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WEST SAWTELLE 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOC.

EXHIBIT "A"

APPEAL OF CASE CPC-2015 4455-DA 
ENV-2012-3063-EIR

The West Sawtelle Homeowners Association (“WeSaw”) represents over 200 single-family 
residence owners in the area immediately north and adjacent to the proposed project, 
bounded by Bundy to the east, Centinela to the West, Nebraska tc the South and Ohio to the 
north. We 'ive in an area of significant nearby development where infrastructure has been 
unable to keen pace with new demands being made. This appeal is filed by and on behalf of 
WeSaw and the:r members and stakeholders living, working or owning property within these 
areas.
The Project site is composed of one lot, located at 12101 West Olympic Bouievard The 
entitlements encompass three mixed-use buildings with a total of 516 residential units 
(503,200 gross square feet), 99,000 square feet of retail floor area (consisting of a 50,000- 
square-foot grocery store, 40,000 square feet of general retail use, and 9,000 square feet of 
restaurant uses), 200,000 square feet of creative office floor area, and encicsea subterranean 
parking. Currently, the existing zoning for site is M2-1 with a general plan land use 
designation of Light Manufacturing. The Applicant seeks to change the zoning to C2-D2 and 
amend the Genera! Plan land use designation tc General Commercial.
The Project's Final Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2012-3063-EIR ("FEIR") was 
completed on December 30, 2015. As part of its Decision, the City Planning Commission 
made findings as required by the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") with respect 
to its approval of the entitlements for the Project including a finding that "the CEQA 
Documents are adequate under CEQA" for approval of the requested entitlements. As 
described in greater detail below, WESAW appeals the Determination because the findings 
and conclusions contained therein are not supported by substantial evidence.

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL
The City Planning Commission erred and abused its discretion in approving the entitlements 
including, but not limited to, the examples set forth below. WeSaw and their members are 
aggrieved for many reasons. This project will have a multitude of significant, negative impacts 
in terms of aesthetics, quality of life, environmental, air quality, safety, traffic, and long-term 
developmental impacts. In short, the negative impacts far outweigh any benefits from this 
project to the nearby neighborhoods and the City and generate too many negative impacts to 
list herein We appeal every issue previously raised by our and other organizations and our 
representatives that has not been adequately addressed in tne Determination Letters, 
Conditions of Approval and Findings. We reserve our rights under basic due process of law to 
supplement our comments at or before the PLUM hearing. We also wish to incorporate all our 
past statements, testimony and correspondence to be part of this appeal.



A QUALIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL NEITHER PROVIDE NOR ARE
SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE WITH RESPECT TO THE FINDINGS 
FOR THE PROJECT

1. Environmental Conditions
a. Public Services—Fire Protection/PoliceProtection The residents have repeatedly voiced 

their concerns about the ability of police and fire to respond in times of heavy traffic if 
this project is approved in its current configuration. Roadway congestion affects the 
ability of all emergency responders to reach their destinations including ambulances, 
both public and private.

b Public Services—Recreation Only 10,000 sq ft will be publicly accessible open space in 
a project with 800,000 sq ft of new development. Most of this space will be between 
the commercial tower and the residential buildings. This is not the sort of open space 
that encourages community use. With Los Angeles ranked near last in accessible park 
space amongst major IJS cities, one should expect more attention to this from our City 
representatives. Essentially, by continually ignoring Public concern regarding this issue, 
the City is infringing upon the Public’s fight of access to public open space. In nearby 
Santa Monica, where similar large projects generating enormous traffic problems have 
publicly accessible open space, “tot-lots”, basketball courts, tennis courts and dog- 
friendly play areas.

c. The Applicant claims ‘Employees of commercial developments do not typically frequent 
parks or recreation centers during work hours, but are more likely to use facilities near 
their homes during non-work hours. In addition, employees ana visitors are also unlikely 
to frequently visit parks. Similar to the Conceptual Plan, the Revised Project would not 
result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, City of Los Angeles December 
2015 Martin Expo Town Center Project 2. Responses to Comments Final Environmental 
Impact Report Page 2-27 response times, or other performance objectives for parks. 
Thus, no new impacts related to parks would result from implementation of the Revised 
Project.” Page 2-26 of FEIR. Is not the point of this project that employees would live 
and work nearby or in the same location? If the Applicant truly believes this, then why 
are they asserting that there would be no impacts on the parks?

d. Condition 31 (Water Conservation) contains a range of conservation measures that may 
have been superseded by recent changes to the California Water Code and California 
Plumbing Code during and after preparation of the FEIR. Further, given the current 
operation of the City under shortage year rates, the inadequacy of the water supply 
assessment prepared for the Project, and the uncertainty of the Project's compliance with 
shortage year rates, conditions that are inconsistent with current State code requirements 
cannot be supported by substantial evidence as to their effectiveness and must be 
revised. All conditions, including those pertaining to water conservation must have 
defined enforcement responsibilities.

B. GENERAL PLAN LAND USE FINDINGS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL 
EVIDENCE
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1. Consistency with General Plan Land Use Designation
The project is not in scale or context with the surrounding neighborhood and iherefore is in violation 
of the WLA Community Plan and the City’s General Plan. WeSaw .s a unique neighborhood of 
single -family, detached houses and the proposed 10 story, 160 foot tall commercial building will 
degrade our neighborhood aesthetics. At 7 stories, the proposed residential buildings will be visible 
to our neighborhood. The tallest residential tower in the area is only 6 stories tall. This proposed 
excessive height of the residential buildings and the commercial tower will have a direct negative 
impact on neighborhood scale and character by creating:

• noise pollution at all hours of the day and night from both residential, commercial and 
live entertainment activity,

• significant light pollution at night

A building of this height, 160 ft, will set precedence for other similarly over-sized buildings and will 
further contribute to a decline in the aesthetics and livability of the neighborhood.

The Applicants request for a Conditional Use Permit for Live Entreatment/dancing is not consist 
with General Land Use of the neighborhoods that surround it

Consequently, this determination, based on the measures referenced above, is not supported by 
substantial evidence,

2. Lack of Consistency with General Plan Objectives and Policies
The City Planning Commission's decision to approve the entitlements constitutes abuse of discretion 
because the Project is inconsistent with numerous objectives of the General Plan and Community 
Plan. The Project received an illegal General Plan Amendment in defiance of the City Charter and 
an illegal Height District Change.

The West Los Angeles Community Plan calls for the retention of existing industrial uses. A 
conclusion of consistency with this objective cannot be supported since the Applicant is requesting a 
zone change from M2-1 to C2-2D, thereby removing, rather than retaining, an industrial use. The 
Community Plan Objective 3-3 is not supported by substantial evidence because the Applicant 
proposes to remove any potential for industrial use.

The West Los .Angeles Community Plan Objective 1-2 calls for the reduction of vehicular trips and 
congestion by the development of new housing in proximity to adequate services and facilities. The 
Project cannot be found to comply with this Objective because it results in an increase of 7000 net 
new daily traffic trips. Therefore a conclusion of consistency with Objective 1-2 cannot be 
supported. The Applicant is also requesting a Conditional Use Permit for Live Entertainment/ 
dancing, which will result in the increase of vehicular trips, not decrease, and is therefore not 
consistent with Objective 1-2.

The West Los An&eles Community Plan Objective 2-2 calls for promoting pedestrian-oriented areas.

1. The Project cannot be found to comply with this Objective because the Project actually 
increases the potential for vehicle conflicts by combining pedestrian and vehicle ingress 
and egress.

0 The project proposes left turns from northbound Bundy into project, which will 
increase the likelihood of accidents as drivers watch desperately for a break in heavy 
congestion to turn into project and pedestrians walk alongside the project.
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° The proposed mitigation measures for the Project include the addition of one more left 
turn lane cn Bundy both northbound and southbound. The proposed mitigaiion does 
nothing to increase pedestrian safety, and in fact makes it more dangerous as 
pedestrians crossing north or south on Bundy will now have to traverse one more lane 
of traffic and avoid one more lane cf distracted drivers.

° Crossing and walking along Bundy is very dangerous and unpleasant due to the
speeding traffic in non-peak hours and the lack of enforcement of existing speed limits 
by the LAPD. Adding an additional 7000 daily car trips will make accessing the 
metro and our public park more dangerous for those on foot and is not consistent with 
Objective 2-2. WeSaw residents walk down Bundy and need to cross this street to get 
to our only public park in the area, Stoner Park. WeSaw residents will also have to 
cross Bundy at Olympic to access the Metro.

Ultimately, no changes in zoning should be contemplated before the WLA Community Plan is 
complete. Any efforts to do so undermine that important effort and risk irreparably damaging the 
vision we have for our community.

3. Severe Undercounting of Traffic Impacts from Project
The findings the FEIR states that the trip count numbers for the creative office space/commercial 
component of project estimate 206 sq ft per employee. A much more accurate but still conservative 
estimate would be 125 sq ft per employee. Commercial realty companies estimate between 100 and 
150 sq ft per employee for creative office space/commercial space. Both Kilroy and Tribeca, two 
other creative office space locations across from and adjacent to the project, average 125 sq ft per 
employee. A typical vice-presidents office is between 150 and 250 sg ft - not a typical creative 
office worker. That means for the creative office space, the daily trip count for that use is off by as 
much as 50%. The studies that the developer cites as evidence against undercounting are dated 
(2004) or during the recent recession (2009).

The daily trip count numbers also severely undercount the numbers for the proposed grocery store 
and re tad uses.

a. General Welfare
The West Los Angeles community as a whole is severely impacted by traffic congestion. The FEIR 
public services analysis contains no analysis regarding the effects of the Project-related traffic 
impacts on police and fire response times. Clearly, this is huge concern to residents in the area.

4. Compliance with Height and Area Regulations
The Applicant asked for and received an illegal Height Change in defiance of the City Charter.

5. No Material Adverse Impact on Neighboring Uses
The traffic study used in FEIR did not correctly predict and measure cut-through traffic into our 
neighborhood as a resuit of the Project. As evidence, we note that Iowa is currently used as a cut- 
through between Centinela and Bundy, both streets that will be severely impacted by the Project. Iowa 
already suffers from a standing back-up of cars of greatei than two blocks when Bundy is severely 
impacted. The fact that Iowa was not even considered as a street that should be assessed for traffic 
impact analysis demonstrates a clear lack of understanding of our neighborhood and traffic flow in and 
around it.

° Furthermore, as residents in this neighborhood we know that the statement in the EIR that
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there would be no new cut-through in our neighborhood is completely false. We already 
note significant cut-through on all our streets, including Iowa, Amherst, Wellesley and 
Carmelina.

° It is unbelievable that 7000 new car trips each day around our neighborhood will not lead to 
a severe increase in dangerous cut-through in our family neighborhood.

a) The plan for Bund> Drive ingress and egress is dangerous to our community, our young and our 
elderly in particular. The ingress there allows for drivers going north on Bundy to make a left 
into the project. This creates a danger for pedestrians and bicyclists, both from our 
neighborhood and as a whole.

b) Project requirements should MANDATE annual or semi-annual unannounced traffic counts and 
the City should have access to parking data (a required annual development-compiled report 
with established reporting categories and an ability to VERIFY the reports) when the project 
reaches 75 percent occupancy in any of its land use categor ies. Ideally, there should be an 
automated data gathering system (like 20th C Fox studio) so that we can know what the 
vehicle demands are for this specific project and for Westside TOD's. Having such data will be 
useful in future planning and will be key to designing future projects better

c) The proposed Project and associated traffic mitigation measures are not pedestrian and bicycle 
friendly and do not encourage alternative means of transportation. Proposed mitigation 
measures to both Bundy and Olympic lack bicycle lanes. There is currently no realistic proposal 
to encourage non-automobile traffic to access the nearby planned Expo stop. None of these 
proposed mitigation changes will encourage alternative means of transportation around this 
highly congested area.

C. SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS CANNOT BE MADE
1. Compliance with Applicable Code Provisions and Specific Plans

As the DEIR notes, 18 of the 56 intersections studied already operate at a level of service “E” or 
“F.” The DEIR fails to note that another 12 intersections currently operate at an LOS “D” - 
meaning that 2/3 of the signalized intersections in this area already operate at unacceptable levels. 
The FEIR states that 14 of these intersections will be worsened to a level that is significant as the 
result of this project, and 16 by 2030. Numerous others will be worsened but not to “significant” 
levels under CEQA. This level of impact by a single project is simply unaccepiable.

2. Consistency with the General Plan
With respect to the West Los Angeles Community Plan, the FEIR cannot support with substantial 
evidence the conclusions that the Project is consistent with Objective 1-2 (reduction of vehicle trips) 
and Policy 1-2.3 (to not increase residential densities beyond those permitted in the Plan unless the 
necessary infrastructure and transportation systems are available to accommodate the increase). 
Again, such conclusions are not supportable given the fact that the Project will result in an 
additional 7000 net new daily traffic trips. Again, No changes in zoning should be contemplated 
before the VTA Community Plan is complete.

4. CEQA and Other Environmental Findings
The fact that significant and unavoidable impacts would occur does not relieve the City of its 
obligation to properly address those effects, particularly where, as here, potential effects would 
occur that the FEIR failed to address.

D The Statement Of Overriding Considerations Is Not Supported By Substantial Evidence
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The purported benefits of the proposed Project do not outweigh its numerous significant and 
unavoidable impacts to air quality, noise, traffic, pedestrian safety and transportation. As proposed, 
the Project will create more unmitigated traffic impacts than any other West Los Angeles Project in 
recent history. Careful consideration and substantial evidence must underlie any decision to adopt a 
statement of overriding considerations ("SOC"), but such substantial evidence does not exist in this 
case

First, as described above, additional mitigation for the impacts identified is feasible and must be 
incorporated into the FEIR and the Determination before the City may consider overriding those 
impacts. Further, as described above, the FEIR failed to disclose additional Project-related impacts 
will occur, particularly with respect to air quality, land use and planning, noise, public services, and 
traffic. The C’ty cannot adopt an SOC without a clear, accurate picture of the Project's impacts.

Additionally, the intrusion of this project into our neighborhood may actually cost tne loss of well- 
paid jobs and business. Indeed, many of the over 20 media companies in proximity to the Project, 
have expressed their willingness to leave the City if traffic becomes so bad that it becomes difficult 
to recruit highly-skilled workers. There are also small business owners in West LA who have 
expressed their concern that their clients do not want to endure further traffic delays and indeed may 
seek services elsewhere if traffic worsens.

Other purported benefits listed include the Project's proposed retail uses. However, the Project 
proposes a wholly unnecessary, traffic-generating grocery store at a site already surrounded by 
grocery stores. We have two Trader Joes, two Ralphs, a Bristol Farms and a Whole Foods all within 
walking or biking distance of that same location. If the premise is that the residents and employees 
will walk to the metro, then certainly they can walk to the grocery store.

The project would present a significant barrier to access to two major Westside medical care 
facilities frequented by our residents: St. John’s Hospital and Medical Center and the UCLA-Santa 
Monica Medical Center and Orthopedic Hospital. With the Project, the traffic loads that are already 
experienced at peak hours would be experienced during the entire day, thereby delaying and 
hindering access to medical care for it’s residents.

CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated above and those presented during the hearing on this appeal, WESAW 
respectfully requests that the City Council overturn the Determination and all entitlements previously 
approved and/or recommended on its basis, and refuse to certify the FEIR. We request to be noticed of 
all future dec'sions, meetings and hearings pertaining to this Project.

txVub'A tbndoced t IVo tie.ed Apr Vnousva^,
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November 17, 2015

Honorable Gilbert A. Cedillo, Chair 
Housing Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 North Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Los Angeles City Council
200 North Spring Street, Rocm 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention: Richard Williams, Legislative Assistant 
Attention: Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant

COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL: JOINT REPORTS BACK RELATIVE TO AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING POLICY OPTIONS COUNCIL FILES 13-1389,13-1624 and 14-1325

SUMMARY
Several recent City Council motions have highlighted the need for additional policies to address 
the City's mounting housing crisis. The first motion (CF 13-1624 - O'Farrell/Fuentes) called for the 
development of policy initiatives to encourage the development of affordable housing in close 
proximity to transit stops. The second motion (CF 13-1389 - Blumenfield/Bonin) requested an 
analysis of major policy options for the increased production of affordable housing overall Two 
later City Council instructions adopted as part of last year's budget process called for an analysis 
of options to fund the City’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund to compensate for the loss of housing 
funding (14-C600-S34H4-0600-S123). A more recent motion (CF 14-0361 - O Farrell/Fuentes) 
called specifically for a report on a policy to earmark a percent of the tax revenue the City receives 
from the dissolution of the former CRA for affordable housing. Due to the overlapping subject 
matter of the motions, they were bundled and adopted together by City Council on October 8, 
2014.

Subsequent to the introduction of these motions, in November 2014, the Mayor set forth a goal of 
building 100,000 units of housing by 2021 (or 12,500 units a year between 2013 and 2021). The 
City also recently released the Sustainability City pLAn, which calls for rebuilding the City’s 
Affordable Housing Trust Fund, reducing the number of rent burdened households and increasing 
housing production near transit. In October 2015, the Mayor also announced a goal to build and 
preserve 15,000 affordable units by 2021.



There is no one magic bullet to addressing Los Angeles' longstanding housing crisis. It will require 
a range of policies, across a number of areas. The accompanying reports from the Department 
of Housing and Community Investment (HCID) and the Department of City Planning (DCP) detail 
the funding options available for affordable housing and identifies additional planning and land 
use strategies to increase the affordability of housing for all Angelenos. Both additional funding 
and land use tools are critical if the City is to meet the goals laid out by the Mayor and City Council.

BACKGROUND
For most of the last 25 years the City of Los Angeles, like much of coastal California, has struggled 
with the lack of housing affordability. Los Angeles has the dubious distinction of being the most 
unaffordable rental market in the nation, when comparing rents to incomes1. The problem has 
recently reached levels unseen by any major City, at least in recent history. The average Angeleno 
household now pays close to half their income in housing costs, a level far beyond the federal 
standard of 30 percent of income. The problem has also spread quickly to middle-income earners. 
While only 11 percent of middle-income households were rent burdened in 2000, today the figure 
is roughly half2 3 4. Given the disparity in housing costs and incomes, Los Angeles also leads the 
country with the highest percentage of overcrowded units and has the highest number of 
unsheltered homeless persons.3 4

The root cause of tne affordability crisis has been identified as a mismatch in the supply and 
demand for housing, particularly for those with lesser means5. Recently, severe cuts to federa1, 
state and local housing funding has decimated the amount of funding available for affordable 
housing. As a result, the production of affordable housing for low-income households has gone 
from 1.628 units in 2007 to less than half that in the previous two years6.

The affordability crisis nas profound ramifications that touch the lives of nearly everybody in Los 
Angeles. Families leave the City to find decent schools they can afford to live near. Parents 
wonder whether their adult children will be forced to move away. Workers routinely suffer terrible 
commutes, which interferes with family life and contributes significantly to carbon emissions, 
traffic and worsened air quality Businesses can’t successfully compete for employees and our 
universities can’t attract nigh quality faculty when people can't afford to purchase homes near 
work. Households who are stretched to the limit do not have the money to support local 
Dusinesses and make healthier choices.

1 Joint Center tor housing Studies of Harvard University (2014) The State cr the Nation’s Housing 2014 Camsridge MA: Joint 
Center for Housing Studies of harvard University
' los /\ngeles Timas, “L.A. has a Serious Housing Crisis and it's time for City Officials to da Something About it” (jan. 11, 2015)
3 http://www.latimes.com/locaJla-me-crowding-box-2014030B-stofy.html
4 US Department or Housing and Jrban Development (2013). The 2013 Homeless Assessment Report tc Congress 
https Vwww.hudexcharge.info/resources/documerts/ahar-2013-part1.pdf
5 Ray, Rosalie, Paul Ong and Silvia Jimenez (2014) Impacts of the Widening Divide: LosAnge>es at the Forefront of the Rem 
Burden Crisis. Center for the Study of Inequality UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs
6 Department of City Planning 2013 Annual Progress Report for the Housing Element.

http://www.latimes.com/locaJla-me-crowding-box-2014030B-stofy.html
http://www.hudexcharge.info/resources/documerts/ahar-2013-part1.pdf


CONCLUSION
The lack of housing affordability threatens everything that manes Los Angeles a great place to 
live - our diversity, livability, environment and economic competitiveness. The dire statistics cited 
above and in the accompanying report illustrate the need to create a multifaceted approach to 
addressing housing needs in the City.

To this end, the reports that follow detail the housing tools that are currently oeing employed, as 
well as those that could be developed and make a significant contribution to more affordable 
housing. Please note that DCP and HCIDLA have bifurcated the report; planning and land use 
tools will be discussed in a report prepared by DCP. Similarly, financial and legislative 
approaches will be discussed in a report prepared by HCIDLA. However, the discussions, 
analysts and recommendations, as a collective, have been vetted and are the recommendations 
of both departments.

FUNDING FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPTIONS
« Instruct the City Administrative Officer to identify the source of funds to develop a new 

Affordable Housing Benefit Fee study in the Department of City Planning in close 
coordination with the Housing and Community Investment Department and to transfer 
funds to the Department of City Planning in the next Financial Status Report.

PLANNlNG/LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS
« Support DCP and HCIDLA's efforts for long-range community planning to create new 

capacity for housing where appropriate and to study new incentives and funding 
mechanisms for affordable housing

Sincerely,

MICHAEL J LOGRANDE

vT Director of Planning General Manager
Housing *■ Community Investment Department
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November 17,2015

Honorable Gil Cedillo, Chair 
Housing Committee 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 North Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attention. Richard Williams, Legislative Assistant 
Attention: Sharon Dickinson, Legislative Assistant

Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair
Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Los Angeies City Council
200 North Spring Street, Room 395
Los Ange'es, CA 90012

COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL: REPORT BACK RELATIVE TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICY 
OPTIONS. COUNCIL FILES 13-1389,13-1624,14-0361 and 14-1325

SUMMARY
In response to several Council motions on affordable housing listed in the accompanying joint letter, the 
Department of City Planning (DCP) presents a report recommending a comprehensive work program to 
address housing needs. This list of strategies ranges from longer-term planning activities to zoning code 
modifications that can be implemented in the near term Together, they represent a two-pronged 
approach to ensure: 1) that land use regulations provide the appropriate foundation to facilitate residential 
development in appropriate locations; and 2) that policies and incentives support both the production and 
protection of existing affordable housing.

Planning and land use policies around affordable housing have become even moie important given the 
dramatic decline in available subsidies in recent years. With fewer dollars available to assist in tne 
production of affordable units, the DCP is committed to ensuring that currant incentive programs are 
working efficiently and that new strategies to maximize affordable housing in market rate developments 
are realized.

To support this approach, DCP proposes the implementation of 23 specific strategies. The strategies are 
grouped in the second half of this report and have been identified as furthering one of the following four 
objectives:
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1. increase overall housing supply (S)
2. Provide incentives for affordaole housing in market rate development (I)
3. Establish Public Benefit Zoning strategies (Value Capture) (VC)
4. Preserve affordable housing (P)

Most of the concepts presented nere are described in the Los Angeles Housing Element of the General 
Plan, which was adopted by the City Council in December 2013. The Housing Element was developed 
with input from a Task Force of housing experts from 45 different organizations representing a wide 
spectrum of viewpoints and perspectives on housing. Therefore, many of the ideas expressed here have 
been previously vetted by housing experts, building industry representatives, and housing advocates. It 
is also worth noting that many of the ideas are also reflected in the recently released Sustainable City 
pLAn as well as multiple City Council motions.

BACKGROUND

1- Insufficient Supply ol Housing
In no other major city in the United States is the cost of nousing so out of proportion to the income of its 
residents as it is in Los Angeles’. While many factors help explain the situation, the basic mismatch 
between housing supply and demand is likely the centra! cause1 2. Over time, the supply of new housing 
has been insufficient to meet rising demand due to growth. From 1980 to 2010, the rate of population 
growth was nearly 50% higher than the rate of housing unit production in the City. This mismatch between 
new housing and population is the highest of any other major city in the United States (see Figure 1 
below).

Since 1980, the difference between new housing and population growth has resulted m a “deficit" of 
approximately 100,000 units in the City. This is the number of housing units that would have been 
required to house the new population without leading to increased overcrowding, “doubling up” and 
reducing vacancy rates below where they were in 1980. Addressing the supply question means creating 
enough housing for future demand (about 10,000 units a year) and chipping away at the historic deficit 
The Mayor's goal of producing 100,000 housing units by 2021 (or 12,500/year) takes this into account.

1 Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University (2014) The State of the Nation's Housing 2014 Cambridge, MA: Joint Center for 
Housing Studies of harvard University
2 State of California's Legislative Affaiis OFice. California’s High Housing Costs - Causes and Consequences. Uarcn 2015. 
MtpJ/www.lao.ca gowrepcrts/2015/finance'housing-custs/housing-cosis.pdf.

2

http://www.lao.ca


Figure 1 - Percentage Change in Housing Units vs. Population, 1980*2010, by Major Cities

The City regulates the development of new housing largely through the zoning code, building code and 
land use established in local community plans and specific plans. In these efforts, the DCP works with 
local communities to respond to specific conditions and plan comprehensively for local needs, of which 
housing is a critical piece. The amount and type of residential development permitted by these plans is 
referred to as “residential capacity.” Increasing or lowering the residential capacity can significantly 
impact the amount of new housing production.

Since the early 1970s, the residential capacity In the City has declined significantly. In 1970, the City had 
a theoretical maximum build-out capacity of roughly four times its current population level (10 million 
person capacity vs. 2.5 million population)3. Today, the capacity figure is less than one and one-halftimes 
our current population level (5.5 million person capacity vs. 4 million population).4 5 Using more realistic 
estimates of residential zoning capacity, the City is believed to have capacity for about 200-300,000 
additional housing units6; however, much of it is located in areas where the market has shown little 
interest in building or where other development constraints exist.

Another factor that impacts the ability to add to housing supply is the dominance of single-family zoning 
in Los Angeles. Eighty-six percent of all of residential^ zoned land in the City is zoned for single-family 
or two-family use only, which is a somewhat an anomaly among major world cities. Combined with the 
significant down-zonings described above, the remaining areas where multiple-family housing can be 
built have become very desirable. This has significantly increased the price of this land, making new 
housing very expensive to build.

The result of relatively low zoning capacities and high land costs is that most significant multi-family 
housing requires at least one kind of discretionary review to be built. Discretionary reviews require public

3 Department of City Planning. 1972. Density Adjustment Study.
4 Much of the downzoning over time was required by a voter-approved measure (Proposition U -1986) and State Law (AB 283 - 1978).
5 The figure of approximately 200,000 and 300.000 units of reasonable capacity is derived independently from two separate methodologies
the Housing Element inventory of sites (see Chapter 3) and by adding up the "realistic capacity" figures in each of the 35 Community Plans. 
These analyses assume lhat most commercial sites will not redevelop to residential. The lower 200,000 Housing Element capacity figure 
assumes residential zoned parcels will not increase their number of housing units unless sufficient redevelopment potential exists.
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hearings, findings, appeals and mandatory CEQA compliance - all of which introduce considerable 
uncertainty and risk for a developer. This discourages many would-be developers and is another reason 
for the lower housing production during the last 25 years compared to the 1970s and 8Cs, when more 
housing could be built by- right.

To rebuild housing capacity in a way that is compatible with community character, the DCP’s two-pronged 
approach focuses first on expanding capacity at strategic transit-rich locations and second on making 
adjustments to the zoning code

A major factor influencing current planning efforts in Los Angeles is the unprecedented growth in its public 
transit system In just a few years, the City will have 15 new Metro rail transit stations within its borders, 
for a total of 72 The significant investment by Metro in the region’s public transit system presents an 
unprecedented asset and a strategic opDortunity for new housing investment to achieve City goals while 
protecting single-family neighborhoods

As established in the General Plan, Los Angeles pursues a sustainable approach to meeting housing 
needs by directing growth to higher-intensity areas in proximity to high-quality transit. Rail, transitways 
and rapid bus stops, in particular, are key to this "smart growth” vision of a more livable and sustainable 
Los Angeles. Locating high-density housing near transit improves mobility, lessens vehicle miles traveled 
and, therefore, reduces air pollution and regional congestion associated with growth.

The DCP is currently in the process of creating 10 new Community Plans and Transit Neighborhood 
Plans for approximately 30 rail transit station areas. Together, the plans cover approximately 40% of the 
total population of the City and will create new tailored development regulations around approximately 
60 of the station areas Significant capacity for new housing is expected to be created in new transit- 
oriented neighborhoods at strategic locations through these plans.

The re:code LA zoning code revision and the citywide Development Reform processes offer great 
opportunities to improve zoning/permit regulations and procedures that are not working as well as they 
could, retcode LA is moving towards creating a new zoning code that will unbundle building form from 
land use and will contain more and better development standards to enable projects that comply with the 
applicable standards to be built by-right. In addition, re:code LA will create new and expanded residential 
typologies to accommodate new housing types, such as micro units and accessory dwelling units, to 
increase opportunities tor providing additional hous ng that is more affordable The reicodc LA effort wiii 
also reexamine ways to expand, improve, or integrate current provisions, such as adaptive re-use and 
transfer of floor area, to encourage increased production of affordable housing.

2. Affordable Housing
As market rate housing becomes increasingly expensive, the importance of creating and preserving 
income-restricted affordable housing is heightened. Unfortunately, after years of cuts in funding, the 
production of affordable housing units has been cut by more than half. Despite the recent California 
Supreme Court decision upholding San Jose’s inclusionary zoning policies on for-sale residential 
development, the ability for cities in California to require affordable housing in rental housing 
developments remains out of reach until there is a legislative action or another Court decision6. Given

* California Building Industry Association vs. the City of San Joss et at. $212072 (H03B563; Santa Clara County -Superioi Court - 
CV1672B9)
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the losses in funding and limited zoning tools, maximizing land use strategies and incentives for both 
producing and preserving affordable housing has become even more critical.

The City aims to produce and preserve affordable housing across the City, however current housing 
policies (in the Housing Element) place particular emphasis on areas with high quality transit. Low-income 
households are much more likely to actually use public transit and, therefore, tend to amplify the benefits 
of a transit-oriented growth strategy. However community members have raised concerns that 
concentrating development in certain areas of the City could lead to increases in housing costs and 
displace lower income households. Beyond the individual hardship associated with displacement, 
demographic change also may lead to population decline due to drops in the numbers of persons per 
household as larger families are replaced with smaller households. Lower population density and fewer 
transit riders is sometimes the unfortunate result. Without policies to mitigate unintended impacts, ihe 
benefits of smart growth policies in transit areas could be lessened.

The DCP's primary-method to create affordable housing is by offering smart incentives for including such 
units in new development. This can be done by improving existing programs such as density bonus, as 
well as thinking creatively about new incentives such as CEQA streamlining, trip credits and entitlement 
fees/processing. A related topic often called "value capture" is being considered by a number of cities as 
a way to generate public benefits, such as affordable housing, in response to entitlement actions that 
increase the value of land. Finally, it is important to keep preservation of existing affordable housing at 
the forefront of any comprehensive approach to housing solutions.

DISCUSSION - SPECIFIC STRATEGIES
The background discussion above lays forth the basis for a two-pronged approach to expand the overall 
supply of housing in Los Angeles and focuses particular attention on new incentives to retain and expand 
the supply of affordable housing. Below is a list of specific housing strategies the Department is currently 
pursuing as well as additional strategies that could be effective in achieving the City's housing goals. 
Many of the strategies will be incorporated into the existing re:code LA project. Strategies are categorized 
around Housing Supply (S), Affordable Housing Incentives (I), Value Capture policies (VC) and/or 
Preservation tools (P).

1. Affordable Housing Benefit Fee
Most new development in the City creates an impact on the local housing stock, as new jobs increase 
the demand for living in the area. Today, Los Angeles is one of only a handful of major cities that does 
not either assess a linkage fee on new development or require affordable housing as the result of 
residential development (i.e. inclusionary zoning). On October 23, 2015 Mayor Garcetti pledged support 
for the idea of pursuing the adoption of a linkage fee on certain types of new development. This 
concept is discussed in much greater detail in the accompanying report by the Housing and Community 
Investment Department (HCID).

Status: The Department will undertake the development of an up-to-date Affordable Housing Benefit 
Fee nexus study.

2. Long Range Planning (S/I)
Community planning efforts are the most effective way to update local land use policies and plan for 
community needs such as housing. Planning for housing needs takes different forms in LA's diverse 
neighborhoods. Sometimes it requires upzoning at strategic transit-rich locations, while other times, 
leaving zoning designations alone or even lowering them will be the appropriate strategy to conserve
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neighborhood character and maximize affordable housing.

The Sylmar Community Plan was recently adopted by City Council, and is now in effect. Nine Community 
Plans are currently in development, with seven already released in draft form, and three of those having 
received a City Planning Commission recommendation of approval. Together the seven draft plans 
would create new residential capacity for nearly 50,000 housing units at targeted locations. Communities 
played a key role in determining the appropriate location of the new housing areas. Similarly, several 
newly developed Specific Plans have added about 30,000 units of residential capacity, while aiso 
including incentives to encourage the development of affordable housing.7

Status: The Department is studying long-range community planning efforts to create new capacity for 
housing where appropriate.

3. Transit Neighborhood Planning (S/l)
The City and Metro have critical stakes in ensuring the optimization of land use in future and existing 
transit accessible neighborhoods. DCP has recently been awarded nearly $7.5 million in grants from 
Metro to develop Transit Neighborhood Plans that will create new tailored development regulations 
around 26 of the newest station areas. The 10 Community Plans in various stages of development will 
likely rezone properties around almost as many stations8. DCP aims to align its land use strategies and 
incentives to ensure that goals around housing production and preservation are met. Many of the 
separate sections below also touch on transit-oriented housing strategies, including density bonus, 
CEQA, accessory dwelling units, parking, micro units, etc.

Status: The Department is analyzing various opportunities for creating residential capacity and/or new 
incentives for affordable housing near transit stations through the planning process.

4. Modified Parking Standards (S/I)
Affordable housing and housing near transit has been demonstrated to require less parking than 
comparable development. Today’s uniform parking standards do not reflect significant differences in 
location, context and user behavior that significantly impacts the cost of housing in Los 
Angeles. Constructing parking spaces in Los Angeles often costs more than $30,000 per space. With 
most units requiring at least two spaces, the cost of parking as a portion of the overall housing 
construction is significant and often prevents additional units from being built. Therefore, getting parking 
standards correct, or "right-sizing” them, is a high priority.

Currently the City offers limited parking reductions to affordable housing projects and for projects near 
transit. There may be additional opportunities to reduce and/or eliminate parking requirements based 
on selected criteria, including but not limited to development type, specific zones and proximity tc 
transit. One of the recent House LA motions, introduced by Councilmember Cedillo (CF 15-1002), 
requests that the DCP prepare and present a report with recommendations on vehicular parking 
r egulatory reform as well as prepare an ordinance that promotes shared vehicles for buildings located 
near transit.

Status: The Department is preparing a report pursuant to CF 15-1002 with recommendations on parking

7 These include the Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan, the Warner Center Specific Plan and the Jordan Downs Specific Plan.
8 Community Plans are underway for the following Community Plans that have rail stations: Southeast, South, West Adams-Baldwln Hills- 
Leimert, Hollywood, Boyle Heights, Central City ano Cenlral City North.
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reform. The report will explore the opportunity to enact custom perking standards through the creation of 
the following: new zones as part of the re.code LA process, new Modified Parking Requirements Districts, 
the Density Bonus ordinance and/or new community planning efforts

5. Transitional Height (S/I) (re:codc LA)
Transitional Height requirements (LAMC 12.21.1A10) impose strict height limitations for projects on 
commercial corridors (zoned C) that oorder single family zones. The regulations are uniform, regardless 
of the project type or location within the City, treating a suburban area the same as an uroan one. While 
the uniform height standards help to protect single-family areas that border commercial zones, they also 
discourage growth on corridors well served by transit where plans and policies normaity encourage 
growth, re.code LA is looking at revising the transitions between single-family and commercial or 
multiple-family properties in order to better customize adjacency standards depending on a range of 
factors, including proximity to high quality transit. The provision of affordable housing could also be a 
basis for requiring different transitional height requirements.

Status The Department is developing context-specific transitional height standards through the re.coae 
LA effort.

6. Site Plan Review (S) (re.code LA)
Site Plan Review requirements were imposed in 1990 to promote orderly development and mitigate 
significant environmental impacts. The process requires that residential projects with a net increase of 
50 units or more undergo a discretionary review, even if no other planning entitlements are needed9. The 
process requires that a CFQA review takes place and that projects are properly related to its site and 
compatible with its neighbors. Although it serves an important role In project review the process forces 
otherwise ’by-right" projects to undergo a time-consuming, costly and unpredictable review process that 
is subject to appeal. Many projects choose to reduce their allowable density below 50 units to avoid the 
process altogether. Therefore, this practice results in a cumulative effect on the availability of new housing 
units

Similar to the Transitional Height issue aoove, there may be ways to achieve the same important 
objectives and outcomes, while ensuring the process itself does not become a barrier to quality housing 
projects. Recently, several Specific Plans have included their own design and CEQA review processes 
that largely exceed the types of objective standards required under Site Plan Review. In those areas, 
projects that meet all of the required regulations receive an administrative clearance by Planning staff, 
achieving many of the same goals of the traditional Site Plan Review process. One of the recent House 
LA motions introduced by Councilmember Cediifo (CF 15-1003) requests that the DCP prepare and 
present a report with recommendations to amend the site plan review ordinance, increasing the threshold 
from 50 residential units and establishing an administrative zoning clearance process for projects below 
this threshold as a strategy to increase the City’s affordable housing production. Also, re.code LA is 
looking for areas to improve the effectiveness of existing procedures, as well as establish better 
development standards that can be incorporated into zoning regulations that can be administratively 
cleaned by Planning staff.

9 Exemptions are included for projects located in a Specific Plan area tor which an EIR was certified in the past 5 years, as well as projects 
downtown subject to the Downtown Design Guide.
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Status: The Department is studying the feasibility of amending the site plan review ordinance in a way 
that achieves tne same important environmental and site design outcomes as Site Plan Review through 
other methods.

7. Transfer of Floor Area Ratios (S/P/l) (re.code LA)
The City currently allows transfers of development rights in the downtown area through the Transfer of 
Floor Area Ratios (TFAR) Ordinance, as well as in Centra! City West and the Cornfield Arroyo Specific 
Plans. The TFAR Ordinance established a I'FAR benefit fee payment, with proceeds to be used for 
different types cf public benefits within two miles of Central City (affordable housing is one of the 12 
designated types of oublic benefits).

The TFAR concept, if applied strategically in other areas of trie City, could benefit citywide housing 
supply. TFAR policies can also be modified to create a tool to advance other citywiae policies such as 
historic preservation or affordab!e housing. Other cities allow density transfers from historic landmark 
buildings and 100% affordable housing sites, as well as major open spaces and arts facilities. The 
funding can be used to sustain these socially beneficial uses, while also ensuring that development rights 
are utilized.

Status: The Department, as part of re.code LA, is considering locations where the use of TFAR may be 
appropriate to achieve ctywide objectives

8. Accessory Dwelling Units (Sfl) (re:code LA)
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), also known as granny flats or backyard homes, can provide an 
important housing option to both potential renters and homeowners. ADUs typically cost less than other 
types of housing, add to the diversity of housing opportunities and can contribute to greater walkability 
and sustainability for neighborhoods. However, due to the variety of lot sizes and neighborhoods 
throughout the City, an ADU may not be appropriate for many sites.

In 2002, State legislation (AB 1866) encouraged the provision of ADUs by providing a general set of State 
standards that would apply unless cities developed their own regulations. Without a local ordinance, the 
City relies on the statewide standards that do not necessarily account for City priorities For example, the 
current rules constrain the establishment of secondary units in many of the most urban, transit-friendly 
neighborhoods in the City, while permitting them in most (larger) lots in the San Fernando Valley. The 
rexcdo LA process calls for improving regulations for ADUs. A recent motion by Councilmember Cedillo 
(15-0027-S1) calls for greater facilitation of ADUs. including the preservation of existing unapproved 
secondary units, as well as the creation of an ADU Ordinance pursuant to AB 1866. Piloting accessory 
dwelling units in certain neighborhoods that “opt-in” is another idea.

Status: The Department is studying the opportunity to develop local zoning and design standards as part 
of the re:code LA effort tc facilitate the development of compatible ADUs, where appropriate. 9

9. Adaptive Re-Use (S) (re code LA)
The adaptive reuse program has been remarkably successful in expediting the renovation of older office 
or other commercial buildings for new housing. Almost 14,000 units (most of which are located downtown) 
have been created through the program since 2006 Affordable housing developers have taken 
advantage of the program and adaptive reuse units have been found to be slightly cheaper than
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comparaole new units10. At the same time, use of the program has slowed over time, as the number of 
suitable buildings for conversion becomes smaller. The re.code LA Evaluation Report calls for rethinking 
tne eligibility date, minimum unit size and possibly expanding the concept beyond the current five 
Adaptive Reuse Incentive Areas.

Status. The Department is evaluating the opportunity to allow for the exparsion ot adaptive reuse projects 
through the re:code LA effort.

10. Micro Units/Tiny Houses - (S/I) (reicode LA)
Many point to changing lifestyles and demogiaphlcs to promote the idea that smaller (and therefore more 
affordable) housing un;ts should be part of the response to the housing crisis. Smal'er unit sizes help to 
provide a diversity of housing types and costs as well as increase density in areas where it may be 
desired. Several cities have recently passed legislation to broaden the opportunity for small efficiency 
apartments, better known as micro-units or tiny homes. Unlike some other cities, the major limitation in 
Los Angeles is not any citywide minimum unit size11. Instead, density limits and parking requirements 
appear to be primary barriers

Councilmember Cedillo, under the House LA initiative, has proposed a motion (CF 15-1004) that requests 
that the DCP, in consultation with HCID, to prepare and present a report that would evaluate strategies 
around the production of micro-units, the potential impact micro-units can have on our affordable housing 
needs, and the benefit of expanding this model to apply to other geographic areas of the City.

Status: The Department is evaluating opportunities through the Zoning Coce (through re.code LA) to 
reduce barriers for smaller units near major transit stoos, particularly when tied to the provision of 
affordable housing.

11. CEQA Streamlining (S/I)
The State has passed several CEQA-reiated bills in recent years that provide incentives for certain transit- 
orented and infill developments (SB 375, SB 226 and SB 743). A new process was created that 
streamlines (without weaxening) CEQA review for qualified projects. Another new type of project is 
exempted from regular CEQA review if it is near transit and includes affordable housing or significant 
open space. Despite their promise to reward more sustainable development patterns, the tools are still 
new and have not been widely used in Southern California. Several barriers have been identified that 
impede effective implementation of these new State laws. The City has recently been awarded grants 
from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and Strategic Growth Council to work 
on alleviating the major constraints, The work on botn projects has recently begun.

Status. Tne Department is studying opportunities for creating internal processes and procedures to 
implement CEQA-based incentives in areas targeted for housing growth and incentivize affordable 
housing.

12. Zoning Entitlements (S/I)
Despite improvements in recent years, the often complicated process of obtaining zoning entitlements

J Manvilie, Michael. 2010. Parking Requirements as a Barrier to Housing Development: Regulation and Refomn in Los Angeles": UCLA, 
University of California Transportation Center Ant essed from hitus:.(,eschol3r5hip.o,-q'uG<item/lQr8498,J
' The Los Angeles Building Code (based on the International Building Code) allows unit sizes as low as 190 square feet.
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remains a barrier to the production of more housing. Additional improvements to the system are on the 
way as part of the 2011 Development Reform Strategic Plan, which offered a comprehensive set of 
citywide solutions to create a more efficient, predictable and transparent City permitting process12.

While the development reform process should improve the permitting and entitlement process across the 
board, opportunities may exist to further incentivize certain types of projects through the fast-tracking of 
the entitlement process or waiver/deferment of planning fees. The Mayor’s recent Executive Directive 
#13 instructs City departments to expedite projects that include more than 20 percent affordable units. 
Counciimember Cedillo’s recent House LA motion (CD 15-1005) asks departments to report back on 
what “use fees” could potentially be deferred and collected until the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy for a residential development.

Status: The Department is responding to the Mayor's Executive Directive No. 13 to expand the utilization 
of expedited case processing for housing development projects with more than 20 percent of the units 
dedicated as affordable.

13. Density Bonus Program (S/i) (re.code LA)
The state’s density bonus program allows for certain zoning incentives (adjustments to height, FAR, 
yards, etc) for residential developments that include affordable housing. To align local procedures with 
the State legislation, Los Angeles adopted its own density bonus program in 2008, The program has 
proven increasingly popular. However, over time some issues have arisen with regards to interpretation 
and implementation of the program, particularly as recent changes to the state law13 14 15 have rot been 
incorporated into the local ordinance. New, more tailored incentives can also be developed as part of the 
program,, including those to increase more affordable housing near high quality transit.

In response to these issues, the DCP began an intra-departmental review process to identify areas where 
density bonus provisions could be clarified and improved upon. Based upon this internal discussion, 
updates to the Density Bonus Ordinance, as well as the associated Affordable Housing Incentives 
Guidelines, are logical next steps. The recently adopted Housing Element provides some policy guidance 
for any updates to the density bonus policies (Program 54)™.

Status: The Department is evaluating opportunities to update the City’s Density Bonus Ordinance and 
Affordable Housing Incentives Guidelines to better achieve City objectives.

14. Affordable Housing Incentives Downtown (I) (re:code LA)
The Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area (GDHIA) was established in 2007 to encourage the 
construction of housing in the downtown area16. It removed density limits and modified parking, yard and 
open space requirements as incentives to build housing downtown. To encourage affordable housing,

12 Results from the Development Reform Strategic Plan includes the Development Services Case Management system, the overhaul of the 
zoning code through the re:code LA process, Community Plan update program and the Build LA permitting technology platform.
13 AB 2280 (2000 - Saldana) clarified a number of issues in density bonus law, modified some provisions and fundamentally changed the 
process for waiving or modifying development standards.
14 The Housing Element calls for increasing affordable housing at transit stops, as well as encouraging more diversity of incomes, as well as 
more family and senior units. Additional incentives could also be included for 100% affordable projects or those that exceed the minimum 
number of affordable units.
15 The Ordinarce applies between the 110 freeway on the west, the 101 freeway to the north, Alameda Street to the east and the 10 freeway
to the south.
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the ordinance allows for up to a 35% increase in floor area in exchange for the provision of affordable 
units

Since its inception, the GDHIA has helped spur housing development; however, it has not led to any 
significant amount of affordable housing in mixed-income projects. Only a couple of projects have 
requested the additional floor area in exchange for affordable housing. Applicants needing additional floor 
area tend to utilize the TFAR program (see #7 above), which does not require the provision of affordable 
housing. The net effect of the “competition” between the TFAR and GDHIA program is that the housing 
boom downtown has yielded relatively little affordable housing in market rate developments.

Status: The Department is evaluating opportunities to revise the incentives for affordable housing 
downtown as part of the re;code LA process to ensure the development of more affordable housing,

15. Trip Credits (l)
Recent studies have shown that low income households drive approximately half as many miles as the 
average market rate household16. Yet today, a 100% low income project is only given a 5% trip credit 
reduction in the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines. The DCP recently received a grant from the Strategic 
Growth Council to study vehicle trips created by different types of housing development Greater 
recognition of the traffic benefits of affordable housing through the CEQA transportation analysis process 
would create an incentive to provide affordable units.

Status: The Department is studying the opportunity to adjust the trip credits for affordable housing in the 
City's Traffic Study Guidelines.

16. Traffic Impact Fees (I)
Several areas of the City have adopted traffic impact fees to provide a mechanism for new development 
to pay for traffic infrastructure improvements. Similar to trip credits, traffic impact fees should be adjusted 
for affordable housing units in recognition of the significant difference in traffic impacts between very low- 
income households and wealthy households. One such opportunity for this is the update to the Westside 
Mobility Plan, which is currently reconfiguring traffic impact fees for most of the westside of Los Angeles.

Status: The Department is studying the reduced trip impacts of lower-income households.

17. Project-Based Value Capture (VC)
Value capture refers to a regulatory environment that generates public benefits in relation to the value of 
land use policies, changes in zoning, development agreements or other public actions that contribute to 
increases in private real estate value. Currently there is no citywide mechanism, outside of the City's 
density bonus program, to require affordable housing in developments that receive density increases or 
other zoning relief. A motion by Councilmember O’Farrell (CF 14-1325) calls for a report back to further 
analyze this concept.

The City Planning Commission recently recommended adoption of the Master Planned Development 
(MPD) Ordinance, which would require that affordable housing be provided in proportion to the density

16 Transform CA and California Housing Partnership Corporation, May 2014. Why Creating and Ptesarrmg Affordable Homes Hear Transit is 
a Highly Effective Climate Protection Strategy.
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increase received though a zoning action. A policy could be created to treat other types of significant 
zoning relief similarly. Several cities including Chicago, Honolulu, Vancouver and Boston, require 
affordable housing (or funding) when approving major zoning concessions.

Status: The Department is analyzing the feasibility of amending the zoning code to include a provision to 
require the inclusion of affordable housing (or equivalent funding) in projects that obtain significant 
increases in residential density, and when permitting a residential use not previously allowed.

18. Plan-Based Value Capture (VC)
Like the project-based value capture approach above, a plan-based approach ties community benefits to 
specific increases in the intensity of development. This approach establishes a base level of development 
in a plan, while also establishing clear procedures to increase building envelopes for development beyond 
the base as long as the desired public benefits are provided.

The Cornfield Arroyo Specific Plan and recently released draft Transit Neighborhood Plans for the Expo 
Line Phase II station areas on the west side of Los Angeles use this approach. The plans produce 
mechanisms whereby zoning is carefully calibrated to achieve certain goals around job-producing uses, 
streetscape improvements, open space and affordable housing.

Status: The Department is studying opportunities tc establish tiered zoning where additional capacity is 
permitted in exchange for public benefits (affordable housing, parks, etc.)

19. Expand AB 2222’s Replacement Housing Provisions (P/VC)
The DCP and HCIDLA are beginning to implement AB 2222, a 2014 density bonus amendment that 
requires the one-for-one replacement of affordable housing lost due to developments that utilize the 
density bonus law. To maintain consistency between various zoning regulations there has been 
discussion of amending the code to extend the AB 2222 housing replacement requirements to other 
types of zoning increases such as zone changes and general plan amendments. A recent Council Motion 
(15-0728 - Koretz/O’Farrell) asked the DCP ana HCIDLA to report back to the Council on 
recommendations to adapting this concept to other types of projects.

Status: The Department is analyzing the feasibility of expanding the housing replacement concept of AB 
2222 to other discretionary actions that result in increased density or buildable area.

20. Community Revitalization Authority and Enhanced Infrastructure Finance Districts (VC)
Another way to amplify the value of new development in a particular area is the (now defunct) 
redevelopment model of tax increment financing, whereby newly local property taxes are diverted back 
into the community from where the derived. The Governor has signed legislation in 2014 and 2015 
creating two similar types of tools called Enhanced Infrastructure Finance Districts (ElFDs) and 
Community Revitilization . In 2015, the Governor The revenue generated in an EIFD can be fronted 
through the issuance of a bona and be used for a variety of things such as transit projects, mixed- 
income/mixed-use developments, sidewalks and bike paths. Council Motion 14-1349 
(O’Farrell/Blumenfeld) asks the City to look into the establishment of an EIFD along the length of the Los 
Angeles River and the City is exploring interest in other areas.

Status: The Department is looking to work with the Employment and Workforce Development Department 
to explore the creation of new ElFDs in strategic areas, especially those where affordable housing is
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21. Clarify Condo Conversions Rules (P)
The City enforces LAMC Section 12.95.2(F), whicn provides iequired findings for the conversion of rental 
properties to condominiums. The findings state that a condo conversion cannot be approved if the area 
has a vacancy rate of less than 5% and the cumulative impact of multiple conversions would result in a 
significant effect on the rentai housing market of the area. Additional criteria are provided tc make this 
determination; however, these do not make clear what exactly constitutes a cumulative impact on the 
area rental market, leading to a risk of inconsistent interpretations

Status The Department Is considering updating the Condo Conversion findings in 12 95.2(F) to make 
the implementation of the "cumulative effect of the rental housing market in the planning area” finding 
more clear to decision makers.

22. Mello Act Implementation Ordinance (I/P)
The Mello Act is a state law that went into effect in January, 1982 to help protect and increase the supply 
cf affordable housing in California’s Coastal Zone The Mello Act consists of two primary rules. One, if 
existing housing units occupied by iow or moderate income households are convened or demolished, 
they must be replaced one-for-one witn new affordable units. Two, a new housing development must 
provide affordable units. Exceptions are allowed based on feasibility.

As a result of a settlement agreement that resolved a lawsuit filed against the City in 1993, the City has 
been operating under a set of interim administrative procedures since 2000. The agreement planned for 
the interim procedures to be replaced with a permanent implementation ordinance. A permanent 
ordnance would address various policy questions that are not settled by the current procedures, such as 
whether to include an in-lieu payment option and whether to allow the conversion of market-rate units to 
affordable units to meet the affordability requirements

Status: The Department is interested in studying a permanent Mello Act implementation ordinance for 
Los Angeles that results in replacement of loss cf affordable nousing.

23. Short-Term Rental Policy (P)
New technology has made the short-term rental of housing significantly easier in recent years, leading to 
rapid growth in this sector in Los Angeies. While there are certainly many positive benefits to both owners 
and renters of this kind of “shared housing,” a lack of regulations has also led to some negat've impacts 
in residential neighborhoods. What began as a way for homeowners to share the.r home when away or 
rent out an extra bedroom has grown into a commercial enterprise in many areas. The rap'd growth of 
short-term rentals threatens a local rental market already severely stressed by lack of supply, oy taking 
units and rooms out of the long-term rental market. Moreover, most short-term rental “hosts” do not pay 
the required Transient Occupancy Tax. which means the City is losing out on millions of dollars n 
revenue.

A recent City Council motion (14-1635 - Bonin/Wesson) addresses short-term rentals and asks that City 
staff review regulations recently adopteo or proposed by other cities and to work with stakeholder groups 
as a basis for preparing an ordinance regulating and governing the legal operation of short-term rentals 
in Los Angeles. The Mayor's proposed budget calls for using the orojected $5 million in Transient 
Occupancy Tax (TOT) receipts from short-term rentals to fund the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, once
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an agreement with the hosting platforms has been put in place. Work has begun on preparing a short 
term rental ordinance and cn reaching a TOT agreement.

Status: The Department is developing an ordinance that better regulates short term rental properties.

24. Preservation of Unapproved Dwelling Units (P)
There are estimated to be tens of thousands of dwellings in the City that are being occupied but not 
considered legal because they have not received a building permit. Most of these are believed to exist 
on single-family lots, in converted garages, attics, rear additions, and in small backyard homes A smaller 
subset exists in multi-family buildings, in converted recreation rooms, storage rooms or illegally 
subdivided apartments. In both situations, the greatest impediment to legalization often times lies with 
zoning limitations rather than building code violations. When ron-permitled units are discovered, owners 
must choose to remove the unit or attempt to have it permitted The vast majority of property owners 
choose to remove the unit, resulting in a loss of housing supply.

Council Motion 14-1150 (Funetes/Koretz) directed HCIDLA and DCP to report-bacK to Council with an 
analysis of policy options for preserving unapproved housing units in multifamily buildings. Any policy 
changes will need to balance the integrity of the zoning code and protection of neighborhoods with the 
desire to retain badly needed housing units. On June 24, 2015 the City Council voted to approve the DCP 
report cn policy options and directed staff to draft an Ordinance. The Ordinance is currently in 
development.

Status: Tne Department is aeve;oping an Ordinance to preserve more of the unapproved housing stock 
in multifamily buildings.

Many of the items on the list of specific housing strategies presented above are structured to be within 
the Department of City Planning’s existing work program (community planning, re code [A, etc.). 
However, many of the more significant strateg!es will require significant preparatory work to develop 
ordinance changes and/or implement effectively. The DCP is submitting, as part of its mid-year budget 
package, a request for three positions to form a “housing unit” to work on these issues.

If you have any questions about the topics in this report, please contact Matthew Glesne in tne Citywiue 
Policy section of the Department of City Planning at (213) 978-2666 or matthew.alesne@laciTv.orQ.

Conclusion

Sincerely,

yiCfHAELJ. LOGRANDE 
Director of Planning

14

mailto:matthew.alesne@laciTv.orQ


On Friday, September 2, 2016 1.24 PM, Don Swiers <swersaia@yahoo.con> wrote.

From: Don Swiers <swiersaia@yanoo.com>
To. Al Casas <acasa77@aol.com>, Xochitl Gonzalez <xochiti@mac.com>
Subject: Fw: Martin Expo proposed project, 9/2/16, Case Number: ENV-2012-3063-EIR 
Date: September 6, 2016 at 4:47 PM

Regarding Case Number: ENV-2012-3063-EIR 

Dear Councilman Bonin:

I am a registered voter and have been a resident of West Los Angeles for the past 19 years.
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed Martin Expo project.

The traffic impacts from the Martin Expo project needs to address safety issues beyond the project 
site; specifically accessing the site, pedestrian street crossing and to access the metre

A. Provide an additional traffic light at the Olympic Blvd. access for both in and out of the 
proposed project

B. Provide an additional right turn lane on the south bound Bundy north of the 
Bundy project entrance and continuing to Olympic

C Synchronize the traffic lights on Olympic tc enhance traffic flow
D. No live entertainment. The concern is the increased of traffic to the site and noise

m a member of the following community organizations 
Kurdue Pacific Homeowners Association, President 
Planning & Land Management Committee, PLUM 
Martin Expo (safety) Committee 
Japanese Institute of Sawtelle, Board of Directors 
Sawtelle Overlay Committee

Sincerely,
Don Swiers, architect
Forty-four year member of the American Institute of Architects 

CC:
Councilman Mike Bonin, District 11 
mikc.rjonin@iacitv.orc
Dan Martin, owner and developer of proposed Martin Expo project 
danmartin@martinexpotowncenter.com 
Sergio Ibarra, Environmental Analysis Section 
seraio.ibarra@iacitv.ora
Ezra Gale, Senior Planner for Councilman Bonin 
ezra. Qale@iacitv.ora
Tncia Keane, Director of Land Use and Planning for Councilman Bonin 

,:a.keane@lacitv. org
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September 2, 2016

Case Numoer: ENV-2012-3063-EIR

Dear Mr. Ibarra and Councilman Bonin,
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I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Martin Expo development project. Having attended at 
least six presentations cn the development, I continue to have the following corcerns regarding the oroject and 
its impact on our West LA neighborhood:

• The height of the project is disproportionate to the surrounding area, adding massive scaie to an 
otherwise lower height neighborhood

• The extremely large quantity of office space will significantly impact the number of car trips in an already 
highly congested intersection and surrounding residential area Our neighborhood already bears the 
burden of cut-through traffic throughout the day. This development will add significantly more cars to our 
side streets.

• The development’s entrances and exits are going to snarl traffic, causing drivers entering the building to 
make dangerous left turns into the facility and drivers exiting the building to make multiple right-hand 
turns through the surrounding neighborhood in order to eventually go east on Olympic Blvd.

• The increased traffic poses additional safety concerns for pedestrians at the Bundy Drive and Olympic 
Blvd. intersection as they walk to the Expo line.

Due to these concerns, I am joining other West LA residents in making the following recommendations for the 
Martin Expo development project:

• Removal of the office space component. Eliminating the office space component would significantly 
reduce the negative traffic impacts on our community.

• A reduction in retail square footage from 99,000 sq. ft. to the original proposal, which was 67.000 sq ft 
to reduce the traffic impact.

• Deny any permits for live entertainment, which would add car trips, noise ana burdens for local 
residents.

• The addition of a traffic signal on Olympic Blvd. near the facility's entrance to reduce the risk ot traffic 
accidents.

As you review the Martin Expo project, please consider it in the context of the many, large development projects 
that have already been built, are currently under construction, and are being proposed in West Los Angeles.
The Planning Commission must consider how the city’s aging infrastructure will handle this quantity of 
development The Commission must also take into account the negative impact of overdevelopment on the 
health and safety of current West LA residents.

As Council Bonin has said, we are seeking neignborhood-friendiy development. The Martin Expo project as it is 
currently designed, does not meet this worthy goal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Janet Cromwell
West Los Angeles Resident


