Committee, 1985-1987; President and Discussant, Women's History Session,
1985; Member, Computer Committee, 1984-1985; Coordinator, Computer Workshops, 1984
Annual Meeting; Co-Chair, Membership Committee, 1983-1984; Member, Papers Committee,
1983-1986; President, Historical Sociology Session, 1983; Co-Chair, Papers Committee, 1982-
1983; Chair, Membership Committee, 1981-1882; 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 Placement; 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 City , 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 Committee, 1986-1987;
CUNY/PSC Sociology Research Award Panel, 1986-1987; Graduate Center Sociology Program,
Chair, Search Committee, 1989-1990; Methods Subcommittee, 1986-1987; Computers
Committee, 1987-1980.

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





CIVIC AND COMMUNITY ACTIVITES (Continued) 19

Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR), 1983--; Workload Committee, 2007-09;
Executive Committee of College Personnel and Budget Committee, 2006-2011

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

CIVIC AND COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES

Yonkers Board of Education, Trustee 1986-1990. President, 1988-1989. Chair, Policy Committee,
1989-1890; Chair, Spelling Bee Committee, 1986-1988.

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

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

New York State School Boards Association, Member Federal Relations Network, 1989-1390.

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

Yonkers Private Industry Council, 1988-1990. Chair, Program and Planning Committee, 1989-
1990.

Founding Member and Vice-President, Citizens and Neighbors Organized to Protect Yonkers
{CANOPY), 1987-1992,

Volunteer, Friends of Nicholas Wasicsko, 1989 and 1991.

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

Volunteer, Friends of Terence Zaleski, 1991.
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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 Reports R 13-0014 and R 11-0339)

(L.A. City Council File: 11-0262)

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 perscns 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 occupying a dwelling unit, including joint access to 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 dweliing 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 lot zoned RD shail 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 rooms, 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.”

16) Existing Municipal Code Section 12.03 further defines “hotel” as
“[a] 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 “[tjwo 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 Section 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 contain a

definition of “Single Housekeeping Unit.”
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Exhibit 3. Zoning Classes, Boarding or Rooming House
Restrictions, Acres, and Parcels

Boarding or
Zoning Specific Class LT Parcels Acres
Houses
Allowed
Residential R1 No 287,438 46,321
Residential R1P No 36 16
Residential R2 No 51,734 6,997
Residential R2P No 8 6
Residential 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 RW?2 No 60 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 11 123
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 C1 Yes 1,971 524
Other C1{PV) Yes 1 10
Cther 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 el Parcels Acres
Houses
Allowed
Other C4 Yes 8,429 2,150






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

Boarding or
Zoning Specific Class Rooming Parcels Acres
Houses
Allowed

Other C4(0OX) 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 CW Yes 1,766 320
Other HILLSIDE Yes 276 2,926
Other wC Yes 2,806 902
Other Al 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 MR1 No 2,721 1,334
Other MR2 No 1,517 1,575
Other 0S8 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 http://planning.iacity.org/. Number of parcels derived from the LA
County Assessor's Office map and local roll available from
http://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.
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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 5.07%| 109,694 13.83%
% Allowing Boarding or Rooming House 9.61%
Other Zoned Land
Not Allowing Boarding or Rooming 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 Disallowed Based Upon Residentially
Zoned Land

124,416

90.39%

588,613

84.29%
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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 adult
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 extensive 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 treatment 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
fioors 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 hospitals 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. /n-
patient hospice facilities (both free-standing and units in hospitals) (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)—Military treatment facilities with assigned
patients include military hospitals and medical centers with active duty
patients assigned to 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 transitional 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 Brooklyn 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 illness, 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-agricultural 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)—Living 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 shelters 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, hospitais, 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 eisewhere” 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 also 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 adults
(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 hotels/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 @ 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 singie 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 names. 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 to 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 quarters, 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 househoider” 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 residents 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 reported category above who is
related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption (brother-in-iaw,
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, marriage, 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 famiiy 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 householder 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
family householders). In cases where the measures “people in family” or
“people per family” are cross-tabulated 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
househelds 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 partner” 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 Disallowed under the Proposed Ordinance Based upon Three Interpretations of the
Effects of the Ordinance

Units with Four or More Non-Family Renters

Units Residents

Potentially 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

Units Residents

Potentially Disallowed
Based Upon Proposed 82,197 473,396
Zoning Changes

Note: Analysis is based upon all structures that include no mere than two housing units in LA City occupied by househalds,
the vast majority of which are in R1 and R2 zones. The classification of number of units and family relationships is based
upon the Census definitions of non-family relationship as described in Exhibit 5. These do nat 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 zoning code are presented. The first tabulates units wilh four or more non-familly 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 2007-2014, which makaes 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. I was handed a brochure that said “Sit anywhere. All seats provide
equal viewing of the universe.” I 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. 1t’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 you 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
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generally, how the path of the economy in a recovery may depend on the path of the
economy in a recession.

To rewind and review: The U.S. economy recently endured a financial crisis
rivaling the one that triggered the Great Depression, and a severe recession ensued. The
effects of the recent recession were pronounced in Los Angeles. Although the recession
was declared to have ended nearly three years ago, the recovery--both at the national
level and here in Los Angeles--has been extraordinarily slow compared with other
recoveries. Should we be surprised by this sluggish pace of recovery? Let’s compare the
view of the recent national economic downturn with a view of the economic downturn in
Los Angeles. And then, moving from recession to recovery, let's ask how the contours of
this recovery differ from the contours of other recoveries. More generally, does the path
of a recovery depend on the path of a downturn? Let’s see what the experience of Los
Angeles can teach us. Of course, I note that this perspective is my own perspective and
not necessarily that of others in the Federal Reserve System.

The Economy in the United States and in Los Angeles

The overall U.S. economy had started to contract by the beginning of 2008 and
entered the severe phase of the recession during the late summer of that year with the
near-collapse of the financial system. By any measure, the cumulative decline in
economic activity was large. Nationally, employment decreased by nearly 9 million,
while the unemployment rate climbed from roughly 5 percent to 10 percent. As
measured by real gross domestic product (GDP), aggregate economic output contracted 5
percent during the recession, and the purchasing power of household after-tax income

declined by about the same amount. This recession was the most severe economic
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downturn since the Great Depression, when the unemployment rate is estimated to have
soared to above 20 percent and real GDP is measured to have plummeted by more than
25 percent. For comparison, the only other time since then when the national
unemployment rate rose above 10 percent was the “double-dip” recession of the early
1980s. But even in that episode, real GDP contracted less than 3 percent and cumulative
job losses were less than 3 million.

The recent contraction in the housing sector has also been the most severe episode
since the Great Depression. National house prices have fallen 33 percent in nominal
terms since their peak in 2006. In contrast, home prices dipped only 2 percent in the
early 1990s downturn, and they did not decline at all in the early 1980s recession. The
recent drop in housing market activity also has been dramatic. Home sales plunged more
than 50 percent from peak to trough, while housing starts plummeted more than 75
percent. Indeed, the decline in housing starts associated with the recent recession was
nearly as large as that which occurred during the Great Depression.

Here in Los Angeles, the recent recession was even deeper than for the nation as a
whole. The unemployment rate, which was about the same as the national average prior
to the recession, rose to a peak of nearly 13 percent. Moreover, the number of jobs in
Los Angeles fell by a cumulative 9 percent, nearly half again as much as the decrease in
national employment. Those of you with a longstanding connection to the local economy
certainly recall the prolonged downtum of the early 1990s, which followed a real estate
crash, cuts in federal military spending in the region, and a sharp contraction in local
industries such as aerospace manufacturing. However, the increase in the

unemployment rate was even larger during the recent recession than in the 1990s episode.
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In fact, Los Angeles’s peak unemployment rate in 2010 was the highest ever recorded in
this city in the almost four decades during which local-area statistics have been
published. In the Los Angeles metropolitan area, the contraction in the housing sector
has been even more extreme than for the nation as a whole. Home prices have fallen
nearly 40 percent from their peak, while the issuance of building permits for the
construction of new homes dropped nearly 90 percent.

At the national level, the economy has been recovering for more than two and a
half years. But the pace of this recovery has been slower than the pace of prior
recoveries. Over the past 50 years in the United States, real GDP has typically expanded
10 percent cumulatively during the 10 quarters immediately following the trough of a
recession. By contrast, real GDP has only risen 6 percent over the 10-quarter period
since the bottom of the most recent recession. Indeed, it was only in the third quarter of
last year that real GDP finally returned to the level that it had attained prior to the
recession. However, measured on a per capita basis, households’ real disposable
personal income still was below its pre-recession peak at the end of last year. Moreover,
as of March of this year, employment at the national level had risen by only 3-1/2 million
jobs, less than half of the number of jobs lost during the recession, and the unemployment
rate was still significantly elevated at 8.2 percent.

Even though general economic activity and labor market conditions have
improved modestly in the past two and a half years or so, house prices have continued to
trend down, albeit at a slower pace than in 2007 and 2008. And single-family housing
starts have shown no noticeable increase since their low point in the middle of 2009,

although multifamily construction has been rising with the expanding demand for rental
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apartments. The general stagnation in housing activity during the current recovery is
very unusual since previous recoveries typically have been accompanied by a sharp
increase in residential construction.

The pace of economic recovery has also been sluggish for small businesses.
These firms continue to report weak sales, although some recent indications suggest that
sales have finally started to improve lately. Nevertheless, small business owners
generally report that they remain cautious about overall economic prospects.

The Los Angeles economy has had farther to climb than the nation as a whole in
order to achieve a full recovery, and it also has been slow-going here. The
unemployment rate in the Los Angeles area has been declining, but, still at almost 12
percent, it remains well above the national average. The housing market in Los Angeles
has remained depressed, similar to conditions nationwide. House prices in the Los
Angeles area have continued to decline, and single-family construction has been flat,
although multifamily construction has picked up.

Nationally, some economic news has been encouraging and may be suggesting
that the pace of the recovery is picking up. In the past six months, the national
unemployment rate has come down about 3/4 percentage point and employment has
increased by about 1 million. In Los Angeles, employment expanded by | percent over
the six months ending in February (the latest available data), and the local-area
unemployment rate also declined about 3/4 percentage point.

However, the national economic recovery clearly has a long way to go. The share
of unemployed workers who have been without a job for more than six months is still

more than 40 percent nationwide, a level well above that seen in earlier recessions.
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Being unemployed for such a long time can have negative effects on workers’ skills and
their attachment to the labor force, thereby possibly reducing the productive capacity of
our economy. Here in Los Angeles, the issue of workforce skills is all the more
concerning because 13 percent of the city’s residents are reported to have less than a
ninth-grade education, a share of low-education workers that is about twice the national
average.

How surprising is the texture and pace of this economic recovery? Perhaps it's
not so surprising given the nature of the downturn that preceded it. Economic studies
have found that the aftermath of a financial crisis is usually associated with substantial
declines in output and employment and that it takes much longer to return to pre-crisis
levels of economic activity.! Recent research by staff at the Federal Reserve has shown
that the current recovery from the financial crisis has been even slower than would have
been expected.” This unusually weak recovery can be at least partly explained by the
large drop in house prices and severe slump in housing activity that played such a major
role in the recent recession. Even though, technically speaking, the housing market
contraction preceded the financial crisis, the financial crisis undoubtedly magnified the

depth of the housing bust as the erosion in the net worth of households and the severely

' For examples. see Valerie Cerra and Sweta Chaman Saxena (2008), “Global Dynamics: The Myth of
Economic Recovery,” American Econontic Review, vol. 98 (March), pp. 439-57,
www.acaweb.org/articles.php?doi=10.1257/aer.98.1.439; Carmen M. Reinhart and Kenneth S. Rogoffl
(2009), This Time Is Different: Eight Centuries of Financial Folly (Princeton: Princeton University Press);
and Oscar Jorda, Moritz HP. Schularick, and Alan M. Taylor (2011), “When Credit Bites Back: Leverage,
Business Cycles, and Crises,” NBER Working Paper Series 17621 (Cambridge, Mass.: National Bureau of
Economic Research, November), www.nber.org/papers/w17621.

? See Greg Howard, Robert Martin, and Beth Anne Wilson (2011), *Are Recoveries from Banking and
Financial Crises Really So Different?” International Finance Discussion Papers 1037 (Washington: Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, November),
www.federalreserve.gov/pubs/ifdp/2011/1037/ifdp1037.pdf.
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strained balance sheets of financial institutions led to a sharp tightening of mortgage
credit.

The drop in national house prices erased $7 trillion in household wealth. Home
equity was a large share of the total assets of low- and moderate-income families prior to
the recession, so the drop in housing wealth has hit many families particularly hard.
Because wealth is one of the key factors that households consider when deciding how
much to spend, the drop in housing wealth is expected to reduce household expenditures-
-the so-called wealth effect. This restraint on consumer spending is especially severe for
households who owe more on their mortgage than their house is worth because such
“underwater” households have been unable to take advantage of low mortgage rates by
refinancing. With more than one out of every five mortgages nationwide estimated to be
underwater in 2011, the resulting restraint on consumer spending and its effect on slower
economic growth is appreciable.

The heavy load of housing-related debt that many households are still carrying
may be affecting consumer spending even more powerfully than would be suggested by
the drop in house values alone. For example, recent academic research has found that
highly indebted households cut their spending on goods and services more severely in
response to a drop in home values than do less-indebted households hit with the same
reduction in home values.® This result suggests that consumer spending may not act

owerfully to revive the economy until Americans’ financial situations have improved.
p ] P

¥ See, for example, Atif R, Mian, Kamalesh Rao, and Amir Sufi {2011), “Household Balance Sheets,
Consumption, and the Economic Slump,” working paper (Chicago: University of Chicago Booth School of
Business, November),
http:/ffaculty.chicagobooth.eduw/amir.sufi/MianRaoSufi_EconomicSlump_Nov2011.pdf ; and Karen Dynan
(2012), “Is a Household Debt Overhang Holding Back Consumption?” working paper (Washington:
Brookings Institution, March),

www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Programs/ES/BPEA/2012 _spring_bpea_papers/2012 spring BPEA_dy
nan.pdf.
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Altematively understood, this research finding suggests that monetary policy alone may
be insufficient to promote a more robust and sustainable improvement in household net
worth.

Besides the substantial direct losses in the wealth of households through losses in
home equity, other housing-related issues have likely been holding back the economic
recovery. The collapse of house prices coincided with a sharp increase in mortgage
defaults and foreclosures, leaving financial institutions with large holdings of residential
real estate, or REO. As these properties were put up for sale on the market, they
contributed to the already-bloated supply of vacant homes available for sale and put
further downward pressure on house prices. In Los Angeles, for example, more than one
out of every four homes sold in 2011 were REO properties. And the inventory of
mortgages that are more than 90 days delinquent or somewhere in the foreclosure process
amounts to more than five times the current stock of REOQ, illustrating the large “shadow
inventory™ of properties that might be put up for sale sometime in the future.

Concerns about future defaults and foreclosures have caused lenders to tighten
their lending standards considerably--raising down-payment requirements, requiring
extensive documentation, and charging substantial fees to all but those with the highest
credit scores. This marked change in mortgage credit standards has restricted access to
mortgage credit for many potential borrowers, limiting both home purchases and
refinancing. In addition, it doesn’t take extensive forays into many neighborhoods here
to see that the foreclosure process imposes less quantifiable but heavy costs on

homeowners and communities.
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Monetary Policy and other Federal Reserve Actions

How should the Federal Reserve respond to a recession with these contours?
The Fed’s accommodative monetary policy response has been intended to ease the effects
of the recession and support a recovery in the context of its dual mandate to foster
maximum employment and stable prices. As the economy descended into recession, the
Federal Reserve promptly and aggressively pushed the federal funds rate down to near
zero. The Fed then substantially expanded its holdings of longer-term securities and
more recently moved to lengthen the average maturity of its holdings to put downward
pressure on longer-term interest rates.

These actions were intended to help bring down both short-term and longer-term
interest rates, thereby reducing borrowing costs for households and firms. Reductions in
interest rates usually expand credit and encourage firms to invest and households to
borrow for durable goods purchases, thereby stimulating aggregate demand. A more
accommodative stance of monetary policy also boosts the economy by raising the prices
of equities and other assets, and therefore supporting household spending through the
wealth effect that I mentioned earlier. In addition, a more accommodative stance of
monetary policy can also help by contributing to a somewhat lower foreign exchange
value of the dollar, thus promoting the competitiveness of our goods and services in
overseas markets.

The Federal Reserve's policy actions have indeed contributed to lower interest
rates. For example, the yield on 10-year nominal Treasury securities has come down
from more than 4-1/2 percent prior to the recession to around 2 percent recently--a

historically low level. As we had hoped, the influence of these policy actions has been
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felt quite broadly throughout financial markets. For example, the rate on a 30-year fixed
mortgage has declined from more than 6 percent in 2006 to its current level of below 4
percent, also a historic low. Moreover, interest rates on consumer auto loans have
decreased. And corporate borrowing rates have also come down. The 10-year bond
yields paid by investment-grade nonfinancial companies have decreased from roughly 6
percent prior to the recession to below 5 percent currently, again a historic low. Riskier
firms have also found the climate for borrowing to be hospitable. Yields for high-yield
corporate bonds have fallen from between 8 and 9 percent prior to the recession to near 7
percent, contributing to the robust pace of issuance of these securities over the past few
years.

Partly as a result of these actions, business spending for investment in equipment
and software has been relatively robust in the past several years. In addition, real
spending on consumer durables such as motor vehicles has begun to pick up. Moreover,
foreign trade has been an important factor contributing to demand for U.S. products.
Here in Los Angeles, net container flows through the ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach rose 16 percent in 2010 and continued to rise last year, though at a slower pace. In
contrast 1o the upturns in business equipment investment, consumer durable purchases,
and foreign trade, other sectors of the economy have not fared as well. Despite
historically low mortgage rates, purchases of new and existing homes have not risen
much above their lows seen several years ago. One reason for the absence of a
significant pickup in home purchases has been the substantial tightening of underwriting

standards for mortgages. In addition, households’ concerns about their future prospects
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for employment and income have likely deterred many potential homebuyers from
committing to mortgage payments that might be difficult to make if they lose their jobs.

Housing has played a central role in magnifying the recession and delaying the
recovery. In Los Angeles, there is huge demand for information on foreclosure recovery
from organizations that serve families going through the process of losing their homes.
Residents here want financial institutions and recipients of grants from the Neighborhood
Stabilization Program to understand the most effective ways to use funds from that
program to acquire, rehabilitate, and repurpose real estate owned by financial institutions
and vacant properties. We have seen much interest by financial institutions, nonprofit
housing providers and advocates, local government, and academics in understanding new
approaches to REO disposition and financing mechanisms.

Tuming to the business sector, credit conditions for many small firms have not
improved in this recovery. In 2010, the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco
organized a statewide small business task force that meets twice per year to assess
barriers and opportunities for credit-worthy small businesses in California. Last year, it
held a conference to help identify ways that the Community Development Financial
Institutions (CDFI) Fund can work with community banks to serve the needs of small
businesses that may not qualify for bank loans and to identify additional bank sources of
capital for small business borrowers that have needs that exceed CDFI lending capacity.
The San Francisco Fed also served as a technical resource for an initiative to help street
vendors--which comprise 30 percent of the small businesses in the central city area and
East Los Angeles--to access business development services, city certification, and

microfinance capital.





-12-

Conclusion

In summary, the contours of how this recovery is proceeding seem related to the
factors that characterized the downturn. The financial crisis was unprecedented since the
Great Depression, and the recession was extraordinarily deep, even compared with other
severe recessions in the postwar period. Consequently, we have had much more ground
to make up relative to other economic downturns. The recent recession also lasted longer
than most, and long recessions tend to be followed by slow recoveries. However, the
current recovery has been even slower than would be expected given its characteristics.
An important factor explaining this slowness has likely been the severe contraction in the
housing market, which has been the largest since the Great Depression. Not only have
the enormous loss of housing wealth, heavy debt burdens, and tight credit conditions
restrained household spending, but the accompanying wave of mortgage defaults has also
had considerable repercussions for homeowners, lenders, communities, and the pace of
this economic recovery.

Here in Los Angeles, the housing market contraction and economic downturn
were even deeper than those experienced nationwide. As a result, Los Angeles--like the
rest of the United States--also is suffering through the slow pace of recovery typically
associated with a long recesston, a financial crisis, and an extraordinary contraction in
housing activity. In light of the economic hardships that have been endured in Los
Angeles and nationwide, the Federal Reserve remains fully committed to doing
everything it can to promote maximum employment in the context of price stability.

Thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you today.
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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 neighborhoods that characterizes Los
Angeles, white at the same time assuring all residents a high quality of life, a vibrant economy,
and accessibility to jobs, open space, and urban amenities. The City's General Plan lays 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 quality 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 basic 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
strategy, 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 unprecedented housing crisis. The increasing cost of hous-
ing has far outpaced the rise in wages and salaries, making it difficult for warking people and
even multiple-income families to purchase a home or pay market rent. Public school 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 large segments of the City's
population. At the same time, the turmoil in the martgage 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 $1,650.2
However, during this same time, median family income increased only 18% from $47,800
($3,983/month) in 1997 to $56,500 ($4,708/month) in 2007.3 In fact, the number of low
income households and the pervasiveness of paverty in Los Angeles are so much greater than
most urban areas, that making housing affordable in Los Angeles requires far greater subsidies
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 families, but has also priced out middle income families from the home awnership 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 to afford a mortgage for a hame 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 homeawnership 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 subsequent home-
lessness due to unaffordable rents. In the first quarter of 2007, a low-income family making
80% of the monthly Annual 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 unemployment 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 homelessness.

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 iocal
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 environmen.

Exacerbating the situation further are high development costs for both new construction and
rehabilitation, 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-
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mately $190,000funit 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 2006-2007, 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 to monitoring, 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 local 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
rentat subsidies and/or affordability restrictions on at-risk units; and ensuring enforcement of
legal notice requirements.

Additional funding must be identified at all 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 programs for rental, for-sale and
special needs housing. The State of California has also made similar commitments through
legislative acts. Through this Housing Element Update, the City aiso 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 Regional 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, palicies and
Los Angeles Housing Dept Maor Proecrs  Programs the City of Los Angeles will pursue to facilitate the construction of affordable and

Drinsian, Affordable Housing Trust Fund market rate housing units and to encourage the maintenance and rehabilitation of existing
2003 Round 1, 2A. & 2B, and 26 projects . . )
from 2006-2007 housing stock serving people of all income levels.
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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 teast 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 neighborhoods 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 Autharity 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 land use planning and financial incentives, the City encourages [ivable and sustain-
able neighborhoods that offer a mix of housing at all income levels, jobs, transit and services.
The City accomplishes this through infill development strategies which preserve the character
of neighborhoods 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 a 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.

oon

The General Plan is a city's "constitution for development,” the foundation upon which all
land use decisions 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 all 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 delineated 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 Element 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
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expertise on the range of housing issues, needs, policies, and programs necessary to achieve
the City's RHNA goals. The Task Force was comprised of 50 members who have special andy
or technical knowledge 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 Neighborhood 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 people 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 occupants
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 to 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 also 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 special mailings to community and business organiza-
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 Fernando 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 Council's Planning and
Land Use Management Committee, the City Council's Housing and Community and Economic
Development Committee, and the City Council,

Public Participation: Summary of Issues Raised and
Responses

»  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
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and neighborhood implementation tools for mixed used development, transit oriented
district studies, and a walkability checklist, all of which have been incorporated into Goal
2 regarding safe, livable and sustainable neighborhoods.

Alleviating development constraints and streamlining governmental approval processes
in order to facilitate 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 array of housing production and
preservation programs undertaken by several City departments and agencies, all of which
have been incorporated into Goal 1 regarding provision of an adequate supply of housing
for all residents with various needs.

* Issues 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 livable and sustainable neighborhoods.

» The location of future development will be addressed through programs that will
establish greater residential capacity in centers and near transit 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 current
inventory of sites for housing will evolve and all residential development and increased
residential density will be directed to desired locations.

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

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

s Achieving preservation and mitigating and/or minimizing the loss of existing housing
and displacement of tenants wil 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, all of which are contained under Geal 1, Objective 1.2.

 Preservation and preventing loss of units and/or displacement of residents will all
be addressed through neighborhood preservation programs which suppart 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 persans
who are homeless, and include supportive services to prevent and/or 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
building materials, reducing impediments to innovative design, and priority plan check
and expedited permitting for green buildings.

»  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, training and
outreach with neighborhood councils and other community groups, education for buyers
and homeowners to protect against predatory lending practices, and outreach 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 iaw, 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 all 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 policies 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 needs 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 Angeles 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
requlations and conditions that constitute constraints to housing production and preserva-
tion, 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 averall quality of the Coastal Zone area and its resources, but which aiso
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 programs, although 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 entirety 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 planning period. With
nearly 15,000 units already developed during 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 residential 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 effarts 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, requinng more sustainable landscaping and site design, exceeding the State’s Title
24 requlations, 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 1938-2005 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 previous 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, objectives 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 strateqy. 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, abjectives,
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 adequate 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.
Objectives were established to divide this goal into five areas: producing rental and ownership

City of Los Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014
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housing, preservation of rental and ownership housing, forecasting changing housing needs,
distributing affordable housing citywide, and reducing barriers.

The policies 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 hausing 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 land use policies and programs, such as density bonus and
Redevelopment Project Area activities, will be pursued to encourage the development of af-
fordable housing across the City. And finally, Zoning Code amendments and case processing
streamlining will facilitate 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 unique 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 projects, providing mixed income
neighborhoods, locating housing in proximity to a mix of uses, and developing Transit Oriented
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 techniques and materi-
als, 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 objectives will guide the policies and programs that will implement this goal: assuring
access to housing without discrimination and promoting fair housing practices.

Policies and programs to address discrimination in housing include resolving filed discrimina-
tion cases in the rental or sale of housing, facilitating physical modifications to housing units
to better serve persons with disabilities, and encouraging responsible lending practices. 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 alt housing

types.

Goal 4: ACity committed to 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 persons with special needs.

An adequate supply of housing for homeless persons will be pursued through a varety 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 impraved
coordination 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 services, making information more easily and readily available to the general public, and
working with communities to understand and accommodate the unique 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 all of the programs by income and by type
of program:

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

Income Level New Construction Units — RHNA Allocation
Extremely Low-Income 4,344
Very Low-Income 8,576
Low-Income 8,582
Moderate-Income 4,415
Above Moderate Income 86,961
Total 112,876

City of Los Angeles Hausing Element 2006-2014
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In addition to the required RHNA allocation, the City intends to rehabilitate and conservef
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
houstng 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 strateqgies 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 rehabilitation may
also be counted as units under conservation/preservation and vice versa.

Table E5.1b  Quantified Objectives: Rehabilitation and
Conservation/Preservation

Income Leve| Rehabilitation Conservation/

Preservation Units

_E_g_tEmer Low-Income 4722 17,477
Very Low-Income 2,964 1,790
Low-Income 7,605 6,404

Maderate-Income 413 750

Above Moderate Income 634,690 250
Total 650,394 20,907

In addition 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 quantified into units as follows:

« 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.

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

Ciy of Los Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014
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MAJOR HOUSING ISSUES
top.d

The City of Los Angeles has been facing a housing problem for a number of years as il is one of the
most expensive housing markets in lhe United States. Factors exacerbaling the present housing
situation include increased populalion, increased average household size, lack of signlficant
developable land, and reduced level of bullding activity. A mismaich presently exisls beiween the
number of available housing unils, the size of the populalion, and between income levels and housing
cosls, although the recession in lhe early 1990s served to level off increases in rental costs.

Other factors which negatively impacied the housing in this City include the recession-related
depreciation of housing values and loss of dwelling unils due fo the 1994 Northridge earthquake. In
addition, the federal government has reduced funding levels for provision of affordable housing to
very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.

Pursuanl to State Housing Element law, this chapter identifies housing needs and affordability issues,
providing context and background for their examination. Data an population, employment, and
household characteristics, as well as age and housing conditions, are carefully documented to furlher
delail the extent of the local housing situation. This chapter idenlifies "affordable housing” as our
primary housing problem, as well as detailing the housing needs of cerlain special needs groups
within the population.

Also included in this chapter is a discussion of the potenlial loss of federal, state, and locally assisled
housing. "At risk” housing is defined as assisted housing at risk of reverslon to market rents.

ANALYSIS OF AT-RISK HOUSING
topda

HousiNG ELEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Housing Element law requires that jurisdictions 1) evaluate the potential for existing reni-restricted low
income housing units to conver to market rate housing and 2) propose programs to preserve or
replace those units. Slale legistation was passed in 1989 in response to the polential loss of
numerous 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 programs for preserving
assisted rental housing developments In a ten-year period.

The preservation analysis and list of programs must be updated every 5 years, at lhe same time that
the locality's housing element is updated, and Lhe analysis must project activilies into the next 10
years. For this update of the Housing Element, the Cily’s 10-year analysis period is divided into two
5-year pericds, 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. Aninventory of restricted low income housing developments in the Cily and their polential for
conversion,

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

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

Local programs for preserving at-risk units, and

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

wp

o~

BACKGROUND

Beginning in the 1960s, the federal government provided numerous incentives to privale developers
1o construct affordable housing. These incentives included low interesi loans, morlgage insurance,
and renl subsidies administered by the Department of Housing and Urban Development {HUD) and
U.8. Departmenl of Agriculture Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). Owners who secured these
subsidies entered into contracts with HUD or FmHA to build or operate multifamily rental housing
developments thal reserved units for lower income households.

Several federal programs allowed owners the option of terminating their participation by prepaying
their mortgage prior to loan maturity or rental contract explrations. Still other programs allowed owners
nol lo renew project subsidy contracts upon expiration of the initial contract term. When an owner
elecls to terminate subsidies, whelher by prepaying an insured morigage or opling oul of
project-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, lower
income tenants may become displaced due io an inability to pay higher rents, with no assurance of
securing permanenlly affordable housing elsewhere. Though existing tenants have recourse through
the Cily's Rent Stabilization Ordinance to prevent excessive renl hikes once the affordability
requirementis expire, the unit is ultimalely rent decontrolled and the affordabiiily lost once the tenant
leaves the unit. Without active efforts lo 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 Qffice issued
a report in June 1986 which predicted that 1.8 million units, or approximately 90 percent, of all
federally subsidized rental housing in the country could be losi by the end of the century.

Slatewide, 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
converl to market rate housing over lhe nexi 20 years. A subsequent report published by the Stale
Office of Research in 1987 concluded lhat as many as 117,000 assisted rental units could convert by
the year 2008, over two-thirds of these units, or 68 percent, have restrictions that could terminate as
early as 1995. Over 11 percenl, 12,343 of these units are located within Ihe City of Los Angeles.

The potential for loss of affordable units is compounded furlher by the consideration of low-income
units produced by state and local financing and subsidy programs {which are not always considered
to 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 Credil program, Affordable Housing incentives Program (density bonus), California Houslng
Finance Agency-issued bonds, city-issued municipal bonds, City of Los Angeles Community
Redevelopment Agency revenues, and locally monitored land use restrictions (e.g., specilic plans,
zone amendments). Like their federal counterparts, these programs have affordable regulatory
agreements or other use restrictions for terms of limiled duration.

INVENTORY OF AFFORDABLE HousING UNITS

The Affordable Housing Inventory is a comprehensive list of all mullifamily housing developments
localed within the City of Los Angeles. Thls database contains informalion regarding every affordable
housing development in the City ot Los Angeles with any data regarding affordability restriclions due
to development incentives or financing from government sources. Among olher items, lhe database
records lhe date of construction completion, the lenglh 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 household guidelines. The database does not include
demolitions of affordable 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.

http:/ /cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm

12/20/2012 1:50 PM





City of LA General Plan, Housing Element, Chapter 3, Needs Assesment

3of44

The City of Los Angeles has 53,365 affcrdable housing unils in 2,020 developments. The majority of
these units were funded lhrough the federal Housing Administralion (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 affordable housing units
wilhin the City of Los Angeles by primary financing or incentive program. The following discussion
provides information on the programs under which these unils were developed, as well as an analysis
of lhe number of affordable units at-risk of reversion to market rates within the planning period of this
document,

EXHIBIT 25
INVENTORY OF AFFORDABLE HousINGg UNITS

F Primary Program H Projects | Unlis |
[2027811 I 3| 1,732
[207 | 2 543|
[221(D)(3) R 48| 3,608
[221(D)(@) i 26 1.487|
231 | 1 26
(236(J)(1) l 260]| 10875
[city Bond-Financed : 252 4,366
lcoBG | 181 3424
[cHFA I 1 594]
lcRA . 478 11815|
[DenstyBonus | 144 1,505]
[HOME | 279 2,768
[Land use | 94 oo5|
[Section 8 - New Construction I 42 5,125
[Section 8 - Other I 165  4.371]
[Unassigned | 56 225,
[Total I 2,020 53,365

Source: Los Angeles Housing Department, Affordable Housing Database. March 14, 2001

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 Cily of Los Angeles since the 1960s.
However, nearly all of these programs have eilher been discontinued or drastically reduced in scope.
This section describes currenl 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 project characteristics based on developmenl
restrictions specific lo that funding source.

Federal

Federal programs that allow the termination of low-income use restrictions involve low- interest,
FHA-insured loans and Section 8 rentai assistance. Often, housing developments receive assistance
from bolh programs. In these cases, the earliest termination date in either program is the earliesl a
project may lose its use restrictions. With the exceplion of the 202 program and limited FHA
insurance, the programs described below are not available to new developments. These units
typically have use restrictions of 30 years, as staled in the regulatory agreement.

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

Low-INcOME HOUSING EXPIRATION ANALYSIS

Housing Element law requires an analysis of the units whose affordability restrictions are at-risk of
expiring. This seclion identifies the number of unils that have already expired, the number of unils lhat
will expire between December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2005, and the number of units that will expire

http:/ /cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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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. Expiralion dales recorded for these projects reflect the earliest date on which
property owners could prepay their mortgages, which in most cases would terminate all covenants to
resirict 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 lhey comnply with
federal and stale notice requirements.

But, while the initial affordabiiily period for these projecis has expired, many of the unils have not yet
lost their affordability restrictions. Most property owners have not yet prepaid despite Lheir ability to do
so. For the moment the affordability and rent restriclions remain in place on these properties, though
lhey continue to be at-risk of conversion o market rate.

Units to Expire in 0-5 Years

Between December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2005, 5,545 housing units will lose their affordability
restrictions. These unils are concentrated in buildings assisted with FHA insurance Sectlion 221(D}(4),
Section 8 rental subsidles, or local bonds. Most of ihe units expiring in this period are family units
(3,388), with many also designated for seniors (1,917) and disabied persons (817).

Units to Expire in 5-10 Years

Belween July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2010, 3,839 housing units will lose their affordabllity restrictions.
Most of these units were financed through the CRA and the Section 8 program, with the remainder
funded with local bonds. Mosl of the units that expire in ihis period are family units (1,053) and senior
units (2,036). Many unils designated for disabled persons also expire in Lhis period {1,6289).

EXHIBIT 26
EXPIRATION OF AFFORDABLE HoUSING UNIT RESTRICTIONS

f Units Units
F Units Expliring Explring | Unlts No
Expiring 31-Dec-2000 1-Jul-2005 Expiring Expiratlon
Primary before thru thru after Data
Program ,‘ 31-Dec-2000 || 30-Jun-2005 | 30-Jun-2010 || 30-Jun-2010 || Availabie

202/811 ] 638)| 345 222|| 527| 0
1207 | 543 0 o 0| 0l
{221(D)(3) | 3,585|] 21 ) 0| 0

221(D)(4) { 949 458 0 0| 80|
R3] 26 o 9L 0] 0}

2361 [ 10.296] __ 1 0| 344 160)

Bond-Financed 1,330 679 624|| 1,545 188
|coBaG 0 380 64/ 746 2,234
fcHFA | 0| 0 of 555 39
lcra 2,494| 379 1,481 6,682 779

Density Bonus 57)| 38 24 a2 1,304
[HomE { 33| 188 109]| 1,068 1,063
[LandUse | 163 38 off 28 676
[section 8 - 1,491 2,120 757 757 0
|New
i Construction
|section 8 - 1,197 821 558 490 1,305
|Other

Unassigned 131 3 0 75 16
| Total 23,238 5,545 3,839 12,899 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 lhe cost of preserving exisling affordable units that
revert lo markel rate compared to the cost of replacing these units {Appendices M, N, O, and P, of this
document).

Methodology

This analysis examines only those units 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 io prepay their mortgage al any lime. A
range of per unit costs were used for both the replacement and preservation costs analysis. The
complex circumstances influencing each housing project diclate Lhe financial resources needed to
maintain the affordabilily status of those housing units or to replace those units lost with new
affordable unils. Consideration by housing finance staff in the Los Angeles Housing Depariment
determined that ralher than calculate an average cost to preserve or replace affordable housing units,
a range of costs provides a belter 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 currenlly in
place."Replacement” refers to new affordable housing units, generated either through rehabilitation or
new construclion programs, that did not previously hold any affordabilily restriclions due to covenants
placed by lenders. The following preservation and replacement per unit costs were used in this
analysis.

To preserve an exisling project, funding may be required only to subsidize rents and conduct modesi
rehabilitation, or lhe project may require substantial rehabilitation. Funds required 1o 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 exisling affordable housing can also vary substantially. Depending
upon land costs, presence of hazardous materials, and a wide range of olher factors, new
construction cosis can range from $180,000 per unit. In this analysls, projected high and low
preservation and replacement costs were calculated for every development in the Affordable Housing
Database using the values discussed above. These per project cosls were then totaled by program
and by planning period.

December 31, 2000 through June 30, 2005

As demonstrated in Exhibit 26, the use restriclions on 5,545 affordable units will expire between
December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2005. The largest portion of these units {38%) is assisted via the
Section 8 New Construction / Substantial Rehabilitation program. (Experience to date has
demonstrated thal upon expiration of lhe initial contract term, many owners choose to renew their
contracts in 12-month increments and reevaluate the decision to renew or opl out on an annual
basis.) Bond-financed units account for the next largest portion of this siock (12%). The majority of the
expiring bond projects have only 20% affordable units, and so the large market-rate component
generally renders preservation of lhese projects financially infeasible.

Preservation costs for these units would range from $69 million to $491 million. On the olher hand,
replacemeni costs would range from $347 million to $756 million. Current projections of LARD
production activilies indicate that approximately 4,000 affordable housing units will be added to the
Cily's inventory over the next five years. Allhough this level of production wlll 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 aniicipated gains from new activities less lost units combined. Further,
many of lhe programs that produced affordable housing in the past, particularly lhe most prolific
programs, no longer exist or have no funds. Between Cily activilies to preserve existing affordable
housing and remaining programs that continue to add affordable housing to lhe existing stock, a slight
increase in the total number of affordable housing units is expected between December 31, 2000 and
June 30, 2005.

July 1, 2005 through June 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 projecl-based Seclion 8 assistance, and 16% are bond-financed.

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnipln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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Preservation costs for lhese units would range from $48 million to $340 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, Ihe number of units that expire between
July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2010 are less Ihan in the previous period, As such, the City should at least
maintain the existing number of affordable units through replacement activities, though demand will
still far exceed supply.

Expired 221 and 236 Projects

Most of the federally assisted 221(d){3) and 236 projecis in the City of Los Angeles now have the
ability to prepay their mortigages. Further, nearly all of these projects have passed their 20th year,
allowing them to prepay al any lime and convert their affordable units to market rate. To date,
however, only thirty three out of 334 assisted developments have chosen 1o prepay. Thus, these units
remain affordable for (he moment but lack long-ierm affordability proteclions. Should a large number
of project owners decide to prepay in the near future, substantlal funding would be required to
preserve or replace lhese units. Estimates of preservation costs range from $136 miflion to $949
million, and replacement costs range from $688 milllon to $1.5 billion. Otherwise, lhese projects will
nol expire until well after June 30, 2010.

ORGANIZATIONAL AND FINANCIAL RESOURCES

An extensive network of non-profit organlzations is involved in the development of affordable housing
in the City of Los Angeles. Several Los Angeles Houslng Department programs and aclivilies provide
capacity development to support the aciivities of these organizations and others involved in the
developmenl of affordable housing. The following discussion describes these aclivities.

Non-Profit Housing Organizations Avallable to Acquire At-Risk Housing

An experienced and sophislicated group of non-profit housing developers are active in the City of Los
Angeles. More than 135 housing developers are currently aclive in the Los Angeles area, developing
and managing affordable housing. Many of lhese organizations focus lheir efforts within target
neighborhoods while others work city-wide. These groups have produced, using a wide range of
funding sources, thousands of units lhrough new construction and rehabilitation efforts over 1he last
five years.

The organizations and agencies listed below have expressed an interest in being considered for

acquisition and management of at-risk properties wilhin the Cily of Los Angeles through the Right of

First Refusal Program coordinated by lhe State Department of Housing and Community Development.

Additional organizations have expressed an interest In participating.

! ® Skid Row Housing Trust

m Korean Youth and Community Center

® Concerned Cilizens of South Central Los
Angeles

® FAME Housing Corporation

= | os Angeles Communily Design Center

= Esperanza Community Development
Corporation

® Pico Union Housing Corporation

= A Community of Friends

' = Frank DeSanlis Community Development
Corporation

= Southern California Housing Development
Corporation

‘ Source: State of California Department of Housing and
Community Development and tha California Housing
Partnership Corporation.

[
Los Angeles Activities that Support Non-Profit Houslng Developers

One of the major goals of HUD's HOME Program is to encourage the development of local community
based not-for-profit housing developmeni organizations. The purpose is to encourage locally
designed and communily sensitive projects, using the talents and experlise of neighborhood-based
enlities. Since 1993, LAHD has been a supporter of this concept and has certified 45 local
organizations throughoul the City as Community Housing Development Organizations {CHDQs).
CHDOs may pursue projects in multi-family rental housing development and home ownership.
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To assist CHDOs, LAHD has sel aside Operating Expense Granls lo cover part of the reasonable and
appropriate costs associaled with the operation of a CHDO. Costs could include salaries, employee
compensatlon and benefits, employee training and education, staff lravel, rental 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
wilh a total of 28 yearly grants.

CHDOs are also eligible for preacquisilion loans ($25,000 maximum) to defer cosls associated with
predevelopment activilies. These loans are unsecured and do not have to be repaid by ihe CHDO if
the project proves infeasible. A total of 23 preacquisilion loans have been made to 16 CHDOs.

In addition, lhe City funds training programs designed to build capacily among nen-profit housing
developers. In FY 1997-1998, the City contracted wilth the Southern California Assoclation of
Non-Profit Housing to provide the following programs: a six-part training sesslon on the prospects of
future funding and development opportunities; training courses on toples 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 producls
available to 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 local 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 developmenis with affordable rent restriclions, dates of conversion to market raies,
and number of units in the project. This allows interested organizations to quickly locate affordable
housing unils at-risk of converting to markel rates that they may be able to acquire and preserve at
affordable rents. Information on distressed and disinvested housing allows non-profit developers 1o
identify potential acquisition and rehabililation projects. Non-profit organizations are provided free,
unlimited access to this resource.

FINANCING RESOURCES

There has been a substantial reduction in the amount of funds available for housing programs.
Beginning in FY 1992, lhe federal Depariment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD} made
available preservalion funds for expiring 221 and 236 projecls through a program called the
Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act (LIHPRHA). This program was
discontinued, however, and as of 1997 funds are no longer available. The California Housing Finance
Agency (CHFA) is not very active in Los Angeles. Further, the CRA tax increment, historically a
substantial resource for housing production and rehabilitation, has been fully committed and is no
longer generaling additional revenue.

Funding is slill available from several other sources, though, including the Community Development
Block Grant {CDBG), HOME, and tax-exempt bonding authorily.

Community Development Block Grant

Historically, ihe City of Los Angeles has received approximately $130 million annually in CDBG funds
for housing and communily development activities. Barring any substantial fluctuations in HUD
appropriations lhat may occur as the federal budget is balanced 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 lypically allocated to programs that fund the developmenl of new affordable housing,
single-family and mulli-family rehabilitation, and minor home repairs. It is expected that the funding
priorities for housing will remain consistent over this period, but thal non-housing priorilles will
emerge, such as economic developmenl, to reduce the total amount of COBG funding directed toward
housing. As a result, 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
communily development activities. Barring any substantial fluctuations in HUD approprialions thal may
occur as the federal budget is balanced by 2002 or additional cities qualify for lhese allocalions, it is
reasonable 10 expecl a similar amount of funding over the next five years. HOME funds will be
available to any preservation project lhal meels program guidelines.
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Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Low Income Housing Tax Credits {Tax Credits) present a unique problem in that program guidelines
and priofities are set by the State of California rather than the Cily of Los Angetes. As a result, the
City can only guide a project developer in creating a project that will be more successful in receiving
an allocation of Tax Credits rather than determine thai a project will absolutely receive funds. This
process has been complicated furlher by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC) use
of a lottery tie-breaker. Whereas the City tries to work wilh preservation projects lo make sure they
meet tax credils thresholds, lhere is no systemalic method to ensure they will receive tax credits
based on a point system. The State makes Lhe final determination of Tax Credit awards.

Mortgage Revenue Bonds

Since 1982, the Cily of Los Angeles has issued tax-exempt revenue bonds for the development of
multi-family rental housing. Part of the City's preservation strategy is to refinance such projects with
lax-exempt bond proceeds (bond refunding) in exchange for extended and strengthened affordability
controls. Morigage revenue bonds can also be a resource for acquiring and preserving at-risk unlts
that were not originally financed wilh bond proceeds.

As bond refunding is an eleclive aclivity to which lhe owner must agree, ii is difflcult 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 lhe City of Los Angeles. However,
the lotal amount available statewide under the private activity cap is limited and increasingly in
demand by jurisdictions throughout the state.

State Bond Financing (upon avallabllity)

The availability of financing at lhe 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 to fund primarily new construclion and rehabilitation
housing projects.

The Cily of Los Angeles does nol anticipate funds for the coming year. A slate bond issue is under
discussion in the legislature, but approval is unlikely. Legislative efforts in 1997 to replenish lhe
program with surplus funds were not ultimately successful.

New Resources

The Los Angeles Housing Department will 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 opportunllies arise, ithe City will evaluate the
potential for allernative resources to meet the Cily's needs and prioritize preservation projecis where
feasible.

LLocAL PROGRAMS TO PRESERVE Low-INcOME HousING

The followlng Cily of Los Angeles programs will be undertaken over the ten-year analysis period of
the Housing Element. Consistent wilh Housing Element policy, the City shall support continued
affordability of units subject to lermination of federal mortgage or rent subsidies and expiring bond
projects.

= P-18 Expiring Affordability Requirements

This program addresses developments that are required lo meet rent and mortgage
resirictions for a limited period of time and lhen revert to market rate.

To preserve affordability, lhe program will refinance and refund units for owners that are willing
to maintain long-term affordabiiily standards.

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

Preservalion programs of lhis 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 balioon payment at the end of the 10th year.
Many owners opl to refinance their projects and end the affardability restrictions rather than
meet the balloon payment. In the case of projects where the owner has no financial incenlive

12/20/2012 1:50 PM





City of LA General Plan, Housing Element, Chapter 3, Needs Assesment

Sof44

to take additional debt or refinance Lheir property, or all debt on the property has been repaid,
local agencies have no leverage to mainiain the affordable housing units al iheir low rates.
According to the State Housing and Community Development Depariment, there are no
identified policy or program approaches Lhat would preserve low-income housing units once
the debt service has been eliminated. The City of Los Angeles will continue to monitor this
siluation and evaluate any program that provides the potential o permanenlly preserve
affordable housing.

B P-23 The Rent Stabilization Ordinance

The Rent Stabilization Ordinance {(RS0) limits the amount a landlord may raise rents on mulli-
family housing units construcied before 1979.

Responsible Agency: LAHD
Financing Source: RSO Regisfration Fees
Timeframe: Ongoing

All mulii-famity housing units constructed before October 1, 1978 are restricled under lhe
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 lhe renier leaves the unit, at which
time the unil's rent will be decontrolled. Though lhis is not a permanent preservation slrategy,
it prevents the eviction of thousands of househelds who could not olherwise pay higher rents,
although it does not replace the loss of ihe Seclion B subsidy.

PRESERVATION OBJECTIVES

The Cily of Los Angeles' goal is to preserve all of the at-risk affordable housing stock. However, the
Cily recognizes that some property owners may refuse to participale in a pubiic agency-sponsored
preservalion program.

Units That Expired Before December 31, 2000

No funding is available to preserve exisling affordable housing units that have already expired or will
expire in the near fulure. GRA 1ax increment funds have been drastically restricted and diminished,
and all current CRA funds have been commitied. No additional funds from this source are anticipated
in the near fulure. Further, the Clty has prioritized CDBG funds for economic development activities,
reducing the amouni of funding available for housing activilies.

For lhe 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 owners have the ability to prepay at any time, lhe Los Angeles
Housing Department will continue 1o monitor these projects and provide assistance to property
owners of tenant groups to maintain the affordabillty of these units. Should financing become
available to preserve the affordabilily in these projects long-term, efforts will be made to contact
property owners and encourage use of lhese 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 oplions available to extend the affordabllity of units developed through the AHIP or land
use incentive programs. As a result, all affordable units developed under these programs will revert to
market renis when the affordability restrictions expire.

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

Of the 9,384 at-risk units that expire beiween December 31, 2000 and June 30, 2010, 6,504 are
funded through programs that could encourage property owners to malntain affordable rents through
refinancing products and 38 unils were built with funding or land use restrictions that offer no leverage
or incentive for property owners to extend lhe affordability through refinancing unless rehabilitation
financing is needed. The 657 unils are anticipated to become market rate units.

However, the City needs to make a good falth effert to contact all owners and property managers, 1o
assess lheir need for, and interest in, City funding for rehabilitation and related purposes, which could
extend the life of |he properties and the affordability restrictions at the same time, Some market
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research is needed lo determine whether existing programs could meet those needs in a way that
would be appealing to such property owners, or whether new loan products should be developed.
These types of properties usually have only a small percentage of restricted units -- 20% or less -- so
acquisition by affordable housing developers for permanent preservation is not a reafistic scenario,
given anlicipated high sales prices resulting from lhe property’s overall rental income.

Should funding become available, preservalion projecls lhat are feasible and truly at risk will have a
high priority for City funding.

SPECIAL HOUSING NEEDS
topd

As indicaled, 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 affordabilily, these special needs can be physical needs and/or social
needs related io 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 households, 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 place
1o live which is affordable follows.

ELDERLY

In order to maintain a satisfactory quality of life, residents of this City should have housing which suils
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 wilh before. Therefore, lhe 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 sixly years. Because
the statistics used to characterize lhe demographics of this special needs group come from various
sources, some sels of numbers may not be directly comparable with others.

The 1990 Census indicated that lhere were 31 million persons that were aged 65 and older {or 12%
of the population) in the U.S. There is a trend 1oward an increased proportion of elderly citizens in Ihe
U.S. population due o lhe aging of the "Baby Boom" generation, lower birlh rates in recent years, and

extended life expeciancies. 9 Itis expected that persons aged 65 years and older will comprise more
than 14% of the U.S. population by 2010, and 22% by 2030 {or 65 million).@

According to the 1980 census, 13.5% of the Cily of Los Angeles’ population of 3,485,398, or 470,800
people, were aged sixty years or older. Of those, 345,960 residenis were sixly-five years or older, or
10%, slightly less than the national average. In 1995, the City Deparlment on Aging projected an
elderly population (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 populalion of 33,428 expected by the year 2000
(using the average of 1.58 persons per dwelling unit recommended by ihe Los Angeles Housing
Department). This estimate does not consider the size and type of dwelling unit.

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

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

The Department on Aging analysis found that, on a citywide basis, lhe greatest needs of lhe eiderly
are for transportation, affordable housing, case managemenl (social service referrals), financlal

assistance / employment, long lerm care for the home-bound, and day care. @ The elderly often have
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no immediate tamily, lack mobility either through physical impairments or lack of transportation
alternatives, and are therefore isolated. In 1990 there were 68,800 elderly persons in the City with a
mobility limitation. 4 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 aboul security.

As a special needs group, the elderly are in some respects unique. An article in American
Demographics slates that in 1990 the eiderly owned approximately 131,044 dwelling units {or 10%) of
the City's 1,299,963 tolal housing units; and rented 99,256 units. Although L. A. County 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. f’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 1o 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 lhe elderly.

According to the 1990 Census there were 34,640 persons of 65 years and older below 1he poverty
level, and 295,230 above ihe poverty level in this City. The poverly level in 1990 was $6,280 for one
person and $8,420 for 2 persons. Seventy-seven percent of all elderly renters receive less than half

the median income ($30,925), or about $15,000 per year.@ The median income for Social Security
recipienls nationally is $1 3.959.@

Social Security is the main source of income for elderly households. Less than half (45%) received
pensions other than Social Security, and onty 20% have earnings. Non-married women make up a
greater percentage of the total elderly population as they age. The median household income drops
dramatically for the elderly population, wilh ihe oldest age group having the highest poverty rate.

Non-married men and non-married women and minorities have the highest poverly rates @ which
range from 16% to 48% of this population.

Unless they are disabled, the elderly are ineligible for Social Security unlil they reach at least age 62.
Social Security (Old Age Insurance), even when supplemented by a pensicn and savings, simply does
not caver the cost of living in Los Angeles for most elderly residents. In arder to fill Lhat gap between
income and housing costs many elderly continue to work or apply for Supplemental Security Income
{SSISSP). tt is reported that in 1991, 77,011 Individuals or 22% of the elderly population received aid

through this program. The age of eligibility for SSI is 65.@

Women are particularly impacted because they live longer and have lower average incomes ($9,092).
Wornen recelve an average of $758 per month from Saciai Security benefits, which is nolably less
than the average amount received by men ($978 per month) due to their historically lower wages or
housewife stalus.

Census data show that the vast majority of older Americans (95%) live in their homes within the
communily, as opposed to only 5% living in an institutional setting. Repeatedly, research such as the
1990 AARP survey shows that most older Americans want to remain in their homes in their community,

and lo age in place.@ Households with members over age 65 are lhree and one-half limes less likely
to relocate than those under 65. @

A large proportion of the elderly population live alone. Many of them find single-family homes too
costly to maintain; olhers cannot afford multi-family rental housing. The elderly also face loss of
housing when multi-family housing is converied 1o condominlums, or when tenants are moved out for

building renovation. The elderly find it extremely difficult to find affordable replacemenl housing. {12)

The use of Section 8 rental subsidy cerlificales in lhe private market for the elderly do not serve the

housing needs of the elderly as well as it does for the younger population.@ The scaltered 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 unique
needs. Congregate housing, which provides services on-site such as a common dining room and

kitchen with support services, allows the elderly to maintain their independence and noi become
{i4)

burdens to society.

ExHiBIT 27
60 YEARS+ POPULATION COUNTS BY AGING SERVICE AREA (ASA)
| Aging Service Area (ASA) || 1980 | 1880 || Change
[North Valley L 17210 23,331 8,121
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|East vailey | 32,604! 32,919 315
[South West valley [ 85821 47601 12.,080)
[eity | 37,183 33,818 ~-3,365]
|west wilshire | 51,171 44,385 _ -6.786)
[southwestern ! 22,417| 28,172 5,755
[Midvaitey o | 32,700 35199 2499
[South Central [ 19,697 21,643 1,946
|Central | 23,148| 21,191 1,957
[West Adams [ 2eae)| 22984 43
[westside } 30,768 33,022|1 2,254
Northwest Valley ! 19,260. 31622 12,362
[Northside | 42428  38428]  -4,000]
[Eastslde | 32,828 36,196 3368
[Rarbor | 18,520 20472 1,952

Source: Arga Council on Aging (Population B0 Years of Age and Qider)

An examinalion of Lhis issue by Pairicia B. Pollak @ discussed third-parly ownership of temporary
(i.e., mobile or modular homes) elder cottage units which would offer flexibilily of location as well as
subsidization. This elder cotiage program woulid involve retention of ownership of the temporary
dwellings by a third party (such as a nonprofil corporation or H.U.D.) and would control for unit size,
design, construction, location on lot, and siling, etc. A model program entitled Elder Cottage Housing
Opportunity (ECHO}, sponsored by H.U.D., is being evaluated at the writing of this elemenl. The
modular unils could be moved onlo 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 lheir children,

Additional housing types sometimes considered appropriate for Lhe elderly include age-segregaled
two-story townhouses, and one- and two-story duplexes. Communily centers offer opporiunities for
social interaction for the elderly, and could also house child care centers. Denmark and Sweden relax

zoning regulalions to build additional housing and pravide community centers for lhe elderly.@ This
enables many elderly to remain in iheir home communily. Sweden offers housing allowances to the
elderly who are temporarily institutionalized as an incentive for them to return home. Japanese
corporalions provide home help to their pensioners as pan of their employment benefits,

A notable segment of 1he elderly populalion does not require constant care and chooses to live in
alternative housing. For example, social agencies match people in need of housing with other eiderly
homeowners or partment dwellers looking for roommates. These arrangements reduce housing costs
and ofien ameliorate 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 facililies for adult day care,
short-term inslitutionalization, and short-term foster care. These would provide residential care and

supportive services to elderly residents who are unable to care for themselves, as well as respite care
{17)

to family members.

ExHIBIT 268
NUMBER OF ELDERLY BY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA (>60 YRs)

I 60-64 | 65-74 || Over74 |
CPA# | Community Plan Area Years Years Years | Total |
[ ~ 1lNortheastLos Angeles |[ 7,958 11,867 8.945| 28,770
[ ] _ 2||Boyle Helghts [ 2668 3,899 3199 9,766
. ~ 3|Southeast Los Angeles || 5,497 9,341 6,869 21,707
4|West Adams - Baldwin 6,490 11,387 7.644| 25,521
I ____jHills | i
5[South Centrai Los 7.916| 12,758 8,758  29.432]

| L |Angeles ||
_wishire [ 87| 15870 16.426] 41041
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7|[Hollywood 7,512 12,548 11,659 31,719
8/[Silver Lake - Echo Park 2,595 3,993 3,283 9,881|
9/|Westlake 2,428 a118|  3.487] 10,033
10]/Central Clty 979 1,922 1514 4415
i 11||Central Clty North 498 913 702 2,113
, 12|[sherman Oaks - Studio 3,256 5,945 4,753 13,954
; City
: 13{|North Hollywood 3,722 6,825 5664 16,211
14/|Arieta - Pacoima 2,521 3,625 1,723 7,869
15/[van Nuys - North 4,482 8,463 6,453 19,398
16’ Misslon Hills - Panorama 3,549 5,949 3,344 12,742
Clty
17||Sun Valley I 2,498 3,993 2,244 8,735
18||Syimar 1 1,891 2,678 1,571 6,140
19|[Granada Hills [ 2862 3,813 1,754 8,429
20|[Canoga Park | 7119 9,819 5721 22,659
21j{Chatsworth | 4,777, 2,399 10,828
22[Northridge | 2839 4,180| 1,860 8,879
23|Reseda - West Van Nuys||  3.481] 5,944| 4,223 13,648
24|Encino-Tarzana || 4,101]  6,393)  3,744| 14,238
_ _25Sunland-Tujunga || 1,858 3022 2061 6,941
| 26/|Westwood | 1,485 2,822 2,491 6,778
f 27||West Los Angeles | 2810 6,023 5,490/ 14,323
j 25‘ Palms - Mar Vista - Del 3,834 6,733 4,131 14,698
| Rey
29||venice | i264| 1920 1,233 4,417
30 Westchester [ 2,054 3,990 1,990 8,034
31||Brentwood - Pacific 3,171 5,491 3,313 11,975
Pallsades
32|[Bel Alr - Beverly Crest 1,328 1,996 1,050 4,374
33|[wilmington - Harbor City 2,161 2,972 1,751 6,884,
34/|San Pedro 2,800 4,673 3,314 10,787
35|Harbor Gateway 1,269 1,603 782 3,654
Total[all Areas 122,273 202,165]| 145545] 469,983|
Source: SEIS-1890 L8, Census

To address lhe elderly housing need, the Communily Redevelopment Agency (CRA) set aside
$11,500,000 for elderly housing in Fiscal Year 1996-97 budget to complete 400 new elderly units. The
agency produced a total of 4,101 senior units as of 1995 of which 1,849 units were built under HUD's
Seclion 202 Program. The Cily of Los Angeles Housing Department also has a 15% budget sel-aside
for housing production for low income seniors to be used for housing productlon or olher types of

housing subsidies.
In summary, increasing numbers of elderly in the population are creating a demand for more

affordable housing in the near lerm. Long-range planning must recognize this need and design
innovalive programs such as ECHO to address the demand.

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Persons with disabilities in the City face unique problems in obtaining affordable and adequate
housing. This segment of the populalion, which includes mental, physical, and developmental
disabililies, needs low-cosi, conveniently-localed housing which has been specially adapted for
wheelchair accessibility, along with other physical needs.
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Disability is a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities. i
is estimated lhat over 500,000 physically. mentally, and developmentally disabled people reside in the

City of Los Angeles. There are 95,000 persons with severe mental illness In Los Angeles County.“i)
Persons with developmental disabiliies numbers 183,328, and person with physical disabililies
numbers 259,636. A large proportion of the homeless (one- 1hird 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 wilh disabilities live on an income thal is significantly lower than the
non-disabled population. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that at least one-third of all
persons with disabililies in the United States live in poverty. Persons wilh disabilities have the highest
rate of unemployment relative to other groups. For most, thelr only source of income is a small fixed
pension afforded by Social Security Disability Insurance (SDI), Social Security Insurance (SSI), 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 relalive to other
groups. When lhey find work, it tends to be unstable and at low wages. Most educational programs for
persons wilh disabilities do nat provide adequate skills and raining, which leaves a person with a
disability qualified for no more than minimum wage employment. Eligibility for employment training fs
often based on some level of residential stability.

As with any population, a full speclrum of affordable housing is needed, from mobile home, temporary
shelters to transitional and permanent housing, including group, congregate and independent
housing. Independent, supported living is preferable, either through individual or shared homes or
apartments, providing each individual with his/her own bedroom. Suppori services may be provided
either on- or off-site.

Appropriate housing for persons wilh mental or physical disabilities includes very low cost small or
large group homes (near retail services and public transit), supervised apartment settings,
oulpalient/day treaiment programs, and inpatient/day treatmeni programs or crisis shellers,

Il is the opinion of many groups homes developers and non-profit mental health services organizalions
that Ihe City’s current zoning regulations are too restriclive and do not facilitate the implementation of
such housing projects.

Physical Disablllitles

There is a scarcily of housing in the City 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 developmenital disability.

In order lo 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 adaplive design for physical accessibility in all multi-family
residential buildings with four or more units built for first occupancy starting March 13, 1991. However,
numerous dwelling units built before Lhat date are not subject to these accessibility requirements.
Further, the Americans with Disability Act, adopted July 26, 1980 (Publlc Law 101-336), requires
architectural retrofitting of commercial structures converted to residenlial use to accommodate
individuals with physical disabilities, the Los Angeles City Advisory Council on Disability states thal
there is a need for architectural accessibilily in 4 to 15 percent of all housing in the City. Housing
preservation programs {See Chapter VI) adminlstered by the Los Angeles Housing Department
provide for accessibliity retrofiting to comply with ihe law.

Mental Disabllily

Persons with mental disabilities are a critically under-served population with respect to housing. There

is a general incidence of mental disability of 1 to 2% of the population. @ Approximalely 20-50
percent of these are capable of living semi-independently in their own supparted housing units with
assistance in maintaining their apartment, the provision of meals and obtaining transportation, as do

other persons with disabilities.2%

There are a limited number of day treaimenl facilities and pregrams, including drop-in socialization
centers, to 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 1o families who care for their
relatives with menlal disabilities on a 24-hour basis.

12/20/2012 1:50 PM





City of LA General Plan, Housing Element, Chapter 3, Needs Assesment

150f 44

The State Department of Mental Heallh and the County Department of Mental Heatth provide funding
for development of housing for persons wilh mental disabilities. State law {Sec. 50689) provides for
licensing of private residenlial care facililies for the care of persons with mental disabilities. These
residences include small group homes with not less than 12 dwelling units, and serving not more Lhan
24 persons per struclure.

There is a large homeless population wilh mental disabilities in the City. A large segment of the adult
persons with mental disabilities now living wilh aging parents may find lhemselves homeless in the
near future. Many more are temporarily housed in jails (after arrest for a minor offense), largely due to
the unavailability of appropriate supported housing. They are caught in the revalving door of

homelessness and jaiIEH

Developmental Disability

The Cily lacks suitable and sufficient housing for persons with developmentai disabililies to live
independently in their own dwelling units, away from institutional supports. According 1o Seclion 4512
of the California Welfare and Institutions Code, a developmental disability is defined as disability and
mental retardation resulling from cerebral palsy, epilepsy or autism which originates before the age of
18, is likely 1o continue indefinitely, and conslilutes a substantial disability for the individual. Many of
the persons with developmental disabilities live in traditional nuclear families, occasionally remaining
wilh their family of origin into adulthood. Another large segment lives in board and care homes which
provide a supervised living/nursing environment.

A substantial disabilily is defined as not belng able to use the resources that are available to other
people. The disability cannol be solely psychiatric or solely physleal in nature.

The Regional Center for the Developmental Disabled estimates that approximately 1% of lhe City's
total population {35,000 persons) would fall into the definition of developmental disability. Of this
number, approximately 40% are adulis. Approximately 10% of this adult populalion would in all
probability be able to live independently. In order to function independently, the Center provides their
clientele with referrals lo public service agencies, which in turn provide training in independent living
skills, counseling on health issues (including alcohol and drug abuse), and job skills.

It is estimated that 70% of persons with developmental disabilities in the City are retarded and 8%
aulistic. Because lhose with developmental disabilities range from lhose persons needing tolal care to
persons who are capable of living completely independenlly, a wide range of housing types should be
provided to serve current and fulure needs.

Ability First of Southern California provides housing for persons with disabilities. Ulifizing H.U.D.
funding, lhis organizalion sponsors several independent living apartment complexes and a
semi-independent group home al various sites around Los Angeles County for low-income adulls age
18 1o 62 who have physical or developmental disabilities. These residences offer accessible living
features such as lowered counter heights, roll-in showers, and widened doorways for people with
wheelchairs. Support services Include attendant 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 Occupancy (SRO) Corporation of Los Angeles also provides low-cost housing for
low-income adults in the Skid Row area of downtown. i is funded by H.U.D., C.R.A_, and the L A.
Department on Aging.

Housing Autharity of the Counly of Los Angeles (HACOLA) provides funding for persons wilh
disabilities who have been centified as eligible. Persons with disabilities find their own rental units and

pay no more than 30% of their income toward the rental cost. {23 This assistance is provided to
households in County unincorporated areas and in smaller cities that participate in HACOLA's
programs. The Housing Authorily of the Cily of Los Angeles (HACLA) provides rental assisiance to
low income persons with disabilities and homeless persons with disabilities who reside in the City of
Los Angeles. For example, for homeless persons with disabilities, HACLA adminlsters rental
assistance from HUD Shelier Plus Care program under which a household pays no more than 30% of
their income toward renlal while a community-based organization provides supportive services lo the
household to help the household maintain their housing and nol fall back into homelessness.

In spite of recent federal legislation {Fair Housling Amendment Act of 1988).@ persons with

disabilities encounter resistance from neighbors when developing or purchasing housing in
conventional residential neighborhoods. Under this legislalion many government regulations
restricting group homes or other houslng for people wilh disabilities will be a viclaiion of federal law.

http://cityplanninglacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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Non-profit developers report that there is a need for jurisdictions to fast-track the permitting process
for these projects, as well as waive or defer fees as they operate on limited budgels. Examples of fee
waivers include school fees, since Llhese residences do not house children. The recently adopted
Affordable Housing Incentives Ordinance allows for fee deferral prior to the issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy (Sec. 19.01 K 10 of the Planning and Building Gode).

Some developers have found that current city parking requirements are costly and burdensome.
Compliance with general parking requirements may add costs to development and is inappropriate for
a poor, non-driving population residing near convenient, public transportation in the inner city.
Exception to the parking requirements exisls for projects accommodaling senlor cilizens and persons
with disabililies 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 availability and affordability are more difficult for those segments of the City's
population classified with mental, developmental, or physical disabilitles than for persons without
disabilities. Most of these groups live on a small fixed income which severely limils their ability to pay
for housing. Taken logether, the faclors described herein severely hamper opportunities for
independent living for all segments of the Cily's population with disabilities. Even housing in small
group homes and large faciliies is sorely lacking in supply and for many people is prohibitive in cost.

The Cily Housing and Communily Development Departments currenlly support developers'
applications for funding for the persons wilh disabilities through Seclion 202 and 811 funds from state
and federal sources. In addition, the Los Angeles Counly Depariment of Mental Heallh funds a
countywide project to identify units avaitable to persons wilh disabililies. Known as the Vacant
Housing Inventory, the project is a database of affordable apariment units as well as apariments that
accept public rental assistance, information on Board and Care facililies, transitional housing, shelters
and SRO units for persons wilh disabilities. The project is administered by a Community of Frlends, a
local non-profit developer of special needs housing. To further encourage the development of housing
units for persons with disabilities, the City's Commisslon on Disakility proposed an ordinance to
provide 5% of the project’s units as accesslble unils (required by Title 24 of the State Code be made
affordable to persons with disabilities).

HOMELESS

Conlemporary homelessness is lhe byproduct of a number of different trends: the relative decline of
the number of housing units affardable for extremely low income people, including the demolition of
SROs and conversion of subsidized units to market-rate rentals; de-institutionalization of persons with
mental illness without adequate community-based support; de-industriallzation, whereby high-paying
manufacturing jobs have given way to low wage service seclor employment; and the decline of real

dollars of public benefits. @4

Against this backdrop of difficult economic and social trends, low-income persons find it increasingly
hard to hold ento housing. Particularly al risk are persons with severe mental illness and/or substance

abuse problems and chronic illness, and extreme poor families. Eﬂ

A system of services has been developed in response to these needs, providing homeless prevention
and outreach, emergency shelter, transitional and permanent supportive housing. This system is
known as the Continuum of Care,

Demographics

The Study, “The Number of Homeless People in Los Angeles Cily and County, July 1993 to June
1994,” November 1995, by Shelter Partnership, Inc., found that there are up to 41,500 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 eslimated that 109,000 persons
experience homelessness in the City of Los Angeles in the course of a year. The study further
indicaled that individual adults comprise 75% of the homeless populalion, families with children
conslituting 20% and unaccompanied youlh, 5%.

A five-year study of slreet youth of Children’s Hospltal released in 1997 ptaces lhe number of runaway

youth in lhe Hollywood area at 7,000-8,000. @ More recenlly unaccompanied youth not comfortable
with the Hollywood area have migrated to the beach areas, Including Venice. Providers in Skid Row
reporl lhal unaccompanied youlh typically are not found there.

Estimates of homelessness have been used because physical enumeration of homeless persons is
traught with methodological problems due in part to the transience of the population and because
many homeless people 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 1990 the Census Bureau attempted a single night count of homeless peaple in the City with
encountered significant preblems in implermentation. The Cily of Los Angeles conducted a
demonstration project in 1999 lo test alternative methods of counting people on the streets so that the
2000 Census does not repeal the mistakes made in 1990.

In addition to he general population esilmates, local research has contributed to a better
understanding of homelessness and homeless sub-populations. These sludies include the Course of
Homelessness, a siudy of homeless adulis in Santa Monica and downtown Los Angeles conducied 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. )

The Course of Homelessness study, which included interviews with homeless persons in Santa
Monica and downtown Los Angeles, found that 4% of the homeless population and chronic major
mental iliness along, while person with both chranic major mental iliness and chronic substance abuse
dependency comprised 16% of ihe population. The study further found that while the homeless
molhers with children they interviewed had a far lower rate of current alcohol dependency {7% versus

34%), they had similar rates of current illiclt drug dependency (17% versus 21%). @

The AESOP study focused on the HIV risks facing streel youth. Seventy-five percent of the AESOP
sample of street youth in Hollywood reported having no home. Of those, nearly 20% reported being
hameless 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 olher 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 diagnoses, 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 challenges providers
face in establishing a relationship with lhem. This, too, poinis to the need for more crealive and
collaboralive approaches to service homeless youlh.

Despite increases in funding to the area over the years, and the Increasing sophistication of
providers, the [evel of services and housing has not kept pace wilh the need. According to ihe 1396
Short Term Housing Directory of Los Angeles County,” by Shelter Partnership, Inc. (May 1997), there
are 7,157 beds for homeless persons in lhe City of Los Angeles. Glven that on any given night there
are up to 41,500 people homeless in the City, lhere is a need for more housing for this population.
This situation is especially difficult for persons wilh disabilities {mental illness, mulli-diagnoses,
persons living with HIV/AIDS, or pregnant women), and for unaccompanied youth and families and

adolescent children, as very few beds specifically serve these special needs population.@

For many, homelessness is a single episode of varying duration. For olhers, the episodes repeal,
following the ebb and flow of personal crises that sometimes overwhelm the person’s abilily to stay
housed. The Continuum of Care, to be successful, must accommodate lhese varialions 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 solulion - 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 adminlstering Lhe majerily of federal funding of supportive
services emergency and transitional housing programs in the City. LAHSA also oversees a limited
number of special needs permanent housing projects. Funding for homeless programs comes from
entitiement grants (Emergency Shelter Grant, ESG, Community Development Block Grants, CDBG)
and from competitive grants (supportive Housing Program - SHP).

In addition 1o LAHSA’s conlracting agencies, there are a number of privately funded programs serving
homeless people in the City. Most notable among these is the Mission, which have historlcally fed and
sheltered homeless people in the Skid Row area of downlown Los Angeles.

Since 1995, the United Stales Department of Housing and Urban Development {(HUD) has annually
issued a SuperNOFA {Notice of Funding Availability} for Continuum of Care homeless assistance
funding. The Continuum of Care SuperNOFA includes three programs: The Supporiive Housing
Program (SHP), Shelter Plus care and SRO Moderate Rehabilitation. The Conlinuum of Care sirategy
required by the NOFA must address how 1he local jurisdiction addresses the entire range of homeless
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needs, from prevenlion, crisis to intervention and emergency housing, to permanent supportive
housing. In addilion, the Continuum of Care narralive includes reference to other sources of available
funding for programs, so that program dollars are coordinated with other funding streams, such as lhe
Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), Housing Opporiunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) and the
Emergency Food and Shelter Program Grant (EFSPG).

Wilh increasing national competition for federal funds, Los Angeles is witnessing a decrease in its
funding from these programs. The 1998 Conlinuum of Care award was 13% less than the prior year,
while ESG funds for FY1999 are 10% less than In 1998. As a growing number of jurisdicilons compele
nalionally for HUD funding, Los Angeles’ share is likely 1o continue 1o decrease.

Programs

The greates! concentralion 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-{unded
Homeless Initiative in 1995 and subsequenl Continuum of Care funding has meant substantial inflows
of funding to Skid Row, bul 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, benefils advocacy, outreach teams, rent assistance coordinalion and
services, 24-hour emergency housing, substance abuse rehabilitation programs and long-term case
management. The balance of Initiative funds supports a Downtown Drop-In Center, a No-Fail
Community Model program for multi-diagnosed homeless persons and gap funding for three
permanent housing.

The Winter Sheiter program is a seasonal program designed to bring additional and temporary
emergency shelter beds on-line during Los Angeles’ most severe cold 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 February, and resumes a wealher-aclivated status for the manth of
March. In addition lo emergency sheller, 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 aver 15,000 unduplicaled 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 heallh services. Clients
also receive child care, transportalion, and income support assistance, such as applying for Veterans

benefits, SSI, Food Stamps and other government assistance programs.

Gommunity Voice Mail (CVM), adminisiered by LAHSA, provides to people who are homeless 24-hour
access to telephone messages. CVM allows people to conduci basic business transactions by
receiving information from potentlal employers, landlords, services providers and others. it also
encourages conlact between families and frlends, reducing isolation from people living on the streets,
Participants use CVM wilh lheir own 7-digil number, a personal greeting and a private pass code to
retrieve messages.

ExHiBIT 29
1998-99 WINTER SHELTER PROGRAM SITES IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES*

| Downtown Los Angeles

| ® The Salvalion Army Harbor Light
® SRO Housing Corporation
® New Images Emergency Shelter

|| East Los Angeles

® Jovenes

Hollywood/MId-City
= Bright World Care Center, Inc.

North Hollywood

|
| & | A Family Housing Corporation

http:/ /cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm

12/20/2012 1:50 PM





City of LA General Plan, Housing Element, Chapter 3, Needs Assesment

19 0f 44

‘'South Los Angeles

His Sheltering Arms
Henderson Community Center
S$SG/People Helping People
L.A. Community Services, Inc.
B Parents of Walts

= Sajvation Army

|| “Sites and providers are subjecl to change on an annual basis. I

In 1997-98, the Winter Sheller Program, 24-hour Emergency Homeless Program, and Community
Voice Mail programs served a total of 11,696 unduplicated individuals. The first two programs provide
decent and safe temporary housing opportunilies with easy access to needed social, economic,
educational and heallh services for homeless individuals and families. Communily Voice Mail provides
an essential service for persons seeking employment and/or housing.

The Continuum of Care Homeless Providers, previously funded by the Community Redevelopment
Agency, now receive Los Angeles Clty CDBG funds to pay for job counseling and iraining, social
services and sheller. The agencies include Henderson Community Center, SRO Housing Corporalion,
Skid Row Development Corporation, Speclal Services for Groups, Weingart Center Association and
LAMP.

Zoning

One significanl way in which the City foslered the development of homeless shelters was through the
1986 adoption of two ordinances that would facilltate the location of shelters within City limits.
Ordinance 161,426 permits shelters with lhe 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 significanl effect on adjoining properties or on the immediate neighborhood, or 2)
was not likely to evoke public controversy. In addition, parking may be reduced to 10% of the number
of spaces required in the zone, with a minimum of two parking spaces.

Ordinance No. 161,427 permits homeless shelters 1o be established in high density residenlial zones
{R4 and R5) and commercial zones (C2, C4, and CM) by righl. Parking may be reduced to 25% of the
number specified in the Zoning Code i the site is located within 1,000 feet of a transit stop.

Despite these broader development righls, local community opposition to low-income housing and
homeless services continue to challenge providers seeking to site new projecls. Since the projected
funding for the next years is likely to be drawn loward the renewal of existing programs, communily
are not likely o see significant number of new homeless programs. However, lhe conlinuing need for
affordable permanent housing and supportive housing will mean that the Cily will have an ongoing
responsibility o ensure the rights of special needs populations to housing.

Los 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 not diminished over
the years, despite lhe marked increase in funding and program development. Both the private and
public response 10 homelessness locally has meant an increased number of persons served annually,
buy with general evaluative measures siill in development, the long term impact of this growth in
services is nol 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
labor markel 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 nol disabled under the law, unless they have an
independenl disabilily.

There is an exireme 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 Cily, and they anly accommodate stable and employed recovering
persons. Further, they provide 1he environment, molivalion and tools for recovering medically indigent
alcoholics, addicts and family members to maintain lheir sobriely and to become productive citizens in
low income communities. Most of the above-menlioned sober living homes need renovation and
upgrade assistance.

http://cityplanninglacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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At its meeling on January 23, 1998, the Los Angeles Cily Council's Housing and Communily
Redevelopmenl Committee initiated a request for the draft of an Inlerim Control Ordinance (ICQ) on
the establishmenl or expansion of licensed community care facilities serving six or more persons wilh
drug or alcohol-related problems for lhe geographic area of San Pedro identified as having a
concentration of such facilities.

A number of complainis fromn properly owners were registered in the 15" Council Districi Office
concerning excessive loitering, panhandling, and aggressive behavior of some individuals in and
around the Main Post Office area of San Pedro. The Area is generally bounded by Beacon, Center,
and Ninth and Tenth Streels, and contains a number of community care and residential facilities which
provide 24- hour non-medical care and supervision to adulis. These faciliiles provide services to
persons wilth physical, mental or developmental disabilities, and to individuals recovering from
chemical dependency.

As a result of Lhese complaints, a "Special Needs Housing Task Force" was appointed by Councilman
Rudy Sverinich and comprised of 28 persons representing homeowner assaciations, the business
community, providers of communily care services, and the Los Angeles Gity Planning and Community
Development Departments.

The Task Force focused on identifying the number, location, and legal staius of a variety of facilily
types, and found that there were no documented negative impacts 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 facililies with a total citywide
capacity of almosl 22,500 beds.

Further, the City Planning Depariment recommended Lhat the City should consider its nuisance
abatement authority pursuant to Seclion 12.27.1 of the Zoning Code to address this particular issue.
Nuisance abaternent authority has been used to enforce existing caonditlons or Impose new conditions,
or revoke permits on uses lhat have become a nuisance to ithe public.

The issue of community care facilities must be considered wilh the regulatory context provided by |he
California Community Gare Facilities Acl and the Federal Falr Housing and Americans with Disabililies
Acts. These laws prohibit discrimination in housing. In addition, the Calffornia supreme Courl's
decision in Adamson v. The City of Santa Barbara (wherein the court ruled that unrelaled persons
who conslitute themselves as a household may be considered a family) complicates and possibly
constrains lhe City's ability to regulate in this area.

FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS

The number of women rearing children alone in America has more than doubled in the 22 years from
1970 lo 1992, from 13% of househalds to 30%. There were 12 million single mathers in this country in
1993, 86% of whom maintain homes for their famllies. There are 289,000 female-headed households

(or 24% of all City households) in this City. &%

Almost 40% of female-headed households in the U.S. have incomes below the poverly rate. 31} In the

U.S. about one-half of never-married mothers are unemployed. @ Flity-five percenl of families
headed by never-married females recelve public assistance, as well as 20% of families headed by

divorced/separated mathers. (33_) Before-tax income of families maintained by widows averaged
$22,790 in 1990, while incomes of divorced/separated women averaged $18,580, and never-rmarried
mothers averaged $9,820 in the U.S.

The economic problems of lhese women have serious policy impiications wilh respect to housing.

According to "The Widening Divide," @ California has the worst renlal affordability problem in the
U.S., with a more severe shortage of low-priced units than any olher state. Since 1970 lhere has been
a 25% increase in the number of poor renter households paying 50% or more of their income in renl.

Single female renters have an extreme cost burden, with renis exceeding 50% of their income. It has

been reported @ that single mothers in the U.S. who rent have an annual income of $11,700. For an
employed woman wilh children, the average household income in this City is $19,730. An affordable
renial cost for Lhis Los Angeles household would be $493 per month (30% of the gross income).
Clearly, we can conclude thal the average female-headed household in this City cannot afford the

average rent.@
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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

(37)

Reported studles indicate lhat never-married mothers in the U.S. are not generally high school

graduales, and they also have a low labor force participation rate.m_a) The never-married mothers
were less likely to have child-care expenses lhan the divorced/separated group (81% of whom are

employed). @ Housing costs are usually the greatest expense for single heads of household.

homeowners.

Historically, welfare mothers have been, for the most part, unable to rent decenl housing in the private
market. An AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) family which received $632 per month in
1995 was not able 1o afford the median rental rate of $680 in the Cily of Los Angeles. Using 30% of
gross income as an affordability threshold, this family could only afford $190 per month for rent.
Perhaps this is why fourleen percent of never-married female householders live in public housing
(nationally).

The housing need for this special needs group is also documented by the fact thai approximately
13,000 female heads of household in this City receive Section 8 rental subsidy assistance. This
H.U.D. program subsidizes ihe balance of the rental cost in excess of 30% of the renter's gross
income. The certificate program enables the prospective tenant to take the subsidy oul to the private
market {o search for rental housing.

The Section 8 program administered by the HACLA currenlly provides housing assistance payments
to private landlords for 38,972 families. HACI_A has not accepted applications since February, 1990,
because of grossly inadequate federal funding. There is a need for additional Section 8 certificates to
be made available to Lhis special needs group.

A predominant number of female-headed households In Los Angeles reside in the communliies 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 enlitled “The Widening Divide"{Stewart, 1988b).
(40}

Eoording 1o Shelter Partnership, Inc., homelessness amongsi families is most severe in familles
headed by a single molher, The decline in welfare benefits, coupled with increases in the cost of
living, including housing costs, largely explain lhe increasing incidence in homelessness among

families.

The difficully that female heads of household have encounlered in obtaining affordable housing for
Ihemselves and minor children has often led to homelessness. The Task Force on Family Diversity
has reported that these homeless single parent households are often headed by a female less lhan

25 years old with 2 or 3 young children, @1

The study, "The Number of Homeless People in Los Angeles City and County, July 1993 to June
1994," November 1995, by Shelter Partnership, Inc., found that there were 12,400 homeless family
members in ihe County of Los Angeles on any given night. There were 5,057 homeless families
members in the City of Los Angeles on any given night. Using a methodology lhat counted the number
of families that applied for AFDC Housing Assistance Program benefits (temporary and permanent),
the Shelter Partnership calculated lhat there were 49,000 homeless families in Los Angeles County in
the course of a year.

According to an "A Report on Domestic violence Sheiters 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 crilical need for transilional housing. The number of domestic violence shelter beds in Los
Angeles County will double from 549 10 1,339 wilhin the nexi two years. These include a total of 645
crisis shelter (emergency) beds and 694 second stage (transitlonal) beds that are located in the
County of Los Angeles (See Appendix A.

For the planning period 1998 through 2005, the total number of dwelling units needed for female
heads of households is projected 1o 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 well as ali olher low-income
households. Limited equity cooperatives sponsored by non-profit housing developers are another
financing slructure that could be considered for Llhe benefit of all special needs groups.

Muti-family housing development for this special needs group should include child care facilities to
allow single mothers 10 secure gainful employment oulside the home.

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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LARGE FAMILIES

Large families face an above-average level of difficully in locating adequalely-sized, affordable
housing, Even when larger unils are available, the cost is generally higher than that of smaller units.
This presents a problem of affordability to large familigs 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 all households in 1his
Cily, or 198,810 of a Cily 1otal of 1,217,405 households. The number of persons in large families in
the City is 994,050 {16%) of the total City population of 3,468,000,

The following distribulion illustrates the proportion of large families in the population in comparisen lo
other family sizes:

[ Family Size | Number of Households | % |

| 2 I T osagsi] 2l
(I L 1e6.092] 14)
[ a [ 143809 12|

| 5+ i ] 194,357 16
|

|(Total Households = 1.217.405)

Large families dominate lower-income levels as iliustraled by lhe following: There are 67,137 very
low-income large families (< 50% median); 29,153 low-income large families (51-80% median); and

9,907 maderate-income large families {81-95% median) in thls City. @

There are approximately 363,742 larger dwelling units wilh 3 or more bedrooms in the City, an amount
that exceeds the current estimated need for large families.“ In spite of an adequate number of larger

dwelling units, 80% of large families live in overcrowded conditions.@ In contrast, many clder
families live in houses which are too large for their household, bul are reluctant to move because they
fear lhat they will lose their lower Proposition 13 slabilized tax rate. Older (over age 55) families can
carry their existing tax rates with them if they move, bul many are not aware of this fact.

LARGE FAMILIES AND ETHNICITY

Forty-one percent of Latino families are characterized as large, as compared to 16% of lhe general
population. According to the 1995 Consolidated Plan, 72% of Lalino households earn 95% or less of
the County median income of $45,200. Demographic characterislics of Aslan familles are reported by
the Census as consistent with citywide averages. Only 129% of African-American households have five
or more persons. @

As with other special needs groups, large families would benefit from innovative multl-family housing
development such as co-housing which includes child care facilities. Large families should also have
adequate recreational areas for children and adulls near thelr residences. Housing for large familles
should also be located near public transit.

According to the Los Angeles Times (8/14/95), only 37% of all households in Los Angeles County can
afford the cost of 2 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
large families.

Current parking ordinances which relate lhe size of the dwelling unit to the number of required parking
spaces have inadvertently established incentives for developers 1o restricl unlt sizes in arder to
reduce parking development costs. As a resull, the City has a preponderance of 2-bedroom units,
presenting a problem for larger familles.

FARMWORKERS

Section 65583(a) of the Stale Government Code requires the housing element to assess the needs of
farmworkers.

At one time, agricullure was a princlpal business in Los Angeles County, but today farms scarcely
exist. There are 1,446 farms in the Cily of Los Angeles according to the 1992 L.A. Gounty Census of
Agriculture. This survey also identified 6,269 farmworkers in the County in 1992, The 1990 U.S.
Census reports that there were 2,163 farmworkers in lhe City. il can be fairly assumed that the
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majority are migrant farmworkers.

lis also assumed that resident farm owners have adequale housing, but migrant farmworkers are
likely lo have very poor housing. Migrant farmworkers are also likely to have very low incomes and to
be unable to afford adeguate housing. In the case of migrant farmworkers, availabilily of nearby
housing is as much of a problem as affordability. Migrant farmworkers in California are frequently
housed in substandard group residences.

Although farmworkers have been designated a special needs population by the state, their presence
in this urbanized area does not exeri 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
disabiiities. As of September 30, 1996, 6,421 persons living with AIDS had been identified in the City

of Los Angeles, and a lotal of 11,301 in the County. 8 During the period 1992 to 1995 the County
Epidemiology Program reported Lhat 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 Llhe County for the period 1991-1995 (aithough it is common
knawledge that many deaths due to lhe AIDS infeclion go unreported).

AIDS Deaths by Year
1991: 2,430
1992: 2,589
1993: 2,578
1994: 2,521
1995: 2,351

County Epidemiology has calculaled a 67% fatality rate based on the above cumulalive total.

An eslimated 50,000 people live in Los Angeles County who have been infected with the HIV virus

which causes AIDS, @ Among people living with AIDS there is a high incidence of muitiple
diagnoses, including substance abuse, mental disabilitles, and olher serious health problems.

These figures paint a picture of a very il segment of our population, affirming the rationale for lheir
designation in stale law as a special housing needs group. While many people with only HIV infection
continue lo lead active lives, those with severe complicalions of HIV (AIDS) often lose their jobs and
may subsequently be evicted from lheir housing. This population has unique housing needs based on
the severity of their illness.

Basic housing needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS are not being adequately met. According to "A
Report on Housing for Persons Living wilh HIV/AIDS in the City and Counly of Los Angeles,” June
1999, prepared by Shelter Partnership, Inc. for the City of Los Angeles, more 1han half (53%) of
surveyed people with HIV/AIDS in Los Angeles County indicated that they had to move at least once
since becoming HIV positive. Among Lthem 43% indicated that the move was necessitated by the
inabilily to pay their renl or mortgage. This finding is not surprising, given ihat 66.7% of all surveyed
indicated spending mare 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 lhe past lhree years. Aimost half (46%) of those who
indicated ever experiencing homelessness were currently homeless. In addition, 38% of {hose
surveyed suffered from some other condition not related to HIV/AIDS. Among Lhis group, the most
prevaleni condition was mental illness {43%;), followed by alcoholism {28%).
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Both the size of the population of persons living with AIDS and its unique needs have led to a severe
housing shorlage for this group. A diverse range of housing types and programs are needed to
address Lheir housing needs such as lhe following:

1. shon-term housing (shelter) care designed 1o specifically address the emergency needs of
situalional or chronically homeless persons living with AIDS;

2. longer-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 thelr homes; and

4. in-home care for persons who progress to end-stage AIDS or whose condition becomes
chronically disabling over a long period of lime,

There are five housing models for people with HIV/AIDS which provide cost-effective alternatives to
hospilalizalion including:

® Family and independent living facilities;

= Non-licensed, non-medical living wilh support services;

® Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Il (RCFCI) with on site service provision;

= Acute care in Congregale Living Health Facilities (CLHF) (also known as hospice and
in-hospital setting. Because of new treatments available, lhe need for GLHF has diminished
dramatically.)

Alternalive end-stage care for persons with AIDS would ideally occur in neighberhood hospices with a
maximum of 6 beds in home-like facilities, providing around-the-clock nursing care.

The Gity currently has three AIDS residentlal programs funded by the Community Development
Department and two administered by the Community Redevelopment Agency. There are 109 hospice
beds in lhe City and 147 in the Counly.

The total number of hospice beds in the Counly {including bolh city and county sponsored) are as
follows:

Congregate Living Health Facilities (CLHF): 114;
Residential Care Facililies for the Chronically Il (RCFCI): 171
Skilled Nursing Facilities (SNF): 30.

The Los Angeles Housing Department serves as the grantee administrator for the "Housing
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS" (HOPWA) program. This federal program, using approximately
$10 million in funding, provides housing and supportive service funds for a variety of programs serving
persons with AIDS, including housing information and coordination services, short-term supported
housing and services for homeless persons with AIDS, short-term rental assistance, and community
(mulliunit) residences and services. About $2.5 million of CDBG funds provide housing for the multi-
diagnosed population.

Al leasl 240 additional AIDS-specific short-term (sheiter) beds are needed in Los Angeles County,
along with 3,500 annual renl subsidy allowances; 500 new long-term, low-cost housing units to serve
the County's AIDS-afflicted population; a 300-bed facility for long-term care for those AIDS victims with
multiple diagnoses; a tolal of 150 CLHF beds lhroughout the County and creation of 100 specialized
spaces in licensed family day care homes for children wilh HIV,

In order to address the ballooning housing problems of persons living with AIDS additional housing
funds are needed. Communily education and neighborhood involvement in program planning and
implementalion is one way to foster community acceptance, a key issue to be resolved if housing
needs for this segment of the population are to be addressed.

SPECIAL NEEDS SUMMARY

Utilizing 1990 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
information on how these various groups overlap and ihat the projected needs cannot be added
cumulatively. For example, a female-headed household may also be homeless; a large family may be
headed by elderly persons, and so on. In fact, several categories may overlap, resulting in double
counting. In addition, while most of the households and persons identifled as being in a Special Needs
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Group are very low- and low-income, ihe {otal 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 Cily musi take advantage of every possible
resource wilhin its capabililies in addressing the needs of its residents.

ExHiBiT 30
SIZE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HIV/AIDS POPULATION

ilGender: Adults & Chlidren Males 47,742 93.00%,
I Females 3.594 6.00%
i Children 63| 1.00%
| Total 51,399  100.00%|
l|Ethnicity White 23,905 47%}
: Latino 15,208 29%‘
Afrlcan American 10,819 21%,
. Asian/Pac. Islander 299 2%i
: American Ind./ Nat. Alaskan 151 <1%
| Unknown |l 817 <%
[Total |_51,399]  100%
Sourca: LAHD 1896 Consolidated Pian, p. 22

ExHiaiT 31

SUMMARY OF PROJECTED LIVING ACCOMMODATION NEEDS OF
SPECIAL NEEDS GROUPS CITY OF LOS ANGELES

250f44

T No. of Households || Projected Dwelling || Households or \
~ Needs Group or Persons Units or Beds Persons /DU |
Females Headed Households 289,451 Hhds 103,375DUs]| 2.8 Hhds/DU
|[Erderly (over 65 Years) | 470,000 Pers| 235,000 DUs} 2.0 Pers/DUj
[Homeless = 111,904 Pers 55,852 DUs 2.0 Pers/DU|
lea_rmwggeLs = 6,269 Pers 2,239 DUs|| 2.8 PErLDU|
[Living with AIDS N 12,864 Pers 12,864 Beds| 1.0 Pers/DU|
[HIV-Infected 72,892 Pers| 36,446 DUs 2.0 Pers/DU|
|Disability {(Mental, Physlcal 500,000 Pers 250,000 DUs 2.0 Pers/DU.
jand Developmental) | ]
[Large Famllles i 198,810 Hhds] 39,762 DUs| - ]
DU=DWELLING UNFTS; HHDS=HOUSEHOLDS; PERS=PERSONS
PROJECTIONS: POPULATION, HOUSING and EMPLOYMENT "~
top.

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-county 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 lhe SCAG area, Los Angeles County is by far the most populous and represents one-third of
the slate’s opulation. SCAG's projections for lhe City of Los Angeles and the CGounty indicate
continuing growth in population and housing over the next 20 years, and continuing change in
househalds demographics.

SCAG's population forecast assumes that about two Lhirds of the populalion increase will be
accounted for by natural increases from the population that already resides In the City and that there
will be long term continuing growth of the Southern California economy.

With regards to employment, SCAG's 1994 estimates indicale that, due to the 1990's economic
slowdown, at leas| two-thirds of the statewide job losses occurred in Los Angeles Counly, and that the
Cily of Los Angeles had a greater share of these job losses than the rest of the County.

The loss of nearly 14% of all jobs in lhe City was consistent with Lhe population losses. The SCAG
region's job losses were less significant and averaged 6.9%. Declines in defense-relaled industries,
construclion and finance/insurance/real estale sectors were responsible for mosl of lhe job declines in
the Cily. However, lhe entertainment and medical services industries had fewer job losses, and
especially the entertainment industry which continues to be a source of employment growth In both
the City and other parts of the Los Angeles County.

The SCAG's 2010 employment forecasts indicaled Lhat the Cily would have 200,000 new jobs, and
that the City's job/housing ratio of 1.46 would require that 400,000 new jobs be crealed.

ciry

The Framework Element requires an equitable distribution of housing opportunities by type and cost
accessible to all residents of the City. The Framework objectives state that the City should plan lhe
capacity for and develop incenlives to encourage production of an adequate supply of housing units
of various types wilhin each City subregion to meet the projected housing needs by income level of
the future population to the year 2010.

According to November 1996 SCAG projections, the population in lhe City of Los Angeles is expecled
to reach 4,256,518 persons by the year 2010. The number of households is expected to equal
1,415,260. These figures differ slighlly from an earlier projection of 4,306,565 people and 1,566,000
households in June 1983. Based on SCAG projections, the City Planning Department eslimated that
the Cily's population would reach 3,989,064 pecple by lhe year 2003.

According to the City Planning Departiment's "Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure for
1980-1994", 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 also increased in population ai a slightly slower
rate (4.1%), substantial variation existed belween the Cily of Los Angeles and the rest of Los Angeles
County.

Within the Cily of Los Angeles, the largest pepulation increases occurred in lhe Central and Central
City North planning areas. Populalion increases in all planning areas within the West Los Angeles
Subregion resulted in that subregion growing more than any other in the Cily. Population growih was
less than 3% in this subregion but that compared with -1% citywide. Similar slow growth in the
Northeasl Valley planning areas resulted in a 1.6% population increase in that subreglon.

Other subregions in the San Fernando Valley had the largest popuiation declines in the City (2.2 10
3.2%) which was probably related 1o housing units damaged by lhe Northridge earthquake.
Substantial population declines in the Hollywood and West Adams planning areas might also be
relaled to the large number of earlhquake-damaged units in these areas. Throughout the Clty,
housing units increased modestly, but population totals declined as the number of damaged and
vacant units increased substantially. As of December 1994, lhe Cily Planning Department estimated
129,642 unoccupied unils out of a total of 1,322,875 dwelling units in Lhe 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|

http:/ /cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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I | 2010 |
1. Northeast Los Angeles 106.250' 12.93
2, South Los Angeles 106,595 13.00
3. Metro Center 108,700 13.23
! 4. Southwest Los Angeles 67,320 8.20
i 5. Central Los Angeles 41,245 5.02
i 6. Southeast Valley 80,495 9.80|
| 7. Northeast Valley 77,460 9.43|
! 8. Northwest Valley 78,175 8.52
9. Southwest Valley 74,595 9.10
10. Weslt Los Angeles 35,340 4.30
11. Harbor 44,990 5.47‘
[Citywide I 821,165 100.00

The 1990 population was estimated at 3,485,399; the 2010 population forecast is 4,306,565 people.
However, lhe above population forecasts and antlcipated citywlde distributions may be revised as part
of specific land use actions adopted lhrough the current Community Plan update process.

1998-2005 PROJECTED NEw CONSTRUCTION NEEDS

The State requires each localily to idenlify existing and projected housing needs for lhe 5-year period
covered by the Housing Element. A localily's share of the regional housing needs is the combined
housing needs of persons, at all income levels, wilhin the area significantly affected by the General
Plan, Each Council of Government is responsible for identifying housing needs within each jurisdiction
in lhe region every 5 years. It should be noled that the City's previous Housing Element covered the
period 1985-1994, and thal two subsequent time-extensions were granted by lhe State for the
adoption of lhe Housing Element due to the lack of funding and unavailability of lhe Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) numbers. Subsequent funding was provided to SCAG to project the Cily’s
new housing needs, which have been targeted at 60,280 dwelllng units for the period 1998-2005.

The calculation of the abave numbers was based on a melhodology defined by the State and
fine-tuned by SCAG, which took into account 5 components:

® Raw Housing Need;

= Vacancy Need:

® Replacement Need,

m Jurisdiction Need by Income Classification and Fair Share Adjustment; 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 allow mobllity, 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 toward Lhe regional average in order to avoid uneven concentrations of
Low- and Very Low- income housing. However, there is an additional adjuslment for jurisdictions
which differ from the regional average for lower income housing by more than10%. This results in the
reduction of lower income housing percentage by two-thirds if it is more than 10% higher than the
regional average. Similarly, the higher income percentage would be reduced to two-lhirds of its
current percentage in cases where it is more than 10% higher than the regional average. Lasl,
planning considerations peculiar to a jurisdiction (ranging from employment epportunities, commuting
patterns, type and tenure of housing need, market demand, availability of sultable sites and public
facililies, lo the loss of affordability of assisied housing) may be taken into account 10 adjust the
distribulion of housing needs. However, these considerations would nol change the fotal 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
househaolds {number of persons per cccupied housing unit) thus the overcrowding siluation, nor the
housing affordability issue for lower income households {especially in the Cily's vacant units).
However, this approach does provide ihe basis for reasonable and defensible allocations lhat meet
the State legislative requirements.
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With regards to the high level of overcrowding that exists in some paris of the Gity, a more refined
analysis which takes into account overcrowding (preferably by geographic areas), and adjusts for the
number of multiple households living in one unit is needed for fulure elements. In addition, the housing
needs assessment could include the evaluation of a number of rooms needed in housing unils.
Considering the high rate of overcrowding and the existing demand for housing, construction of
60,445 one-bedroom units would not meet the needs of the population currently living in the City nor
the population projected by 2005.

The aclual need for housing for iow-income levels might be much higher than projected, particularly
wilh regard to housing units with 3 or more bedrooms. A significant finding in the 1994 Rental Housing
Study showed that there is a serious mismatch between household size and available units, and a
weak effective demand for vacanl units {i.e. inabilily to pay market rents). The June 1998-released
study by the Nalional Center on Budgel and Policy Priorities, in Search of Shelter determined that Los
Angeles County and Northern Orange Counly have the worst shortage of housing affordable to the
warking poor in the nation (i.e. $300 per month or less). Not only are far more 3+ bedroom-apartments
needed, but the renlal cost must be far below the current market rate in order to 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 overcrowding on the
projected housing needs and number of bedrooms required in those projected units.

State law require that new construction needs by jurisdiction be broken down by income categories.
The Cily's RHNA numbers are distribuled 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 6910-6932 of the Callfornia Adminisiralive Code are Very
Low- (less than 50% of the County median income}), L.ow- {50-80% of the County median income),
Moderate- (80-120% of he County median income), and Above Moderate- (more than 120 of the
County median income).

The RHNA numbers prepared by SCAG for the last Housing Element were 129,100 dwelling units for
ihe period 1989-1994, resulting form two main factors: 1) The relalively low vacancy rate of that
period, and 2) The higher population growth projeclions for the same period 1hus the corresponding
househeld growth. It should be noted that the demolition of existing dwelling units in 1989-1984 was
slightly higher. These characteristics are not found in the current situation, which has resulled in a
much lower projection of 60,280 new dwelling unils over a period of seven years. The following table
shows a comparison between the 1989-1994 Housing Element and the 1998-2005 Housing Element
in lerms of projected housing needs, household growlh, vacancy adjusiment and demolition
adjustment:

Housing ‘ Houslng ‘ Household Vacancy Demolition \
Element Needs Growth | Adjustment _ Adjustment
|romo-1994 || 1e9100]  ses0i  s37oa| 12.895
[1998-2005 I 60280 _ 69.325[ ~ -s007] ~ 9,962|

REHABILITATION AND CONSERVATION NEEDS

Exhibil 32 sels forth goals for rehabilitation and conservation of existing dwelling units by income
calegory for the period 1998-2005. Dwelling units to be conserved are units which are eilher subject
1o a pending conversion to market rate housing, or are subject to rent control, which would be
terminaled at a future date. Conservation relates to keeping the units in the Inventory of affordable
units.

The City of Los Angeles eslimates that if the projected new construction totaled 60,280 dwelling units,
21,732 of lhese would need lo be rehabilitated and 700,681 unlts to be conserved over the
1998-2005 period. 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 Moderaie-Income households, and 20,560 unils or 34% for the Above Moderate Income
households.

Because so 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
delerminant as to whelher the City would reach ils goals will be economic conditions affecting growth
nationwide and Sauthern California in particular, and Lhe availability of public funds and housing
subsidy programs. The programs set forth in this Element are inlended to provide every possible
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incentive to housing production and preservalion to help meet the City's future housing needs.

ExHigiT 32
HOUSING REHABILITATION AND CONSERVATION GOALS
1998 - 2005
[ Number of Dwelllng Units |
_ Income Categaory [New Construction | Rehabillitation H Conservation |
|Very Low Income 17,990 13,040 221.328|
|<50% of County Median Income L
|Low Income 10,416 7,806/ 270,995
'|50% to B0% of County Median Income § 7
Moderate Income 11,314 1,086| 157,373
80% of 120% of County Median Income = =]
|High Income 20,560 0 60,985
>120% of County Medlan Income o
[Totat 60,260 | 21,732 700,681

Seurce: Los Angsles Housing Department. June 1999

There is no guarantee that these units wlili be built. if current trends continue, most of the units
produced {unless publicly assisted} will be markel rate and inaccessible to the majority of the income
levels in need.

LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
top.da

One factor in ensuring an adequate supply of housing is providing for a sufficient number of parcels
zoned for housing, especially for multiplie- family dwellings. Such higher density developments lend to
be more affordable than single-family dwellings (SFD's} in the same neighborhood since the land cost

is spread among more dwelling units.

To set lhe stage for the discussion of zoning capacily, it is necessary 1o remember that Los Angeles is
a substantially buill-out city. The only major areas remaining where new construction can take place
tend to be in the Santa Monica and Santa Susana Mountains where land and construction cosls
preclude even moderaie income housing. Because of that, nearly all housing development in the city
is expected to be infill development involving the recycling of land. In many cases, the Cily's policies
and programs focus on utilizing the existing under-utilized zoning capacity as well as recycling.

Because lhe housing needs within the Cily are great and because rents and costs for new housing
are nearly always greater than exisling housing, great caution is exercised when developers wish to
construct projecls which remove existing affordable housing. Therefore, it is the City's policy to protect
existing single-family and low density neighborhoods and to encourage new housing development to
occur in centers (zoned commercial) and along commercial boulevards. All of lhe programs descrlbed
in this elemenl take into account the nature of the Cily and try to increase and facilitale residential

recycling potential.

ZoNING CAaPACITY

This section analyzes the availability of parcels in the City of Los Angeles suitably zoned for the
construclion of single- and multiple- 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 1990, it was estimated that there were 3,485,398 people in the Cily of Los Angeles. As of
December 1994, the Cily Planning Department eslimaled the Cily'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 units of which 1,193,231 were occupied. The numerical
difference of existing and occupied unils represented 129,842 vacant units, a vacancy rate of 9.8%
and a 2.83 occupancy ratio per occupied housing unit.

The high vacancy rate reflects impacis of the January 1994 earthquake, which rendered many
dwelling units temporarily and/ocr permanenily, uninhabitable. The vacancy rate was also affected by
the recession, loss of jobs, in the area, and high renis compared to what many households can afford.
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The zoning capacity depicled in Exhibit 33 is derlved 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 capacity on all vacant
and underdeveloped siles.

Exhibits 34 and 37, respectively, give the maximum theoretical {unadjusted) zonlng capacity of
2,432,126 and maximum adjusied capacily of 1,700,835 dwelling units.

Exhibit 36 depicts the remaining theoretlical potential of 1,208,985 dwelling unils assuming a 100%
build out. However, when zonlng 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 unils, 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 1o State Law requirements, the Cily's zoning was brought Into consistency
with its General Plan. In almost all cases, the General Plan (developed during the 1960s and 1970s)
called for lower densities 1han did the zoning (first mapped in 1946). The result of the Genera!
Plan/Zoning Consistency program,was to "roll back" zoning on many parcels, effeclively reducing
permitied densilies lhroughout the City. A common roll back was from R3 zoning {which permits up to
54 dwelling units per nel acre) to RD 1.5 zoning (which permits up to 28 dwelling units per net acre).
Thus for many parcels, the zoning capacity was cut in half, from 54 units per net acre to 28. Using the
zone acreage of the AB283 zoning consisiency program and December 1994 as the baseline, the
zoning capacity in dwelling units is as follows:

® Tolal Theoretical Capacity = 2,432,126
® Total Adjusted Capacity = 1,700,835
® Total Remaining Adjusted Capacity = 530,506

DIFFICULTIES IN CALCULATING CURRENT CAPACITY

The remaining unadjusled zoning capacily of 1,208,985 dwelling units is a lheorelical 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 conlinue to be crealed through new subdivisions. Many of the multiple-famlly zoned districts are
developed wilh small older houses, and it is difficult to predict when they will be torn down and the
remaining zoning capacily used. Developers have the abilily to increase the by-right zoning capacily
by 25% or more through the State Density Bonus provisions and the City Affordabilily Housing
Incentives Ordinances if they are willing to provide affordable units. There are many difficuli hillside
building sites, and olher areas where development is temporarily hindered. In commercial zones,
housing can legally be buill, but office and retail uses are usually more profitable uses. Enterprising
developers are constantly applying for zone changes and/or plan amendments to increase the zoning
capacily of various parcels. No one can predict lhe economic climate affecling housing supply and
demand, general business/health/job availability, construction cosls and interest rates.

ExHiBIT 33
SUMMARY OF CITYWIDE ZONING CAPACITY IN DWELLING UNITS (PosT AB283)

®3) (d%) ; |
. Higher (e) | Lower | M | @ |
(8%} Density || Total ngher: Density Sinale Tolal Lower Total
Commercial | Multiples Density || Multiples | g Denslty
| I | Family i| Capacity
108dwac | (R3,R4, | (@B} | (R2,RD, | L (d)+(e) ()
Rs) | >54duiac &c) <8duac i . 28 dujac
| > 54 dufac _| <28dufac )| - I
[Maximum 489,731 || 893,296 || 1,383,027 | 421,611 | 627,488 1,049,099 || 2,432,126 |
|
|Unadjusted ! :
Capacity 1l - ‘ i L : ]
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|Existing 51,573 || 663 424I 714,997 85,864 || 522,014 607,878 || 1,322,875
Dwelling i

|Units I

!Flemaining 438,158 || 279,940 718,088 || 335,747 || 155,140 490,887 | 1,208,985
lunadjusted

|Capacily

[maximum 146,919 || 714,637 | 861,556 {| 337,289 [ 501,990 839,279 || 1,700,835
|Ad]usted

|Capacity

[Remaining || 95346 || 127,037"| 223.283 || 251,425 | 55 70g!| 307,223 | 530,506
|Adjusted

‘Capacily | _

|RHNA, (Year

| 1998-2005) 28,406 31,874 60,280
: % | [ | a7.12%| 52.88%| 100.00%
| Terms Defined [

|MaxIimum Unadjusted ||Maximum dwelling units per zoning capagity wilhouf adjusiment {including

|Capacity capacity on vacant and underdeveloped lands).
Remalning Unadjusted j|Figures are obtalned by subtracting "Exisling Dwelling Unils® from
Capacity "Maximum Unadjusted Capacity”.

IMaximum Adjusted Maximum dwelling units after adjustment {the factor of adjustment is 80%

|Capacity for residential zones, and 30% for commercial zones). The figures are
5 obtalned by multiplylng the "Remaining Unadjusted Capacity" and either
B0% or 30% depending on the zones.

|Remalning Adjusted Figures are obtained by subtracting "Existing Dwelling Units" from

Capacity "Maximum Adjusted Capacity". it should be noled that in certain areas of
' the City, the existing buildout exceeds the Maximum Adjusted Zoning
Capacity, Post AB283, which would resull in zero in the "Remaining
Adjusted Capacity”.

|Existlng Dwelling Units] LUPAMS, figures re-adjusled to Lhe City Planning Depariment's. [
[Notes:

1. 1l should be noled thal, in ceriain subregions, lhe existing buildout exceeds lhe zoning capacily, lhe
remaining capacity would lherefore be counted as zero. Consequently, lhis lolal should nol be Ihe resull of a
sublraclion of the lotal existing dwelling unils from Lhe lolal adjusted zoning capacity, bul rather computation
ol all the remaining capacilies per subregion.

2. Corresponds to "Very Low hcome”, "Low income”, and "Moderale incoma" housing,

3. Corresponds lo "Above Moderale hcome™ housing.

Source: Los Angalas Cily Planning Department, Decambar 1994 1994,

ExHiBIT 34
MAXIMUM UNADJUSTED ZONING CAPACITY' IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB 283)

— ] 2 3
a%) ngh)er Total(;)iher Lt(::v)er Qe Total(lf.)ower @
Subragion Com(mercial Density Density Density || Single Density Total |
{MEIR Area} || ™ wac | Multiples (8)+(b) Multlples || Family (d)+(e) | Capacity |

! (R3, R4, R5) d {R2, RD, &c)|| < 8 du/ac {c)+{n

| | >sadume | 7% | 26 duac >28duso T )
‘ Northeast | 35709| 62,089 97,798 60,241 50,198] 110, 437J' 208,235‘
[South LA || 49659 36645 86,304 114,707] 25.221 139,92_&;4__ 226,232
IMetro ‘ 105,135‘ 205,369| 311,504 46,917|| 50,228 97,145 408,649
ICenter N L il
Southwest || 24709 131,246 155,955 38,542| 55,437 93,979 249934
A e | (S
[Central | 27546 78,153 _ 105,699 403|| 4,636 5.039| 110,738|
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Southwest 14,037 94,672 108,709 33,799/ 65,692 99,491| 208,200
[valley ——
Northeast 16,205 17,266 33,471 28,496| 90964/ 119.460] 152,931
Valley 5 ,,,| S
Northwest 101,783 51,156/ 152,939 27,707| 81,437 109,144 262,083
Valley S
Southeast 61,665 75,332 136,997 13,985 104,949 118934, 255931
Valley . 5| 3
[westLA | 13p83] 85415] 99.098]  eseo8|| e4.112] 70720 169.818
[Harbor || 38600]  55953]  94,553| 50,206 34,616  84.822[ 179375
CITYWIDE ]
TOTAL 489,731| 893,206/ 1,383,027| 421,611 627,488 1,049,099] 2,432,126|
% 20.14%|| _ 36.73%||  56.86%||  17.34%][ 25.80%|[  43.14%|[ 100.00%]
[Noes: ‘.
' 1. The Maximum Unadjusied Zoning Capacity includes also capacily on vacant and underdeveloped lands.
2. Corresponds to the "Very Low income”, "Low Income” and "Moderale Income” housing.
3. Corresponds to the “Above Moderale Income” housing.

Source: Los Angelas Cily Planning Department. Dece-m_ber 1994,

ExHiBiT 35
EXISTING DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION

(RE-ADJusTED' LUPAMS (N ALL ZONES)

(b3 {c) % U]
2 Higher Total Lower % Total (9)
Subregion c (=) walll Denstty Higher Density Single Lower Total
(MEIR Area) || “S8FS"= || Multiples | Density | Multiples || Family || Denslty || Capacity
{R3,R4,R5)|| (a)+(b) [l{R2, RD, &c)|| <8 duiac || (d}+{e) {c)+h)
> 54 dufac || » 54 dufac || <28 dujac » 28 dujac

[Northeast 7,118 68,810 75,928 16,216/ 58,806 75,022 150,950
LA

South LA 11,577 79,993 91,570]  28.633|| 66,277 94,910] 186,480]
Metro 8,681|| 159,897 168,578 7,647 35,504| 43,151| 211,729
|Center
southwest 5,950 89,867 95,818 10,855 55,422 66,277 162,005
LA

[Central | 6,475 32,148 38,623 217 2278  2,495] 41,118
|Southwest 2,500 82,647 85,147 3,650/ 49,616 53266 138,413
Ivalley |
INortheast 2,299 9,569 11,868 9,174 56,208| 59,382 71,249
|Valley
[Northwest 420 31,149|| 31,569 5645/ 62,710] 68,355 99,924
1 Valley
|Southeast 593 37,147| 37,740 3,742 72,355 76,007| 113,837
|Valley
|westLa | 1,882 42,801| 44,683 2,381|| 35,674 38,055 82,737
Harbor | 4,078 29,397 33474 3,704 27,164] _ 30,868)  64,343]
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CITYWIDE |

|
| ! 51,5_7,9!_ 663,42ﬁ714,99?ﬂ, 85~814H£2£1ﬂ|r_607_=878” 1322875
| % || 390%| 50.15%| 54.05%| 6.49%| 39.46%|[ 45.95%| 100.00%|

NoTEs: ‘

1. These figures are derived from the Los Angeles County Assessor's Land Use Planning Management ‘

Subsyslem (LUPAMS) and re-adjusied to the City Planning Departmenl's figires, which are higher and
based on the census Iracls counts and building permils, The re-adjusiment uses Lhe corresponding
perceniage ol each zones group in relalion 1o the LUPAMS Citywide lolal.

2. Comesponds lo "Very Low Income”, "Low Income”, and "Moderale income” housing.

3. Gorresponds lo lhe *Above Moderale ncome™ housing.

- I
Source: Los Angeles City Planning Department, December 1894,

ExHIBIT 36
UNADJUSTED REMAINING ZONING CAPACITY IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB 283)
(b © (@3 0]
1 Higher Total Lower e} Total (@)
Subreglon - @) - Denslty Higher Density Single Lower Total
| (MEIR Area) 10(;:':3;:::3 Mullipies Denslty Multiples Family || Density || Capacily
- {R3,R4,R5) || (ak(b} ||(R2,RAD,&c)| <8duwacl| (d)+e) (c)+(f)
! > 54 dufac || > 54 dufac || <28 dujac » 28 dufac
Norlheast 28,591 0 28,591 44,025 0 44,025 72,616
LA
[southLa [ 38,082 of 38082 86,074)| o 86,074| 124,156
|Metro 97 454 45472 142,926 39,270 14,724 53,994|| 196,920
|Center
Southwest 18,759 41,379 60,138 27,687 15 27,702 87,840
LA
Central | 21,071 46,005 67,076 186 2,358 2,544 69,620
|Southwest 11,537 12,025 23,562 30,149 16,076 46,225 69,787
Ilvatley
[Northeast 13,906 7,697 21,603 25,322|| 34,756 60,078 81,681
Valley
; Northwest 101,363 20,007 121,370 22,062 18,727 40,789 162,159
Valley
1 Southeast 61,072 38,185: 99,257 10,243( 32,594 42,837 142,094
|Valley i
[westLa || 11,801 42514 54,415 4,227 28,438 32,665 87,080
Harbor | 34522 26,556| 61,078 46,502 7452 53,954/ 115,032
| CITYWIDE \
| TOTAL 438,158 279,940/ 718,098 335,747|| 155,140 490,887] 1,208,985
| % || 36.24% 23.15%| 59.40% 27.77%]| 12.83%]|[ 40.60%| 100.00%
INoTEs:
1. Corresponds lo "Very Low ihcome”, "Low income”, and "Moderale hcome* housing.
2. Corresponds to lhe "Above Moderale income™ housing.

Seuree: Los Angales Gily Planning Department, December 1994.
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ExHiBIT 37

MAXIMUM ADJUSTED ZONING CAPACITY" IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB 283}

i 63 | (% ]
; 2 Higher Tolal Lower % Total (a)
| Subreglon e (a%) o Denslty | Higher Density Single Lower Total
(MEIR Area} || e | Multiples | Density | Multiples | Family || Density || Capacity
{R3, R4, R5) i (a)+(b} |[(R2,RD, &c)||<Bdusac|| (d)+(e} (c)+{f)
> 54 dujae ,| »54 du/ac || <28 dufac > 28 dufac
|Northeast 10,713 49,671 60,384 48,193|| 40,157|| 88,350 148,734
‘LA i S——— R — — F— || " ————— - . e — —
SouthLa || 14808] 20316 44214  o1786[ 20.177[ 111,942] 156,158]
|Metro 31,841 164,295 196,136 37,534 40,182| 77,716 273,852
|Center i
Southwest 7.413 104,997 112,410 30,834 44,350/ 75,183|| 187,593
LA
|Central | 8,264 62,522 70,788 322 3,709 4,031 74,817
|southwest 4,211 75,738/ 79,949 27,039 52,554 79,593 159,542
Valley
Northeast 4,862 13,813] 18,674 22,797|| 72,771 95,568| 114,242
|valley
Northwest 30,535 40,925| 71,460 22,166 65,150/ 87,315 158,775
valley
Southeast 18,500 60,266 78,765 11,188|| 83,959 95,147| 173,912
|Valley l
|west LA 4,105 68,332 72,437, 5286/ 51,290/ 56,576] 129,013
[Harbor 11,580 44,762 56,342 40,185| 27,693 67,858 124,200
CITYWIDE
TOTAL || 146,919| 714,637| 861,556/ 337,289 501,990 839,279 1,700,835
% || 864%| 42.02%| 50.65%| 19.83%| 29.51%| 49.35% 100.00%
NoTEs:
1. Assuming thal the adjusiment factor is 30% in Commercial Zones and 80% in Residential Zones.
2. Cormesponds lo "Very Low Income”, "Low income”, and “Maderale income” housing.
3. Corresponds lo Ihe "Abcve Moderale Income” housing.
Source: Los Angeles City Planning Department, Decambar 1394,

ExHiBIT 38
ADJUSTED REMAINING ZONING CAPACITY' IN DWELLING UNITS PER SUBREGION
(PosT AB283)
1 . B | © @ | . | o
@a®) || Higher Tolsi Lower (&%) I1otal Lower
: (;Lél:';eg‘l-z:) Commercial| Denslty Higher ||  pensity g'"gllle Denslty
- | 108 dwac || Multiples || Density | muiiples a“;“fy {d)+(e)
| (R3,R4,R5) | (81D} | (R2,HD,&c)| = “a°| > 28 dufae
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I || >54duiac || >54 dusac || <28 dujac 1

Northeast 3,585 0 3,595 31,977 0| 31,977 35572
LA
(South LA | 3,321 0] 3,321 63,133 of 63,133 66,453
[Metro 23,160 4,398 27,558 29,887| 4,678 34,565] 62,123
Center )
|southwest 1,463 15,130 16,593 19,979 of 19,979 36,571
(LA
{central ! 1,789 30374 32,163 105|[ 1,431 1,536] 33,699
[Southwest 1,711 0 1,711 23389 2,938 26,327 28,038
Valley
INortheast 2,563 4,244 6,806 19,623 16,563 36,186| 42,992
|Valley =
|Northwest 30,115 9,776 39,891 16,521 2,440| 18,960| 58,8519
valley
[southeast 17,907 23,119 41,025 7,446/ 11,604 19,050 60,075
|Valley j
{West LA 2,223 25,531)  27,754| 2,905 15616 18521 46,275
[Harbor | 7502  15385| 22.867| 36461 529 36.990 59,857
| cirywipe

TOTAL 95346| 127,937 223,283 251,425) 55798] 307,223 530,506

% || 17.97%|| 2412%| 42.09%|  47.39%| 10.52%| 57.91%] 100.00%

[[NoTES:
| 1. Assuming that lhe adjustment faclor is 30% in Commercial Zones and B0% in Residential Zones.

2. Corresponds lo "Very Low income”, "Low Income”, and "Moderale income" hausing.

3. Correspands (o the "Above Moderals Income” housing.

Source: Los Angeles Cily Planning Dapariment, December 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 Lhe opportunity to walk
between their home, job and/or neighborhood services.

The Framework anticipales and encourages approximalely 75% of the growlh over the next 15 years
and beyond to locate in Commercial Centers and districts along mixed-use boulevards.

ProrosmoN U's EFFECT ON HOUSING 1IN COMMERCIAL ZONES

The Proposition U voter intiative in 1988 deciared that on all commercially and industrially zoned
parcels in Height District 1, the floor area ratio (FAR) would be cul in half, from an FAR of 3 limes the
buildable area of the lot, down to 1.5 times lhe buildable area.

This Indirectly affected housing production since residential units are permitted in the commercial
zones (lhough not in industrial zones). Actually, Proposition U initially stimulated quite a few housing
projects on commercial land, since in the confusion of its inilial 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 to 1. This has since been reinterpreted by the Cily Allorney so Lhal any project on a

http://cityplanninglacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/HsgElt/HE/Ch3Needs.htm
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commercially zoned parcel, whelher commercial or residenlial, must comply with the 1.5 lo 1 FAR
requirement. In response to this, some developers have rezoned properties from commercial to R3, 1o
regain the density advantage of 3 to 1. However, ihe Zoning Code permits residential developmenis
or combinalion of residential and commercial developments in the C2, C4, or G5 zones to use the lot
area as buildable area lo calculate the total floor area of a project. While commercial space generally
commands higher rents than residential, the Gity's Framework Element goals and policies encourage
housing developrment in commercial centers and districts and along mixed-use boulevards.
Historically, less than 20% of the commerclally zoned parcels in the Clty are developed for housing.
The Framework Elemeni proposes incentives to stimulate housing development in certain
commercially zoned areas to be designated in the Community Plans. Therefore, anticipating
commercially designated and zoned areas that are available, and will be used, for housing
development is consistenl 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 larger land holdings located at the fringe of urban development, including lhe
Santa Monica Mountains, lhe Santa Susanna Mountains, the Verdugo Hills, and a few remaining
agricultural areas in the norihern San Fernando Valley. New subdivisions often consisted enlirely of
single-family dwellings, occasionally containing some multiple-family dwellings as well. A significanl
portion of development in the 1990s was devoted to condominium conversion.

However, patterns of residential development have changed, partly because of the recession and loss
of jobs in the Los Angeles area. Between 1890 and 1994, of the appraximately 23,000 building
permits for dwelling units, 90% were for multiple-family units. In 1his lime period, 5,000 single-family
units were constructed but 2,700 were demalished, resulting in only 2,300 additional single-famity
unils. Between 1994 and 1996 only 1,455 housing unils were built, of which 750 were single-family,
primarily in the west San Fernando Valley. The figures herein do nol include subdivision potential,
since subdivisions occur only as the zoning is changed, usually from agricultural or low density
residential to a higher residential density. However, as a substantially built out city, Los Angeles can
expect lo see a trend away from single-family units to multiple units.

A significant number of residential projects are built after the developer oblains a zone change and /or
General Plan Amendment to increase permitted densities.

ANALYSIS OF POSSIBLE CONSTRAINTS ON ZONING CAPACITY
top.d

ZoNiNG CODE

Zoning laws divide cities inio dislricts {reflecled on the zoning maps) and specify districls (set forth in
the zoning code). The basic uses are agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial. Zoning was
first upheld by lhe U.S. Supreme Courl in 1926, 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 Cily's police
power. The zoning code and map established permitted uses and densltles. Zoning laws are not a
consiraint on capacity; they establish capacity. The maximum permitied densities in the various zones
calegories were used to derive lhe lheoretical zoning capacity set forth in Exhibit 34.

BuiLoing CODE

Building codes specify minimum heallh and safety standards for dwelling unlts, Including room sizes,
openings for light and ventilation, safe electrical systems, sanitary plumbing, etc. The building code
does not affect permitted densities. However, building regulations de affecl lhe cosl of housing
conslruction, and are deemed necessary to ensure safe and healthy conditions.

ConNDITIONAL USE PERMITS

Institulions, public facilities and olher special uses are not permitied by-right but are introduced
lhrough Cenditional Use permits or olher similar entitlement actions. Only special calegories of
housing that allow increased density require such permits (see Section on Constrainis.} Most multi-
family housing projects do not require Condilicnal 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 ralios {FAR = allowable floor area
as a multiplier of buildable lot area) as follows:

Height District||  FAR |
1l 3101
2 6101
3 1010 1
4 13t0 1

Even the lowest FAR of 3 fo 1 is not a constraint on buildoul of density for residenlial zones. A small
amount of land in the City, approximately 5%, has had lower Height Districts imposed, known as 1L,
1VL and 1XL. These may apply absolute height fimits to properties zoned R3, R4, and A5 limiting
height to 6 stories {Lowy), 3 stories {Very Low) and 2 stories (Extra Low), respeclively. In most cases
these limits do not prevent development of the full number of unils allowed in the zone in which they
are imposed.

THE SLopE 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 estate size lots in hillside areas. iis effect on housing zoning capacity
is minimal, 5 percent of the single-family capacity at the most, and its effect on affordable housing is
negligible. k has no effect on multi-family or commercially- zored propenty.

DENsITY BoNUs

Under state law, local jurisdictions are required to grant a density bonus of 25% and "an additional
incentive” when applied for by qualifying housing projects. (The Cily may grant more than 25%, at its
discretion.) To qualify, 20% of the units must be reserved for low-income households, defined as
those earning less than 80% of median family income for the Los Angeles area. In this case the rents
cannol exceed 60% of median family income. Alternatively, the developer may reserve 10% of the
units for very-low-income households, those earning less than 50% of median. In this case, rents 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 unils, in the fifleen-year period since the inception of the program in 1982,

3,986

"By right" units |

Density Bonus units ! 1,348
Tolal units 5,292
Avg. Denslty Bonus 34%|

LAHD also reports that density bonus applications have decreased significantly since the 1991
change in stale law thal made moderate-income unils ineligible and restricted lhe set-aside units 1o
low- and very low-income.

The Cily 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
aifordable housing projects. Projects requesting more than 25% densily increase are subject to a
Conditicnal Use Permit under lhe authority of the City Planning Commission. Other Affordable
Housing Incentives include reduced parking and deferment of project processing fees.

Curreni amendmenis are being proposed to this Ordinance to encourage the provision of on-sile
community facilities, 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
Density Bonus Unlts
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1985 8
1986, 25
1987 31
1988‘ 24
1989 18
1990 7
1991 6
1992 2
1993 0
1994/ 0
1995 0
1996 2

INTERIM CONTROL ORDINANCES {ICOs)

Inlerim Control Ordinances {ICOs) designed to restrict perceived inappropriate development in
specific neighborhoods are typically enacted for a year or two, and lhen exiended as many limes as
necessary to allow for permanent regulalions to be prepared and put in place.

Many inlerim control ordinances were enacted in the 1980s in response lo rapid development
pressures and related neighborhood complaints. The development pace leveled off in the
recessionary period, and mosi of the interim control ordinances were aliowed to expire. These ICOs
have had a mixed effect on housing production, depending on their content.

The requirement for demolition permits and hardship exemplions has proven to be effeclive in
conserving some affordable housing. It is now city pollcy to require a hardship exemption prior to
demalition, offering additional protection to affordable housing occupants.

California State Government Code Sections 65590 and 65590.1, otherwise known as the Mello Act,
mandate local governments to replace housing unils which are occupled by low or moderate income
persons, localed in the Coastal Zone and are demolished or renovated to be replaced on a one for
one basis on the site, within Lhe coastal zone or within three miles of the Coastal Zone where feasible.
This legislation also requires (hat, where feasible, local governments require provision of housing for
low or moderate income persons in new development in the Coastal Zone. As a resull 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.

in April of 2001 the Gily Planning Commission took a major step in implementing lhis legislation by
considering a new ordinance, parl lwo of this program which replaces interim procedures (part one of
the program) currenlly requiring Mello compliance. tn general this proposed ordinance requires either
the replacement of existing housing eccupied by low or moderate income persons eilher on site, wilhin
the coastal zone or within three miles of the coastal zone based on criteria contained in the proposed
law. The ordinance allows lhe developer to pay a fee io ihe 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 consiructed
in lieu of the developer praviding lhe required new unit(s). Different fees are allowed for the three plan
areas located In Lhe Coastal Zone. The ordinance is based on an interim feaslbility study conducted
by Hamilton, Rabinowilz and Alschuler, Inc., a policy, financlal and a management consultant with
experiise in the financial aspects of the housing market.

The Planning Commission did nol approve this ordinance for several reasons. Ameng the major
proposals contained in the ordinance is to allow a developer 1o 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 legislation. A sludy was done by a consultant
recommending 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 plus City subsidies would be sufficient
to build the required replacement housing and new housing under the provisions of the Mello Act and
the aforementioned court action. The consuliant also suggested that ihe proposed fees would not
preclude the development of new housing based on certain assumptions as to land cosls and
acceptable returns lo the developer. Building industry advocates argued that the fees were so high as
1o preciude the development of any housing in the coastal zone. Affordable housing advocates felt
that the fees would not be sufficient to build lhe needed housing. The consensus of lhe Planning
Commission was thal both points of view could be correct. Furiher, members of the Commission also
were concerned that to apply these fees only to the City of Los Angeles would disadvantage the City

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

3%20f44

in the produclion of housing and that these fees should only be applied if other coaslal Jurisdiclions
also applied similar fees. The matter has been transmitted to the City Council for its action hopefully in
July of 2001. While it is impossible 1o predict exactly what the City Council wiil do in regards to the
specifics of this ordinance, it is clear thal the City Council has already commitied to implementation of
the Mello legislation and is already implementing one for one replacement of affordable units which
are to be lost and requiring new affordable units on new development in the Coastal Zone.

The third phase of the three-part program is 10 prepare a more detailed study of housing feasibility at
the neighborhood level and to revise the implementing ordinance in accordance with lhat siudy and
the experience gained from the first administering Lhe previously described ordinance. This effort is
expecled to take two years to complete.

The Mello Act is directed at preserving existing affordable housing in the Coastal Zone which if left to
market forces has and will be seriously depleted. It is unclear how implementation of the law will
impact ihe provision of new affordable housing in the Coastal Zone.

This Element promotes increased housing opportunitles for all segments of the community through lhe
policies and implementation measures described in Chaplers V and V.

OPEN SPACE AND PARKING REQUIREMENTS

According 1o a study by Natelson, Levander & Whliney, Economlc Consultants, i was determined that
provision of open space did not have a cosl significant impact on development. The parking provision,
however, does have a noticeable effect on developers’ costs. The number of parking spaces is tied to
the number of habitable rooms, and when that numher goes up the number of parking spaces
required increases, adding lo the development cosl. This affects affordable housing production.

THE MixEp-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 conslrucled is set aslde as affordable units. 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 residenlial 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
residential use does not need to be above the commercial. This facilitates construction, since different
struclural and fire safety standards apply to residential and commercial. It should also make financing
easier, which has oflen been difficult 1o obtain for mixed-use projects.

Cn July 11, 1996 the City Planning Commission approved ihe "Mixed-Use Overlay District* Ordinance,
which would enable the City to establish indlvidual 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 developmen! and communily facilities in order to reduce
vehicle trips, lo improve air qualily and the efficiency of public services, and to provide for a variety of
housing opportunilies.

The Mixed-Use District would only include lots zoned R, CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4 and C5, and may
include lols zoned R3 or R4 in community plan designated as regional or community centers hat 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
conslruction of lhe dwelling units permilted by the zoning.

GEQOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF ZONING CAPACITY
top.da

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED ZONING CAPACITIES

The unadjusted zoning capacity refers to a theorelical maximum residential zoning capacity by
calculating the by-right allowable density on all parcels in the City including vacant land. The adjusled
zoning capacily is obtained by assigning a conservalive factor of 80% of resldential potential for
residentially zoned properties and a factor of 30% for commercially zoned properlies 1o this
unadjusted zoning capacity figure.
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Exhibit 33, Summary of Citywide Zoning Capacily In Dwelling Units, shows the maximum theoretical
and adjusted zoning capacilies, the remaining theoretical and adjusted zoning capacilies, and exisling
dwelling units in the City. With regards to the remaining adjusted zoning capacity, a total of 530,508
dwelling units are estimated, of which 223,283 units are In the R3, R4, R. and commercial zones, or
43% of the Citywide capacily. The R2 and RD zones' remaining capacity amounts to 251,425 dwelling
units ar 47% of the Citywide capacity, while lhe single-family zones remaining capacity reaches only a
total of 55,798 units.

Exhibit 34, Maximum Unadjusted Zoning Capacily, shows the highest zoning polential 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 well over half of ihe City's unused residential zoning capacity.
However, bolh lhe Noriheast Valley and Soulh Los Angeles have the lowest available High-Density
zoning capacity {33,471 units and 86,304 unils respeclively).

Exhibit 35 Existing Dwelling Units Per Subregion depicts the Melro Cenier, South West Los Angeles,
and South Los Angeles as having the highesi concentralion of multiple-family dwelling units in the R3,
R4 and R. zones categories (168,578 units, 95,818 units and 91,570 unils respectively}. With regards
to single-family dwelling units, the Soulheast Valley along with South Los Angeles have the highest
numbers of existing units (72,355 units and 66,277 unils 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
Soulhwest Valley subregions has already exceeded the maximum adjusted zoning capacity in these
regions, which explains the reason these 3 subregions do not have any remaining zoning capacity
available in the above-menlioned zones categories as demonstrated in Exhibit 36.

Exhibit 37, Maximum Adjusted Zoning Capacity, shows an across - the - board reduclion in zoning
capacity, compared to Exhibit 34. In producing 1his "realistic” capacity, those subregions wilh a high
percentage of commercial zoning such as South Los Angeles were affecled more than those with less
commercial, such as West Los Angeles, since a 30% of housing potenlial is used in commerciaily
zoned properties, while a 80% potential is applied to residential properties.

Allhough derived from data on applications received for building permits during a short period, and not
representalive of all sites in the Clty, the factor of BO percent is used as the "adjusted" or expected
"realistic” buildout of the zoning capacity of multlple-family residential zones. This 80 percent Is also
used for single-family residential zones, for such restricllons as 1he topography, slope density,
emergency access requirements, street dedication for hillside developments etc. are taken info
account.

The realislic buildout in commercial zones is less, based on historic development patterns in Los
Angeles. However, lhe Cily's General Plan Framework encourages the development of mixed-use
projects on cerfain commercially-zoned properties. To reflect this growth strategy a conservative factor
of 30 percenl is assigned to calculate lhe housing potential on the commercially-zoned properties.
{Note lhat this means 30 percent of the available capacily 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 Los Angeles and Southwest Valley have
no available capacily in these zones categories. However, commercially-zoned properties in these
subregions do provide some multiple-family residential capacity. The exlsting multiple-family dwelling
units in these 3 subregions amount fo 263,316 unlts or 36.82% of the total multiple-family housing
stock cilywide.

Column (c) shows that both the Southeast Valley and Northwest Valley have the highest available
High-Densily zoning capacily (41,025 units and 39,891 unils respectively).

Column (e} correlating to the "Above Moderate income" housing shows there is no available capacity
in the single-family zones in Northeast Los Angeles, South Los Angeles or Southwesi Los Angeles as
well.

Column {f} shows that South Los Angeles has the highesl Lower Densily zoning capacity (i.e., R2 and
RD zones), while the Harbor and Northeast Valley have fairly adequate zoning capacity in lhese zone
calegories and single-family zones as well.

Column (g} shows thal no subregion would have inadequate zoning capacity if all income categories
and all zones are combined.

In conclusion, afler the year 2005, the City would slill be able to accommodate 39,720 additional
dwelling unils 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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unoccupied dwelling units in the Cily, which thearetically 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 counls.

PROGRAMS TO INCREASE ZONING CAPACITY

While capacity is not seen as a problem teday, il could become one within the next four RHNA cycles
(20 years). With the current revision of the Community Plans, zoning capacily is expected lo
decrease. The City of Los Angeles is committed to providing adequate zoning capaclty for housing for
all income groups in ali areas throughout the GCity. Strategic locations for new housing include
proposed centers and districls, area around transit stations, and along transportation corridors, where
access to a variety of commercial, recreational educational, and employment services is greatesi.

Moareover, the General Plan Framework provides specific policy directions for the updating of the Land
Use Element of lhe General Plan. The policy pinpoints those areas of the Cily in which growth will be
encouraged, and links growth to the planned transportation system.

While il is not one of the Housing Elemeni Programs, a related effort golng on in the City is the
development of specific plans around transit slations fo provide conditions which enhance
neighborhood livability and create ecenomic and affordable housing opporiunities.

Mixed-use developmenl, a mix of housing and job-producing commercial uses in designated center
sludy areas and adjacent to 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 capacily increase is on publicly-owned land, There are approximately
2,400 parcels of land in public ownership in the City thai are not in any specific use. City-owned land,
especially Cily-owned parking lots, may offer potential for low-cost housing development.

Thus the principal programs which will address increasing the resldential zoning capacity are: the
rezoning recommendalions of the General Plan Framework Program, the Mixed-Use Overlay District
Ordinance, lhe proposed amendments to the Affordable Houslng Incentives Ordinance, and the
palential of housing on City-owned land.

HOUSING INVENTORY

Government Code Seclion 65583 {c)(1) requires the City lo identify adequate sites “which will be
made available lhrough appropriate zoning and development standards and with public services and
facilities needed to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for all
income levels, including rental housing, factory-built housing, mobile homes, and emergency shelters
and transitional housing".

The Cily's Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA} has been established as 60,280 dwelling
unils. The City has conducted an inventory of likely housing projects. The inventory lists building
permils for 9,064 units which are currently outstanding, applications are being processed by the Ciy
for permission lo build 27,432 new housing units and a listing of sites for 24,638 more units which lhe
Cily considers opportunity sites where zoning and infrastructure exists to support new housing and
are considered desirable for future housing preduction. The zoning capacity or potential for new
housing in the City is 530,506 units as described in Exhibit 33 of lhis element. The number of units
pursuant to this inventory catalogs 61,134 units and exceeds the City's RHNA number of 60,280 units.

Summary of Development Sites

Opportunity sites 24,638 units
Proposed 27,432 units
Under Construction 9,064 units

Total 61,134 units

The sites identified are viable development sites. They are urban infill sites located primarily along
major and secondary highways but also along some collector streets. This means thal all
infrastruclure (water, sewer, power, telephone and cable) is located adjacent to the properties.

The sites are vacant or underulilized. "Underutilized" means there is some use on the site, primarily
parking lots, but nol a developed building. (Except for lhe re-use of old commercial buildings,
described below, less 1han 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 unusual flood or landslide problems. Sites surveyed also did not include unbuildable lots,
abandoned railroad rights-of-way, remnant pieces, or single family lots.

The sites are also suitable for a by-right 25% density bonus or discretionary density bonuses up to
100-200%. A 25% density bonus would increase Lhe potential of the opportunily 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 nol be a significant constraint. No environmental review is needed for
apartment projects up to 4¢ units. Above that size a project's impacts will determine ihe type of
environmental clearance but an EIR is not automatically required until a project exceeds 500 unils.

OPPORTUNITY SITES

In the "opportunity” calegory, a survey was done of lhe vacant and underutilized parcels in multiple
and commercially zoned areas throughout lhe Cily. Emphasis was given 1o vacant and underutillzed
higher density multiple family (emphasis on R3, R4 or RS zoned) areas, areas designated around
transit stalions, areas in need of revitalization, areas vacant because of earthquake demolition, and
areas simply zoned for residential, vacant and ready for development. Parcels needing zone changes
were not included in lhis inventory.

Opportunity sites identified in the land inventory resulted from an analysis by community planners
familiar with each area including their knowledge of the constraints lhat exist en the sites. The
analysis, however, by no means views all the factors, constraints or incentives which would be
analyzed and considered by persons wishing to develop a piece of land.

In strip commercial areas, the Framework Element establishes a policy to replace strip commercial
with housing to replace marginal retail or service establishments. Commercially zoned areas also give
the opportunity for mixed use projecls, as identified by ihe Framework Element along mixed use
boulevards. The Framewark Element also identifies and stimulates ceriain commercially zoned areas
to be used for housing, consistent with the City's long range sirategy to accommodale future growth in
the City.

New HOUSING IN COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS

Another significanl category of the "opportunily” inventory relales to vacant or mostly vacant historic
commercial buildings in the Downtown Core. The City's adaptive reuse ordinance encourages
housing as a reuse of these historlcally significant buildings. In a recent survey of historic downtown
buildings, 50 buildings had the potential for conversion to residential units, either lofts or apartments.
This study estimated lhat there is an opportunily for 5,000 additional unlts in the Downtown area.

The downlown area is currently experiencing a loft housing boom. The Spring Street Lofts and 1he
Old Bank Building on Main Street, two recenily completed projecls, utilized the 1999 Adaplive Reuse
Ordinance and a set of building codes designed to encourage residential development in historic
buildings. This ordinance can be compared to the recycling ordinances of other jurisdictions.

PARKING LOTS

Surface parking lois under the control of the Community Redevelopment Agency and surface parking
lots in commercial areas with lhe potential to be redeveloped as housing developments {ancther 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 allowable units
were used based on the existing zoning withoui the benefit of olher incentives to build affordable
housing. Although the maximum number of units were calculated, 1his does not limit one lo build thal
amount. Other planning tools are available lo increase the density by right or more with the density
bonus applicalion, or change zones, or revise land use designations and zone changes through lhe
Community Plan Updale Program. Therefore, the maximum counted is a conservative number. The
City's inventory shows 24,638 opporlunily units in this category, slighlly less lhan half of the RHNA
need.

PROPOSED SITES
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The “proposed” calegory includes projects Lhat 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
Exceplions, projecl 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
aclual unit counts from applications and totals 27,432 unils,

UNDER CONSTRUCTION SITES

The "under conslruction” unit count comes from building permits issued in 1999-2001. The total of
9,064 units being built is he actual count. This accounts for approximately one seventh of Lhe total
need.

The complete invenlory is found in Appendix V.
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INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality At
(CEQA)' requires governmental agencies ko provide
a public accounting of all potentially adverse impacts
of decisions thal change the environment. While
some consider CEQA tn be concerned exdusively
with the physical environment, the aims of CEQA
extend to human well being. For example, CEQA's
policy goals include mainlaining “...conditons
under which man and nature can exist in productive
harmeny lo fulhll the social and economic
requiremenls of present and future generalions,” and
".providing a decent home and satsfying living
environment for every Californian.” (California
Government Code §21000)  Under CEQA, a
local agency must consider reasonably
foreseeable “... environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly.”?

Traditionally, health and human impact
assessment within environmental review has
focused on hazardous environmental agents such
as air pollutants, While such impacts are

"CEQA, simiar 1o NEPA, predated the more
proseriptive envirpamental regulatory approaches such ns
the Clean Water Act aiming insicad lo ensure
transparency and accouniability in decision making.
CEQA requires public agencies 1o produce an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prior 10 making
public decision that may kave significant adverse
environmental effects. (Calilomia Public Resovrces Code,
Environmental Protection, §21000) An EIR must
analysis an all potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts, feasible altzrnatives, and steps 1o
avoid or limit impacts. If an EIR concludes that a project
would have significant impacts, the sgency can not
approve it until it either they determine thal mitigation or
aliemnatives are infeasible or that the project’s benefits
outweigh the adverse impacls.

* CEQA, Guidelines. Title 14. California Code of
Regulations. (Accessed at
hitp/ceres.ca.govflopic/eny_law/ceqa/guidelines/)

important, the relationships between the physical
environment and human health include many
other neglected dimensions.

Unmet housing needs in San Francisco result in
particularly significant public health costs,
Inadequate or unaffordable housing forces San
Francisco residents into crowded or substandard
conditions; requires them to compromise access
to jobs and services, and guality education; and
requires them to work multiple jobs 1o make
ends meet, The Department of Public Health
witnesses these effects when we care for the
homeless, in the course of our enforcement of
environmental health and housing standards,
and through our efforts 10 improve the housing
of those with environmentally related illnesses
such as asthma.

Unmet housing needs alsa have indirect
environmental and economic consequences.
High housing costs are disincentives for business
development or expansion which also means
reduced economic opportuniies for residents.
High cost housing in regional job centers such as
San Francisce 15 one factor that drives
development of lower cost housing on the urban
nnge, contributing to traffic congestion and air
pollution, as well as the loss of regional farmland
and open space.’

As one stralegy 1o ensure adequate affordable
housing in San Francisco, the San Francisco
Department of Health, in partnership with the
City's Department of Planning, has researched
how environmental impact analysis might more

H

hupi/fwww.brookings.edu/views/speeches/downs/200305
29_downs.htm





comprehensively account for impacts on
affordable housing and residential displacement.

CEQA guidelines allow cities to determine their
own impacts of concern, screening cntena,
assessment and evaluative methodologies, and
preferred mitigation measures.  In  addition,
though the guidelines provide a list of potential
adverse impacts on the environment they do nol
provide a way of judging whether the effects are
significant in a particular set of arcumsiances.
QOne way for local jursdictions and public
agencies to ensurc consistent and objective
determinations in their environmental review is
to adopt a ‘threshold of significance.™

CEQA authorizes local governments to adopt
by “...ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation”
locally specific  “objectives, cntenia, and
procedures for the evaluation of projects.”
{California Government Code §21082). These
"thresholds of significance’ are qualitative or
quantitative  standards that provide local
agencies a way to differentiate whether a
particular environmental effect is significant.
Thresholds may be based on health based
standards, service capacity standaids, ecological
tolerance standards, policies and goals wathin
the city’s general plan, or any other standard
based on environmental quality.  Ideally,
threshold development should involve public
participation and the documentation of a
threshold should include (1) a definition for the
effect (2) the reasons the effect is significant (3)
the critena at which effect becomes significant

* Thresholds of Significance: Crilena for Defining
Envionmental Significance. CEQA Technical Advice
Series Govenor's Office of Planning and Research 1994
Accessed May 24% 2004 at:
hitp://ceres.ca.govfiopic/env_law/ceqa/more/tas/threshid.p
dr

(4) references and sources
mitigation measures if available.
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Methods to consider impacts on  housing
affordability and residential displacement exist;
however, these methods have nat been applied to
impact assessment practice in San Francisco. In
California, several local junsdictions (Los Angeles,
Senta Barbara, and L.akeTshne) hawe adopted
comprehensive, environmenlal review  guidelines
which include thresholds of significance for housing
impacts. San Francisco adopled level of service
standards (LOS) for the evaluation of impacts on
automohile and transit in 2002 but does not have
consistent cvaluative omtenia for several other
important enviroumental effects included effects on

housiag.

This technical report outlines several ways that
impacts on housing affordability and residental
displacement can be included in the process of
environmental review, It also provides the
groundwork for developing local significance
thresholds criteria for hausing impacts. We have
organized this document into three sections: (1)
Social and health consequences of housing
affordability and residential displacement; (2)





Interpretabon of CEQA policy and guidelines
with regards to the analysis of social, health, and
environmental justice impacts; {3) Public agency
guidelines for affordable housing and
displacement impact assessment.

The frst section provides a scan of the public
health and social science research that relates
affordabslity and displacement to adverse human
outcomes. We organized ihis section using a
public health framework thal relates project
development to residential displacement and
housing affordability and these effects to indirect

R )

adverse human impacts. (The framework used
in this report is illustrated in the Agure above.)
The second section considers the impacts on
affordability and displacement as indirect social
impacts, as indirect human health impacts, as
environmental justice impacts, and as impacls
that affect long term environmental policy goals.
The third section provides a scan of impact
assessment methods and practice applicable to
housing impacts analysis bringing together a
number of federal, state, and local tools and
guidelines,





SECTION I. SOCIAL AND
HEALTH CONSEQUENCES OF
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
AND RESIDENTIAL
DISPLACEMENT

The pathways between affordable housing,
residential displacement, and human health and
well being are numerous and complex. The
impacts of any particular projecl or program that
affects housing affordability or displaces
residents depend on  both contextual and
individual factors including the availability of
affordable housing units, the extent of relocation
assistance provided, the imcome and savings of
displaced residents, and the availability of social
support networks.

This section provides a summary of available
evidence on the adverse human consequences of
housing  affordability  and residential
displacement.  Sources include case studies,
interviews, and studies on homelessness, and
public health and social science research.

Unmet Needs for Affordable Housing in
California and San Francisco

According 10 Slum Housing in LA, a recent
publication by UCLA’s Advanced Palicy
Institute, the Federal goal of “securing the
health and living standards of its people...” has
only been met for upper and moderate income
groups, while communities that are poor in both
rural and inner city areas lack adequate housing.
* Three in ten US households have housing
aHordability problems.

% Richman N, Pitkin B. Understanding Slum: The
Casc of Los Anpeles, USA. 2003 UCLA Advanced
Policy Institute. Los Angeles, CA.

The affordable housing cnsis s particularly
acute in Calfornia. In San Francisco, only
7.3% of households currently earm encugh to
afford the median sale price of housing® In
addition, the fair market rent for a two-bedraom
apartnent is $1,904 which is affordable only to
those who make 90% of the average family's
median income of $86,100.” Exacerbating this
situation, the gap between the minimum wage
and the minimum hourly wage required 1o afford
adeguate housing has increased. Currently, over
35,000 low income renters pay more than 50%
of their income in rent.  Even individuals
earning modest wages, such as, public service
employees and those in the construction wades
simply cannot afford to live where they work.®

A related factor, alfecting low income renters, is
the unmet demand for subsidized housing
programs. In California, over two-thirds of
qualifying low income households remains on
waiting lists for housing assistance.’ ‘The state
has 186,000 rental units housing 450,000 low
income people which benefited from public
finance. About 70% of this stock, over 120,000
units, represents housing in the HUD Section 8
program for which rent subsidy contracts are
expinng. The conversion of subsidized housing
will further aggravate unmet demand for iow
income housing.

* San Francisco Planning Depariment, Update of the

Housing Element of the General Plan. {Accessed at:

http:ifwww.ci.sfoca.us/planning/citywide/c] _housing
clesment itm)

" Nationat Low Income Housing Coalition Qut of

Reach 2003: America’s Housing Wage Climbs.

{Accessed al: hip:fwww.nlihc.org/oor2003/)

" Govermnor' Environmental Goals and Policy Repaort.

Office of Planning and Research 2003

* Forbes, Elaine. 2000





While the population of San Franasco is
growing, San Francisco is not currently meeting
the housing production goals of moderate
income, low income and very low income
communities. The Mayor's Office of Housing
estimates that the City needs to build 19,000
units of affordable housing between 2001 and
2005 to meet its needs. Furthermore, according
to the Housing Element of the General Plan,
the strongest job growth is expected in the
service and retail sectors; however, much of that
growth is rept...nted by low and medivm wage
jobs including cashiers, waiters and cooks, sales
peaple and clerks, and painters, carpenters and

electricians.

The Relationship between Displacement
and Affordable Housing

Residential displacement has become a crtical
issue in California where housing shortage
disproportionately affects low income and
minonty populations. Displacement can oceur
in the context of demolition or redevelopment of
residential property or the conversion of rental
unils 1o gwnership housing. Displacement also
occurs in the context of gentnfication when
neighborhoods change in a way that inflates
rents. Structural forces that contribule to
displacement of individvals and families and
unsatisfactory relocation in  San Francsco
include the velatively high cost of housing
relalive to incomes, the large unmet need for
housing particularly at lower income levels, and
the high cost of land and housing. Given that
San Francisco is a setiing with a limited supply
of affordable housing, residents displaced
through eviction or redevelopment are unlikely to

be successhully relocated into adequate and
affordable housing replacement housing.

Human Health Impacts of Inadequate
Housing

Kesidential displacement or the permanent loss
of area affordable housing can be expected to
lead to diverse health effects. Bolh displaced
residents and those entering the housing market
may have to pay more for housing.'® Seme may
accept affordable but inadequate, substandard,
or poorer gualily housing. Some may move out
of the city or region while others may move inlo
a temporary living situation with a friend or
family member. Finally, some may become
homeless. Low income individuals and families
are more susceptible to adverse consequences
after displacement as they have limited options
for relocation.

Stress Displacement may increase levels of
psychological and  physiological slress, for
example, by creating a new economic strain
among low income individuals. If residenis are
displaced away from jobs or schools, longer
commutes may be a further source of stress and
reduce time for leisure or family aclivities. Far
children, frequent family relocation leads to
children's grade repetitions, schoaol suspensions,
and emotional and behavioral problems.'
Living in resource poor neighborhoods, frequent
schoal changes, and substandard housing all
conlribute o poor child development and school

" Hartman, Chester. Comment on “Neighborhocd
revitalization and displacemeni: A review of the
cvidence. Joumal of the American Planning
Association. 1979;45:488-491.

"' Coaper, Merrill. Housing Affordability: A
Children's [ssue, Canadian Policy Research
Networks Discussion Paper. Ottawa. 200)





performance.'?

A  npumber of scientific  swdies  have
demonstrated  health  consequences  of
psychosacial stress. For example, a randomized
study of healthy human volunteers de.nonstrated
that chronic stress doubled the rate at which
inoculation with a common cold virus led to a
clinical infection. ? Other studies have linked
the expenience of stress with chronic diseases
including heart disease, hypertension, and
diabetes.!! Among pregnant women, stress has
also been associated with a greater likelihood for
pre-term delivery and low birth weight birth —
both factors that potentially lead to
developmental delays and increased infant
morbidity and mortality.

Poverty There is little doubt that poverty leads
to poor health. Numerous research studies in
diverse countries show thal poverty contnbutes
to a poorer subjective sense of health, higher
mortality, less emotional stability, worse chronic
conditions, and poorer physical functioning.

Unaffordable housing is both a dimension of
poverty and a contnbutor to poverty.
Households with incomes several times the full-
tme minimum wage can pay more than half of

12 Rass, DP & Roberts, P. {ocome and child well
being: A new perspective on the policy debate.
Canadian Council for Secial Development. Ottawa.
1999,

" Cohen, Sheldon et al. Types of Stressor that
increase susceplibility to the common cotd in Healthy
Adults. Health Psychalogy. 1998; 17(3):214-221,

" McEwen, Bruce E. Protective and damaging
effects of stress mediators. New England Journal of
Medicine. 1998; 338(3% 171-179,

'* Phipps, Sheily. The Impact of Poverty on Health:
A Scan of the Research Literature. Ottawa. Canadian
Institute for Health Information 2003,

their incomes for housing.'® When housing is
unaffordable, people often sacrifice other
material needs including food, clothing, and
health care services. Nationally, those with
incomes in the botlom ffth of the income
distribution and paying 50% of their incomes for
housing have an average of 3417 to cover all
non-housing monthly expenses.”” Lack of
affordable housing has also been linked to
inadequate nutrition, especially among children.
A recent survey of Amencan aties found that
low paying jobs and high housing costs are the
most frequently cited reasons for hunger.'®
Children from low-income families receiving
housing subsidies showed increased growth
compared with children whose families were on
a subsidy waiting list, an observation consistent
with the idea that subsidies provide a protective
effect against childhood malnutntion.

Unaffordable housing may add te psychosocial
stress. People required to work extra hours or at
multiple jobs may sacrifice personal leisure
family relationships. Time pressured parents
may choose either more punitive or low-effort
strategies to resolve conflict with children.”
Studies have shown that economic strains such
as being unable to pay the bills cause depression
in mothers and harsh parenting  styles.
Displacement and relocation may also result in
job loss with potential further aggravation of

'8 The State of the Nation's Housing. Joint Center
f;m‘ Housing Studies of Harvard University. 2003.

1 Sandel, M, Sharfstein, J, Shaw, R. There's no
place like home: How America’s Housing Crisis
Threatens our Children. Housing America. San
Francisca. 1999.

® Dunn, James R. A popidation health approach to
housing: A framework foe research, Report prepared
for the National Housing research Committee and the
Canada Mortgage and Housing Committee.
University <f Calgary. 2002.





economic strain and psychosoaal stress.

Overcrowding Statewide, 24% of renter
households are overcrowded while in San
Franasco over 30% of renter househalds are
characlerized as overcrowded.’® #'  Families
frequently double up as a way to cope with the
lack of affardable honsing, Similarly, displaced
residents find temporary lodging with families or
friends. Overcrowding resulis in respiratory
infections in adults and ear infection in
children.?? Overcrowding also means the lack of
quict space for children to do homework,
negatively impacting their  development,
education, and future fife opportunities.”

Housing Safety Over half of the San
Francisco's housing was built over 50 years ago
and requires significant rebabilitation 1o
maintain habitahility; 94% of the housing stock
was built before 1978. Most of the city's pre-
1950 dilapidated housing stock is located in
low-income neighborhoods. A number of
environmental conditions in older and poorly
maintained housing affect health. Inadequate
heating can lead to overexposure to cold. Poorly
maintained paint leads i lead poisoning. Other
unsafe conditions include exposed healing
sources, unprotected windows and slippery
surfaces that increase risks for injuries. Older
units and low-income unils tend also 1o have a
greater likelihood of deferred maintenance.

* Govenor's Environmental Goals and Policy
Report. Op Cil.

2! Based on San Francisco data from the 1999
American Housing Survey. (Accessed at:
http:ffwww census.govihhes/www/ahs html)

* Krieger, ] & Higgens, DL. Housing and Health:
Time again for Public Health Action, American
Journzl of Public Health. 2002; 92: 758-768.
HCooper, M. op cit.

Indoor Air Quality Imtants and allergens
present in one's home environments contribute
to asthma. Some of the most important
allergens implicated in the development and
recurrence of asthma include house dust mites,
cockroach antigens, cat dander, mold spores,
and pollens?® Qld carpeting serves as a
reservoir  for dust, allergens and chemicals.
Kitchens and baths, particalarly in older
housing stock, often lack adequate ventilation
increasing problems associated with moisture

and mold.

Since 1999, SFDPH has conducted several
hundred assessments for asthmatic children and
adults and identified through evaluation research
the role of housing affordability as a bamer to
reducing asthma triggers in the home. While
SFDPH enforces laws to ensure the safety and
habatability of housing, inspectors have found
many instances where substandard and
unhealthy conditions exist yet tenanls are
reluctant to initiate enforcement achons.
Commonly, tenants are fearful of landlord
repnsal or eviction in an unaffordable housing
market.

Social Support If displaced residents are
forced to relocate outside of their neighborhoad,
valuable supportive family and community
relationships can be lost both for those leaving
and well as for those remaining behind. Strong
social relationships and community cohesion are
protective of health in  multiple ways,
Neighbors, friends, and family provide material
as well as emotional support.  Suppor,
perceived or provided, can buffer stressful

* [nstitute of Medicine. Clearing the Air: Asthma
and Indoor Air Exposures. National Academy Press.
Washington D.C. 2000.





situalions, prevents damaging feelings of
isolation, and contributes to a sense of self
esteem and value.”? The magnitude of the effect
of social support on health is substantial and has
been illustrated by several praspective long term
studies in the United Siates. For example, in
the Alameda County Siudy, those with fewer
social contacts (e.g. marnage, family, friends,
and group membership) had twice the nsk of
early death, even accounting for income, race,
smoking, abesity, and exercise.?®

Homelessneas One of the most severe
consequences of both unaffordable housing and
displacement is homelessness. Hunger and
homelessness are on the rise in major American
cities, according to a 2003 survey by the ULS.
Conference of Mayors.” Requests for
emergency shelter assistance increased by an
average of |3 percent in the 25 large cities
surveyed. Twenty-three participating  cities
reporied that lack of affordable housing was the
leading cause of homelessness.

Over 350,000 Californians are estimated to be
homeless.?®* A particularly disturbing trend is
the nse of family homelessness. It is estimated
that between 80,000 and 95,000 homeless
children exist in Califomia?® The USCM
survey documenis that Eighty-four percent of the

* Cohen, S, Underwoad, LG, Gottlicb, BH. Sacial
Support Measurement and Intervention. Oxford
University Press. New York. 2000.

* Berkman LF, Syme SL. Social networks, hast
resistance, and monality: a nine-year follow-up study
of Alameda County residents. American fournal of
Epidemiotopgy. 1979; 109(2):186-204,

’* The United States Conference of Mayors Hunger
and Homelessness Study December 2003.

= (Governor's Environmental Goals and Policy
Repon. Op Cit.

* Govemnor's Eoviconmental Goals and Policy
Report Op Cit,

cities have turned away homeless families from
emergency shelters due to lack of resources.

Homelessness contnbutes to a number of other
well described physical, behavioral and mental
health problems in adults and children. Lack of
housing and the overcrowding found in
temporary housing for the homeless have been
found to contribute to marbidity from respiratory
infections and activation of tuberculosis.
Substandard housing, such as that used by the
homeless population, coften lack safe drinking
water and hot water for washing; often have
ineffective waste disposal, intrusion by disease
veciors (e.g., insects and rats); and often have
inadequate food storage, all of which have long
been identified as contribuling to the spread of
infectious diseases. *® A 1994 study of children
living in homeless shellers in the Los Angeles
area found that the vast majonity (78%) of
homeless children interviewed suffered from
depression, a behavioral problem, or severe
academic delay.’’ Among sheltered homeless
men and women, age adjusted death rates are
several fold higher than in the general
population.”

Homelessness is strongly knked to hunger.
Temporary housing for homeless children often
lacks cooking facilities.” In the 2003 US

¥ U§ Canference of Mayars

I Zima BT, Wells KB, Freeman HE. Emationa! and
behavioral problems and severe academic delays
among sheltsred homeless children in Les Angeles
County. American Journal of Public Health. February
1994 Vol 34: 260-264

“ Barrow, SM, Herman, DB, Cordova P, Stuening,
EL. Monality mmong Homeless Shelrer Residents in
New York City. American Journal of Public Health.
1999; 89: 520-534,
* Krieger J, Higgins DL. Housing and Health: Time
Again for Public Health Action, American Joumal of
Public Health, May 2002, Vol 92, No. 5: 758-768





Conference of Mayos’ (USCM) survey,
requests for emergency food assistance increased
by an average of [7 percent over the past year.
The USCM survey finds that 59 percent of
individuals requesting emergency food assistance
were members of families with children and the.r
parents, and that 39 percent of the adults
requesting such assistance were employed.
Eighty-seven percent of the dlies surveyed
expect that reguests for emergency food
assistance will increase again over the nex! year.
Ninety-one percent of cities participating in the
survey expect that requests for emergency food
assistance by families with children will increase
next year. Lighty-eight percenl expect that
requests for emergency shelter will increase next
year, and 80% expect requests for shelter by
homeless families will increase in 2004.

Social Cohesion One of the most significant
effects of eviction and displacement may be the
erosion of social capital and socal cohesion
which are social indicators strongly associated
with health, education, and neighborhood
safety.

The New York Times recently profiled a
community, Franklin Square, as one of the few
places in the NY area where housing
affordability s promoted resuling in the
integration of generations residing side-by-side.
In addition to the richness of shanng expenences
across  generations, the Franklin  Square
community benefts from long-term residents
who invest in maintaming the built enviconment,
invest in the community, and contribute to
community cohesion and youth development:

™ putnam, Robert, Social Capital: Measurement and
Consequences. ISUMA. 2001(Spring): 41-51,

[Franklin Square] It's just & wonderdul, very stable
communily,” said Julie Soffienting, an assistant school
superiniendent who moved in 30 years ago and
raised two daughters with her husband, Raymond.
She said she appreciated the dean streats, well-kept

properties and convenient local shopping.”

“Pupils begin at the Franklin Square Unian Free
School District, an clemenlary dintrict with an
enrollment of 1,975 in three schools, all for
kindergarten through Grade 6. Stalistica relcased by
the shte Department of Education in October
showed that 99.3 percent of fourth grade students m
the district met or exceeded state standacds in math,
Elementary school students in the Franklin Square
district consistently score above state averages on
other standardized tests.”

The example provided above illusirates the
positive impacts on society by long-term resident
investment: cleaner streets, resulting in reduced
cost of City-subsidized loitering cleaning; higher
school performance, particularly amang the
younger aged-group, which results in higher
school completion.

In contrast, the erosion of neighborhaods as a
result of forced displacement results in the
reduction of long-term residents who are most
likely to invest in their communities. In areas
where residents fee] less invested because of the
continual threat of displacement, one can find
depilated environmental conditions, such as
broken windows on buildings, loitering and
illegal disposing of hazardous substances.
Furthermore, neighbarhoods where residents
have little incentive to invest are shown to have
higher high schoel drop out rates, as well as
come rates.





Segregation The loss of affordable housing
and displacement may also lead to residental
segregation and ‘ghettoization’. Displacement
may contribute to residential segregation (by
ethnicity, income, or class) if available housing
for displaced residents is not available in
integrated  neighborhoods. A study that
examined expining HUD Section 8 agreements
with private owners in California, found that, on
average, families relocated to relatively more

racially-segregaled communities.”

Racially segregated neighborhoods tend to have
less neighborhood amenities such as schoals,
libraries and puoblic transportation due to
economic, poliical and linguistic isolation, and
racism. Research has documented the health
impacts of residential segregation. Many studies
have shown, for example a strong association
between segregation and homicide rates. Besides
an excess in mortality, studies have also
demonstrated a relationship between residential
segregation and negative health outcomes
including teenage childbeanng, tuberculosis,
cardiovascular disease, availability of food
establishments serving healthy fare and exposure
to taxic air pollutants.®

Strong evidence for the effects of segragated
environments comes from the HUD Moving to
Opportunity demonstration program,  This

% Forbes E. Eroding Neighborhood Integration: The
Impact of California’s Expiring Section § Rent
Subsidy Contracis on Low-Income Family Housing.
2000 The Ralph and Goldy Lewis Center for
Regional Policy Studies. UCLA, School of Public
Policy and Social Research. Los Angeles, California
¥ Acevedo-Garcia B, Lachner KA, Osypuk TL,
Subramanian SY. Foture Directions in Residential
Segrepation and Health Research: A Mulilevel
Approach. American Journal of Public Health. 2003;
93:215-221

program, implemented in five US cities,
evaluated the health and social effects of
relocating households from public or subsidized
housing in high poverty neighborhoods to private
rental housing in non-poverty neighborhoods.
The program design involved a random
assignment of families to an experimental group
{vouchers for housing in low poverty
neighborhoods and relocation assistance) a
section B group (geographically unrestricted
vouchers), and a cantrol group and longitudinal
follow-up of families over 10 years, The
executive summary of the intenm cvaluation
{midpoint of follow up) testify to the social value
of non-paverty area residence. ¥

From the [amilies’ perspectives, the princigal
benefil of the move was a substantial improvement
in housing and neighburhood conditions. Families
who moved with program  vouchers Jargely
achieved the single cbjective that loomed largest for
them al baseline: living in a home and
neighborhood where they and their children could
feal and be safe from crime and violence, On a list
of abservahle characteristics, Lheir homes and
neighborhoods were substantially more desicable
than those where coniral group members lived.
These benefits accrued to families in both the
experimental gwup and the Section 8 group,
allhough the improvements tended to be roughly
twice as large for expenmental group families, who
were requiced to move ta low-poverty areas, at least

nibally.

Perhaps not surpnisingly, these iraprovements in

living environment led 1o sigmificant gains n

Y .8, Department of Housing and Urban
Development Moving to Opportunity for Fair
Housing Demonstration Program: Interim Impacts
Evaluation. 2003 (accessed at www.huduser.org)





mental heslth among adulls in the experimental
group. The levels of paycholopeal distress and
depression were substantially reduced m this
goup. ln addivon, adults in both the experimental
and Seclivn 8 groups experienced substantial
reductions in obesity for reasons we do noi yel
undersland, Among the childven in these families,
girls appear to have benefited from the move in
scveral  ways. They expeoenced  improved
psychological wellbeing, reporting lower mates of
psychological distress, depresvion, and generalized
anxiety disorder, and improved perceptions of their
likelihood of going to college and getting a well
paid, sible job as an adull. These girls' behaviors
changed as well, with 4 smaller propartion working
instead of attending achool. They wem less likely
to engage in nsky behavior or 1o use marguana.
Finally, both these girls and society as a whole
benefited from a mdvced number of amests for
vielenl crimes.
Increased Transportation System
Demands 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 schools. Relocation may thus creale a
new demand for public transportation services or
alternatively new demands for automabile
purchase and use. Studies on the effects of
urban sprawl have found that low income
families, children and the elderly are
disproportionately affected by the longer
distances needed to travel as a result of
relocation to the outskirts of a aily or a region.
‘The working poor rely on both urban public
transit systems to hold steady jobs and access
health care, child care and other critical social
services. Former welfare  recipients  are
particularly dependent upon the provision of

reliable and convenient transportation services.

Increased Demands for Social Services
For a project that results in significant
displacement or relocation to non comparable
housing, the magnitude of human health and
social impacts may be severe. This may result in
the need to fund and develop new social services
to address the human impacts. For example,
displacement may potentially result in new
demand for safety net services for health and
welfare, for mental health services, and for
special educational services for children. In San
Francisco, services for homeless adulis and
children cost the City millions of dollars and
over the past several years demand for services
has greatly exceeded capacity. The demand for
such services s indirectly related to the
magnitude of the adverse displacement
outcomes.

Displacement in California and San
Francisco

Dunng the period from March 2002 through
February 2003, a tolal of 1,643 various eviction
natices were fled with the department. This
figure includes 93 notices given due to failure to
pay rent, which are nol required to be filed wath
the department. The number of notices fled
with the deparument for this perod represents a
22% decrease over the pror year's filings
(2.101).

The largest declines were in owner occupancy
evictions, 316, or a 29% decrease, nuisance
declined by 10% te 251 and ewiction notices for
breach declined by nearly 40% w 231. The
only increases were in temporary capital
improvement evictions which increased from 44





lo 68, or a 26% increase and Ellis Act
evictions, from 148 buildings to 187 for a 26%
increase for the period. In San Francisco, the
Ellis Act, a state law which says that fandlords
have the unconditiona] right to "go out of
bustaess” is used by property owners to ‘change
the use’ of the building (condominium
conversions) resulting in eviclions,

Reasons for Just-Cause Evictions

2001/02 and 2002/03*

Just Cause 2001/02 | 2002/03 |
Owner-Oceupied 726 516 -
Demelish/remove unit (113 67
Capital  improvement ' 44 | 68
(temporary) L

" Ellis eviction | 148 187

While the issues of affordable housing,
displacement, and gentrification are high on the
public agenda, limited recent research has
tracked the direct consequences of displacement
on people. A 1999-2000 analysis of Ellis
evictions in San Francisco conducted by the San
Francisco Tenants' Union reveals that:

¢ Seniors, people with disabilities and
children are most likely to become victims of
the Ellis Act, comprising 51% of alt Ellis
Act evictions since 1999,

o Those most apt to be evicted are renters
with long-term tenancies and afordable
rents. Those evicted under Ellis had an
average tenancy of over 11 years and were
paying an average rent of $1,024 for a 2
bedroom apartment.

" Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, April 28,
2003

s Further, the Ellis Act is resulting in the loss
of thousands of affordable units. For every
new affordable vnit that is built, 5 affordable
units are lost.

Accounts from local housing advocacy
organizations reveal some consequences of
forced eviclion among low-income families and
the elderly. St Peter’s Housing, a Mission
district-based non-profit organization serving low
income families around housing issues and
landlord/tenant problems, for example, report
that a significant proportion of the families they
serve are forced to separale to obtain temporary
shelter, while other families resort to
overcrowding in illegal units and yet other
families are forced to leave their neighborhoods
and the City in order to secure an affordable
place to live.

St. Peter estimates that at least 20% of their
clients have one or more family member aged 60
years or alder. According o St. Peter's
Housing, eiderly residents and familtes are more
frequently displaced, experience particularly
high levels discrimination in secunng housing,
and are most vulnerable for separation as a
result of eviction. The following case history
illustrates the complexity of housing issues
confronted by families with elderly members:

An clderly couple was forced to separate (from
their daughter and grandchildran) and to resed to
live in an illegal in-law unit. The unit was so
poarly mainiained that the stairs leading (o the
entrance of the unit collapsed resulting in the
broken hip of the elderly woman. The elderly
woman reported the incidence lo St. Peter's for
advice. St. Peter reported this case the





Department of Building Inspeclions (DBI)
whose inspector cited the awner for the illegal
unit, and forced the owner to shut down the
illepal unit. DBI’s inspection is in itself intended
o protect families from (iving in substandard
conditions and vet, in this particularly case,
served (o aggravate the elderly couple fiving
situation. The elderly couple was not only ferced
to separale from their family, but were now
suffering from the injured hip and its incurred
health care cost, and as a resuit of the inspection
was now [aced with displacement. [Personal

comrmaunication, SL Peter’s Housing, December
2003

The effects of displacement as a result of the
lack of affordable housing among the senior
population are heightened among its Gay and
Lesbian subgroups. Recent, cross-sectional
evidence of GLBT elderly living in the greater
Los Angeles Area shows thai:

» Same-sex partners cannot share a room in
most care facilities, forcing many GLBT
older aduits retreat back into the closet, in
order to secure housing at nursing homes.

» Same-sex partners cannot receive Social
Secunty survivor benehts.

« GLBT older adults do not have the same
family suppart systems as their heterosexual
counterparts,

s There are many government programs that
target the elderly, but none are geared
towards GLBT older adults,”

" Gay and Lesbian Elder Housing of Los Angeles

Website: hitn:/fwww.glshe.ong/facts.him, accessed on
December 3, 2003
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SECTION II SOCIAL, HEALTH,
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
JUSTICE IMPACTS IN CEQA
POLICY

As discussed in the section above, e lack of
housing affardability in California and its human
impacts suggests that environmental impact
assessment {EIA) should consider how a
development project might impact housing
affordability or displaced residents.  Four ways
in which these issues fit into the framework of
the California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA) include:

» As potential indirect socal and economic
impacts on population and housing;

» As indirect health impacts of physical or
social impacts;

s As environmental justice impacts;

¢ As impacts requiring evaluabon for
consislency with city, regional and state
housing and environmental policy goals.

Adverse Social and Economic Effects of
Impacts on Population and Housing

CEQA considers the loss of housing requiring
construcion of new housing and  the
displacement of people as polential adverse
environmental impacts requiring analysis in the
environmental checklist provided in CEQA
Guidelines. The checklists screening questions
include:

o Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
propasing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other mfrastructure)?
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« Displace subsiantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitaling the conslruction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

e Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

However, impacts on population and housing
may have particular adverse effects on parts of
the population. For example, if a project
replaces low income housing with market rate
housing, this may disproportionately and
adversely impact those with lower income. This
type of impact may be considered an adverse
social impact. Under CEQA, adverse social
and cconomic impacts may be analyzed in
determining  the significance of physical
environmental changes.  Title 14, section
(5064, subsection (e} of te California
Administrative Code provides the following
guidance:

Econpmic and social changes resulting from a project
shali not be trealed as significant eflecis on the
environment. Economic or zocial changes may be
used, however, to defermine thal a physicel change
shall be regarded as a significant effect on the
environmeni. Where a physical change is caused by
cconomic or social effects of a project, the physica)
change may be regarded as a significant effect in the
same manner as any olher physical change resufting
from the project. Aliematvely, economic and social
effects of a physical change may be uvsed 10 deteemine
that the physical change is a significant effect en the
environment. If the physical change couses adverse
economic or social offecis on people, those adverse
effects may be used as o fuctor in delermining wheiher
the physical change ix significant. [Emphasis added]
For example, if a project would cause evercrowding

of a public facility and the overcrowding cavses an





adverse effect on people, the overcrowding wonld be

regarded as a2 significant effect.

Despite the guidance above, the inclusion of
social and economic impacts under CEQA is
controversial. Many interpret the language in
section 15064, subsection {(¢) to mean that the
analysis of indirect adverse social and econamic
effects may be considered in an EIR but are not,
strictly speaking, required.® According to the
California Department of Transportation:
“Many people in California, including some
decision-makers, harbor the general belief that
CEQA addresses only purely “environmental”
issues, nol social, demographic, or economic
itsues often raised by proposed projects. This is
erTonecus. The assumption however s
understandable due to the complex linkage that
must be demonsirated between the physical,
social, and ecconomic environment, and the
determination of ‘Significance’."'

Some case law has directly addressed this issue.
In  Citizen's Associaion for  Sensible
Development of Bishop Area v. Coualy of
Inyo,? the courts reconciled the ambiguity of
section 15064, subsection (e) with subsections
(d) and (/) which discussed evaluation of
secondary or indirect consequences of a project.
In the Dlishop case, the Court ruled that
subsection () gave the lead agency discretion to
determine whether the consequences of social
and economic changes were significant but did

*d Bass, RE., Herson, Al, Bogdan, KM. CEQA
Deskbook A step-by-step guide on how to comply
with the California Environmental Quality Acl.
Solano Press. Poimt Arena, 2001.

! Guidelines for Community Impact Assessment.
California Department of Transporiation. 1997

“2 Citizen's Associelion for Sensible Development v.

County of Inya, 172Cal.App.3d 151 (1965)

not give it discretion not to consider these
consequences at all. In their ruling, the Court
interpreted section 15064 as follows: “the iead
agency shall consider the secondary or indirect
environmental consequences of economic and
social changes, but may fnd them to be
insignificant.”

Indirect Health Impacts

Environmental  effects  which  will  cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly are considered
mandatery findings of significance in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.

A lead agency shall find that a project may have a
significant effect on the envionment and therehy
require an EIR v be prepared for the project where
any of the following conditions occur: {d) The
eoviranmental effecls of a project will cause
substaniial adverse effects on human beings, either

directly or indirectly.

As discussed in the evidence provided above,
housing affordability and displacement affect
health in numerous ways. Projects that have
area or regional affects on the availability of
affordable housing may be considered o have
potential indirect adverse health cansequences.
Since displaced residents may not be relocated
in adequate housing, the potential indirect
health impacts of displacement also warrant
consideration,

Environmental Justice Impacts

Environmental justice is reoated in the Equal
Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution and
can be advanced using National Environmental





Policy Act (NEPA) as well as the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. Environmental Justice provides
another rationale for considering the effects on
affordable housing or the displacement of low
income residents under CEQA. California
Law defines Environmental Justice as “... the
fair treatment of people of all races, cultures,
and incomes with respect to the development,
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of

environmental laws, regulations, and policies.”*

While environmental justice analysis and efforts
in California have historically emphasized
disproportionate health effects of toxic physical
environmental  agenis, the concept of
environmental justice is broader than the
physical environment and human health. As
stated in the 1997 President’s Councl of
Economic Quality (CEQ) guidance adverse
environmental justice effects can be also
economic, social, celtural, and ecological
impacts directly or indirectly related to physical
environmental changes or impacts. 1997 CEQ

Guidance states:

When determining whether environmental effecis are
dispreportionately high and adverse, agencies are to
consider the following three factors to Uie extent
praclicahle:

(a) Whether there ix or will be an impact on the
nalural or physical environment that significanty (as
employed by NEPA) and adversly aflects =
minoHy populabion, low-income population, or
Indian tibe. Such effects may include ecological,
cultural, human health, 2conomic, or social impacts
on mmonly communibes, low-income communilies,
or Indian tribes when those impacts are interrelated
10 impacls on the nawral or physical environmeal;

and

* California Government Code Section 6§5040.12

(b) Whether enviconmental cffecis are significant (as
employed by NEPA) andfor may be having an
adverse impacl on minonty populations, low-income
populations, or Indian tribes that appreciably exceeds
or 15 likely 10 appreciably exceed those an the general
population or ather appropriate comparison group;
and

(<) Whether the environmenial eifects occur or would
occur in a minoaly population, low-income
population, or Indian inbe affected by cumulavve or
mullipic adverse exposures fom  environmenial
hazards.

In California, Assembly Bill 1553 requires that
the principles 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 effects
under NEPA and CEQA as well as the 2003
State of California General Plan Guidelines
Section on Environmental Justice and
Sustainability and the 2003 Govemnor's
Environmental Goals and Policy Report. The
2003 General Plan Guidelines include mixed-
income housing development as a component of
sustainability and environmental justice. Even
from the standpoint of public health, inequitable
social and economic effects can be equally if not
more important that inequitable environment
quality effects. An environmental justice analysis
of projects that result in population or housing
loss could focus on the potential for
disproportionate impacts to low income and
mineority populations both living in the current
units as well as effecs on the marker for
affordable housing in the region.





Consistency with Local, Regional and
State Land Use Policy

CEQA guidelines consider potential significant
environmental impacts 1o include: “Conflict with
any applicable land uvse plan, policy, ur
regulation of an agency with junisdiction over the
project {including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigaling an environmental effect?”
L.ocal policies related to affordable housing can
be found in the Housing Element of the General
Plan, the HUD Consolidated Plan, and local
ordinances related to rent and 1o eviction

prevention.

California State Taw defines also a jurisdictions
fair share housing goals in terms of four
calegories of affordability through the Regional
Housing Needs Determination (RHND)
process, devised to address the need for and
planning of housing across a range of
alfordability and in all communities throughout
California. Each junsdiction within the Bay
Area (101 cities, 9 counties) is given a share of
the anticipated regional housing need. The Bay
Area's regional housing need is specified by the
California State Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) and hnalized
through negotiations with Association of Bay
Area Govermnments. The tmeframe for this
RHND process is January 1, 1999, through
June 30, 2006, (a seven and a half year
planning period). The current RHND requires
5244 units affordable to very low income
residents, 2136 units affordable to low income
residents, 5639 units affordable to moderate
income residents, and 7363 units affordable to
above moderate income residents. While San

Francisco has mel its market rate housing targets
in recent years, it has not met moderate income,
low income and very low income housing needs.

Total Very Ahove
Low |Moderate
Need Low Moderate
I

120372 {5244 [2,126 [5.639 7.363

The 2003 Siate of California General Plan
Guidelines may also be viewed as applicable
impacts on affordable housing. The
guideline’s  section on  susiainability and
environmental justice emphasize the need to
carefully match employment potential, housing
demand by income level and type, and new
housing preduction.

The importance of ensuring adequate and
affordable housing for every sectar of the
populaben to long term environmental quality
and ecological sustainability is also emphasized
in the 2003 Governor's Environmental Coals
and Policy Report.® These State policies
together with the emphasis on long term
environmental goals in CEQA guidelines
Section 15065 (b) suggests that impacts on
housing affordability and adequacy are also
potential mandatory findings of significance.

2003 State of California General Plan Guidelines.
Office of Planning and Research, 2003

*5 Govemor's Environmental Goals and Policy
Report. Office of Planning and Research. 2003
{Accessed at:

http:ftwww opr.ca.gov/EnvGoals/PDFS/EGPR~-1 1~

10-03.pd1)






SECTIONIIl IMPACT
ASSESSMENT METHODS AND
GUIDELINES FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND
DISPLACEMENT

A number of federal, state and local agencies
consider  displacement of  low-income
populations and loss affordable housing as
potentially adverse impacts in the context of
Environmental Impact Assessment. FExamples

of methods and guidelines are provided below:

Social Impact Assessment (SIA) The
practice of SIA dates back to the construction of
the trans-Alaska pipeline. At the time, cntics
argued that the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) produced for that project failed
to address potential social effects such as the
influx of tens of thousands of non-nalive
construction workers on the culture of the Inuit.
In 1994, the U.S. Federal Government
published a set of guidelines for SIA to support
social assessment under NEPA*  Social
impacls are defined as “...the conseguences to
human populations of any public or private
actions-that alter the ways in which people live,
wark, play, relate to one another, organize to
meet their needs and generally cope as members
of society. The term also includes cultural
impacts involving changes to the norms, values,
and beliefs that guide and rationalize their
cognilion of themselves and their society.” The
guidelines categorized social impact vanables as
follows:

%

http://www.nmfs.noaa. govisfa/social_impact_guide.h
tm

1. Population Characteristics mean present
population and expecied change, ethnic and
racial diversity, and influxes and outflows of
temporary residents as well as the arrival of
seasonal or Jeisure residents.

2. Community and Institutional Structures
mean the size, structure, and level of
organization of local government including
linkages to the larger political systems. They alse
include historical and present pattemns of
employment and industrial diversification, the
size and level of activity of valuntary
associations, religious organizations and interests
groups, and finally, how these institutions relate
to each ather.

3. Political and Social Resources refer to the
distribution of power authority, the interested
and alfected publics, and the leadership
capability and capacity within the community or
region.

4. Individual and Family Changes refer to
factors which influence the daily life of the
individuals and families, including attitudes,
perceptions, family charactenistics and friend-
ship networks, These changes range from
attitudes toward the policy to an alteration in
farrily and friendship networks to perceptions of
risk, health, and safety.

5. Community Resources: Resources include
patterns of natural resource and land use; the
availability of housing and community services to
include health, police and fire protection and
sanilation facilities. A key to the continuity and
survival of human communities are their
historical and cultural resources. Under this
collection of variables we also consider possible





changes for indigenous people and religious sub-

cultures.

U.S. Department of Transportation
Community Impact Aszgsessment
Guidance Among transportation agencies,
changes in policies have included redefining the
definition of "environment" to include "the
natural environment, the built environment, the
cultural and social fabric of our country and our
neighborhoods, and the quality of life of the
people who live here,” and considering project
mediated effects on community cohesien; public
facilities; employment; tax and property values;
displacement of people, businesses, and farms;
and adverse impacts on community and regional

growth.

DOT gudelines for community impact
assessment consider a number of social and
economic factors.” They further recognize that
while community impact assessment should not
be exhaustive, it should forus on community
goals and issues of community concern and
controversy.  The guidelines identify that
displacement can  involve, neighborhoods,
businesses, and people. (www.ciatrans.net)
Recommended analysis of impacts on residential
displacement include the number and type
{multi-family, single family) of residences
displaced and the particular needs of vulnerable
groups (disabled, minority, elderly).

Council on Environmental Quality
Environmental Justice Guidance The
Council on Environmental Quality, the federal
agency tasked with oversight of NEPA and

*? Federal Highway Administration Community
Impact Assessment Website (Accessed at:

www.clatrans.net)
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govemment compliance with Executive Order
12898 developed guidance to assist federal
agencies with addressing environmental justice
concerns in the context of NEPA procedures.
This guidance suggests that agencies should
‘determine whether minonty populations, low-
income populabons, or Indian tribes are present
in the affected area...consider data conceming
the potential for multiple or cumulative exposure
to human health or environmental
hazards...recognize the interrelated cultural,
social, occupationas, historical, or economic
factors that may multiply the natural and
physical environmental effects...[and]...should
assure meaningful community representation in
the process.®

California Department of Transportation
The California Department of Transportation
(CaiTrans) reference documents for CEQA
provide specific guidance for the evaluation of
impacts on pepulation and on housing
displacement.  The 1997 Guidelines for
Community Impact Assessment point out that
the disproportionate displacement of vulnerable
populations can have significant adverse human
impacis:

Ceriain populelion groups such as senior citizens,
low income residenis and non English speakiog
people ofien have strong community ties and depend
on primary social relationships and important support
nctworks that can be severed upon relocalion.
Households with schoal aged children may consider
relocalion especially disruptive if school transfers
would be involved. Disabled people mnd those

*® Environmental Justice: Guidance under the
National Environmental Policy Act. Council on
Environmental Quality, 1997.





without antomobile transportalion often have special

relocation problems.

The guidelines suggest invesligaling the
demographics of the residents to determine if
any vulnerable groups (Low income, minonty,
semars, disabled, and children) would be
impacted. The guidelines suggest evaluating the
effecis on the stock of affordable hausing:

A loss of a substantal number of houses
affordable to people with low and mederate
incomes may have an effect on the
community stock of affordable housing. This
could have the effect of increasing the
demand for housing in a miven sector of the
market, bidding up the cost of that housing
if the market supply is constrained and
thereby disproportionately affecting certain
income groups.

Similarly, the 2003 Desk Gude for
Environmental Justice in  Transportation
Planning and Investments. The environmental
justice guidelines categorize social and ecanomic
impacts into land use and development,
population and housing, and fscal and
economic. These guidelines suggest analysis of
population and housing impacts consider a
nember of variables. These include:

e Property acquisition and displacement
s  Access to neighborhoods

o  Community Cakesion

»  Safety and security

»  Visual and aesthetic quality

s Property values and gentrification

A particular concermn emphasized by CalTrans
is impacts of displacement and relocation on

neighborhood or community cohesion. The
decision tree for residental displacement
includes assessmenl of the availability of
relocation housing in the commumity where
displacement is occuring.  Soctal impacis
considerations identified by CalTrans related to
cohesion include:

e s there evidence that community cohesion
exists?

¢ Will the proposed praject affect interaction
among persons and groups?

e Will the proposed project cause
redistribution of the population or an influx
or loss of populations?

¢ Will certain people be separated or sei apart
from others?

City of Los Angeles Thresholds Guide In
its /998 CEQA Thresholds Guide, the City of
Los Angeles uses the following screening critenia
for evaluating significant effects on population
and housing displacement, **

o Would the project result in the net loss of any
existing housing units affordable o very low
incame or low income households (as defined
by federal andfor City standards), through

demolition, conuversion, or other means.

The Los Angeles guidelines evaluate the

significance of population and housing impacts

by considering the following factors:

» The net change in  market rate and
affordable units in the project area

» The current and anticipated supply of
markel rate and affordable units in the
project area

& Lhwww.cila. EA Web-





» The demographics of the project area
s The consistency with city and regional
housing policies

The guidelines also suggest the following two

mitigaion measure for displacement  of

affordable housing:

» Exceed the statutory requiremenis for
relocation assistance

« |ncrease the number of housing umts
affordable to lower income households

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA) The TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist™ requires a response to and evidence
for the following questions relevani to the
displacement of low income residents and the
loss of affordable housing:

e Will the proposal include or result in the
temporary or permanent displacement of
residents?

e Will the proposal decrease the amount of
housing in the Tahoe Region historically or
currently being rented al rates afordable by
lower and very-low-income households?

*» Wil the proposal result in the loss of
housing for lower-income and very-low-
income households?

Mitigation of affordable housing loss is required
for project approval. According to planners al
the TRPA any loss of affordable housing due to
redevelopment has to be either rebuilt an site or
offsite 1aking into account similar accessibility to
transport resources. A recent example of such

mitigation occurred with the proposed

A0

development of the 138 umit Round Hill
Vacation Resort. The development of the time
share condomintum involved the removal of the
186 unit Lake Park Apartments. To mitigate
displacement, the project included the
construction of 67 new apartment units offsite
priontized for displaced tenants, affordable
housing restrictions for the new apartments,
phased demolition over 24 months with eviction
of no more than 8 units per month, and
relocation assistance,”

County of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara's
1993 Environmental Thresholds and Guideline
Manual*? provide a specific threshold for the
loss of affordable housing. The rationale for
establishing such a threshold comes Fom the
county's alfordable housing policies. The Santa
Barbara County Housing Element documents a
substantial shortfall in affordable housing
opportunities and the preservation of the existing
affordable housing stock is a stated goal of the
Housing Element. According to the Element,
“the loss or demolition of existing affordable
units can displace very [ow to moderale income
persons and further restncts the housing
market.” The threshold for Very Low b
Moderate Income Housing Units iz as follows;

s The loss of four or mare very low to moderate
income  housing  opportunities  through
demaolilion, conversion, or other means
represents a  significant  housing impact.
Affordability is determined on the basis of the
applicable definitions within the County's
Comprehensive Plan and Coastal Plan.

*' Lyn Banett, Tahoe Regional Planning
Assaciation,. Personal Communication. and Balloffet
and Associates. Round Hill Vacation Resort / Lake
vista Aparimenis Environmental Assessment.

** hup://ceres.ca.gov/nlanning/cena/thrasholds him)





Mitigations lo assist persons residing in those
units shall be applied.

Santa Barbara's CEQA guidance also provides
the following mitigation measures:

Mitigations would include extended length of
nolice o quil premises, relocalion expenses,
demolished or converted wunils through
physical on or off-site replacement or by the
payment of fees. Onsite replacement of low or
moderate income housing is the preferable
alternative. If onsite replacement is infeasible,
the units shall be replaced offsite. Payment of
an in-licu fee shall occur only if on and off
site replacement are proven lo be infeusible.
Housing miligation fees shall be sufficient to
provide replacement of the demolished or
converted unils.

1
&





Appendix ] Model Housing
Impacts Analysis

Screening Criteria

e Wil the project resull a decrease in the
supply of housing?

e Wil the project result in an increase in the
demand for housing?

= Will the proposal result in the loss of
housing affordability, availability or quality
for fow income or otherwise sensitive
papulations?

o Will low income or otherwise sensitive be
displaced or relocated?

Setting Vartables

s The demographics of the project area and
locality

o The current and anticipated supply of
housing unils in the project area and locality
disaggregated by affordability;

« Availability of vacant units in the project
area and locality disaggregated by level of
affordability;

e The quality (safety, environmental
condihons...) of available housing units in
the project area and locality (sources:
census, local housing complaint data)

e Evidence of social cchesion in project area(
£.g. orgamzation, interactions, relationships,
and support among residents)

e Access to public services in the projecl area
(transportation, schools, childcare...)

» The number and type of employment
opportunilies in proximity to the project area

Analysis Variables

The net change in  market rate units
historically or currently being rented at
rates affordable by lower and very-low-
income houschalds in the project area
The net change in affordable (including
section B, permanently affordable, and
rent-controlled) units  historically or
currently being rented at rates affordable
by lower and  very-low-income
households in the project area

Exstence  within  the  displaced
population of a higher than average
proportion of ethnic minonty, low
income, medically vulnerable or health
sensitive populalions among displaced
residants

The locaion and comparability of
replacement  housing for displaced
households;

Effects on support (food, advice,
childcare, elder care) provided to and by
displaced residents

Increased  dependence  on  public
assistance or public services

Changes in accessibility to or utilization
of public services

Changes in the number of family or
relatives living in close proximity

Effects on crowding: changes in the
number of individuals per room in the
project area

Changes in accessibility 10 public
transportation

Changes in the need for automobile
ownership or use





Significance Criteria

» Net loss of housing supply relative to
demand in the area, locality, or region;

s Net loss of affordable housing in the project
area or locality;

o  Significant reduction in housing quality or
safely;

e  Significant number of residents relocated to
non-comparable housing;

* Any residents made temporanly or
permanently homeless;

s Loss of community cohesion in project area;

» [ncrease of local residential segregation.

Mitigation Measures

o Change land use / zoning controls to enable
increased housing density;

e Develop relocation plan consistent with
California State Relocation Assistance and
Property Acquisition Guidelines;

¢  Construct of replacement affordable housing
onsite or offsite;

¢ Housing impact fees.





