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Executive Office

City Hall » 200 N. Spring Street, Room » Los Angeles, CA 80012

April 8, 2015

TO: All Concemed Consultants, Developers, Engineers, Surveyors and
Applicants

FROM: Michael LoGrande, Director of Planning ﬂ’éx // L

SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT INITIATIONS, REQUESTS TO THE
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The City consists of 35 community plans which implement our land use policies
throughout the City. A major function of the Department of City Planning (Department)
is the periodic updaling of these community plans to reflect changes desired .by the
community. On occasion, applicants and private property owners have requested an
amendment to a community plan in order to facilitate consideration of a preposed project.
However, it is important to note that all General Plan Amendments, including those
limited o a specific property or properties, must be initiated by the City of Los Angeles.
Specifically, Plan Amendments can only be initiated by the City Council, the City
Planning Commission or the Director of Planning (LAMC 11.5.6 B).

In order to provide eary feedback to an applicant considering such a request, the
Department’s management team, comprised of both policy planning and project planning
staff, will convene an intemal meeting to review the General Plan Amendment request
prior to the actual filing of the application at the Development Services Center. If the
Director of Planning detemmines the request is worth consideration and has the potential
of meeting the findings for a General Plan Amendment, the applicant will be directed to
proceed with the application. A clearance sheet will be provided for inclusion in the
application filing package. Initiating an applicant’s request does not imply an approval,
but rather that the Department will review and prepare a recommendation to the
appropriate decision-making body. If the Director of Planning declines to initiate the
applicant’s request for a General Plan Amendment, the applicant may meet with staff to
discuss other options.

In order to start the process, the applicant is asked to submit some basic information
regarding the development proposal including: the project description; the existing
conditions and uses of the proposed project site; the requested entitlement package,
including information pertaining to the General Plan Amendment request and any zoning
modifications; and a description of neighboring land uses and the character of the area.
There is no fee or envionmental clearance associated with this management-level
preview and the tumaround time for feedback is generally one to two weeks. This
management review is intended to provide eary guidance and set clear expectations for
applicants prior to formal submission of the application, thus avolding unnecessary time
delays, costs and major surprises later in the process.
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Please submit the following materials:

1. A brief 1-2 page cover letter describing the development proposal, the existing land
use deslgnation and zoning, the proposed General Plan Amendment request, other
requested entitlements, existing site conditions, and the sumrounding uses and

neighborhood character.

2. 81/2 x 11 color maps indicating the existing and proposed land use designations and
zoning.

3. Any additional exhibits including site plans, renderings or photographs that will assist
the Depariment's Management Team in their Initial review of your proposal.

These materials can be hand delivered, mailed or sent electronically to the following Los

Angeles Department of City Planning staff.

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director of Planning

Department of City Planning — Executive Office

City Hall, Room 5§25
lisa.webber@]iacity.org

Conni Pallini-Tipton, Senior City Planner
Community Planning

City Hall, Room 667
conni.pallini@lacity.org

Patricia Diefenderfer, Senior City Planner
Community Planning
City Hall, Room 667

patricia.diefenderfen@iacity.ora

Luciralia Ibarra, Senior City Planner
Major Projects Section

City Hall, Room 750

luciralia tbarra@lacity.org

Bob Duenas, Senior City Planner
Valley Neighborhood Projects
6262 Van Nuys Bivd., Rooimn 430
bob.duenas@lacity.org

Shana Bonstin, Senlor City Planner
Metro Neighborhood Projects

City Hail, Room 621
shana.bonslin@lacity.org

Simon Pastucha, Senior City Planner
West-South LA Neighborhood Projects
City Hall, Room 621
simon.pastucha@lacity.org
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REQUEST FOR INITIATION OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN

| hereby request that the Director of Planning initiate a General Plan Amendment from

to e e e
on property located at

~ within the

' District/CommunityFida..

(Signéd) Applicant/Representative Date

STAFF USE ONLY: CPC CASE NO.

To insure a comprehensive review of the request and to avoid the introduction of any “spot” planned land
use, staff recommends that the Director of Planning consider initiating additional oroperties (ADDED
.AREAS) within the immediate area for a similar change of the plan from
to )

Location

Pursuant to the City Charter and the Los Angeles Municipal Code, [ hereby initiate the plan amendment(s)
as requested by the Applicant/Representative and the "Added Areas" as recommended by staff.

Michael J. LoGrande
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Date

CP-7750.1 (8/16/2012)



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

INITIATION REQUEST“
AND TIME EXTENSION AUTHORIZATION

Initiation. By law only the City may initiate a Plan Amendment. Your application is technically for a Zone
Change only. Therefore you must request that the City initiate the corresponding Plan Amendment by

checking the box below:

D I hereby request that the City Planning Commission mmate a Plan Amendment cons:stent with my
- requested zone change.

Time extensions. The City Planning Commission will hear General Plan Amendment cases in a timely
manner. The maximum authorized processing time for General Plan Amendment cases, from the Fee
Payment date to Commission action date, is 180 days. By authorizing the maximum allowable processing time
and the extension, you may avoid having your case delayed or denied due to lack of time to resolve
controversial issues. You should therefore check the following boxes, agreeing to the potential extensions:

D I hereby consent to the maximum 180-day time limitations pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32 C 6.

(Signed)

Applicant orRepresentative

(Date}

CP-7750 (712010}



SCREEN FORM (Continued)

(1) CRITERIA (2) ANSWER YES OR NO:

Any YES answer requires
consultation with the Geographic

Please refer to the
maps on file in

Counter N to
determine Hillside
areas, CRA areas,
Specific Plan areas,
Open Space areas.

Section head prior to
filing. A complete plan
restudy or other type of
planning approval may
be required.

1S (DOES) THE PROJECT:

Project area
in acres

New dwelling units
in project

New non-residential
square footage

Acreage within
“hillside" areas
(shown on CP-6112)

Acreage for pro-
jects located in
whole or in part

in a CRA area

Mixed use combining
residential and
commercial uses

Specific Plans
Highway Designation
Change Plan text

and/or legend

Open Space
Designation

CP-7723 (8/5/2010)

200 acres
or maore

1,000 units
or more

1,000,000
sq.ft. or more

50 acres

of mofe

50 acres
or more

500,000 sq. ft.
or more

In a Specific
Plan area

Require change
to Hwy. Desig.

Require change
to text/legend

In an Open
Space Area
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CITY HALLS "DENSITY HAWKS™ ARE
CHANGING LA.'S DNA

WEDHESDAY, FEBRUARY 27,2008 _ } 8 YEARS AGO

FEE

BY STEVEN LEIGH MORRIS

Soon after taking the job of director of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning in
2006, Gail Goldberg made a declaration that let slip how City Hall is allowing developers to
pursue a building frenzy straight out of the storied tale Chinatown.

Said Goldberg, newly arrived here from a similar post in San Diego:

“In every city in this country, the zone on the land establishes the value of the land. In Los
Angeles, that's not true.

*The value of the land is not based on what the zone says ... [t's based on what {the} developer
believes he can change the zone to.

“This Is disastrous for the city.

"Disastrous.
“Zoning has to mean something in this city"

Goldberg probably wishes she hadn't said that, not necessarily because she got reprimanded
by L.A.'s famously vindictive Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, but because Los Angeles County
Supervisor Zev Yaroslavksy has repeated her words in public, over and over. Yaroslavsky,
who represented the city's affluent Westside District 5 as a councilman until 1994, has been
staging a one-man campaign to slow City Hall's feverish promotion of density — a quiet war
on the large swaths of suburbia and few hunks of countryside remaining inside the city
limits. With little debate, a trio of new “density enabling” ordinances (a real mouthful, known
as the Downtown Ordinance, the Parking Reduction Ordinance and the Senate Bill 1818
Implementation Ordinance) has rolled through Goldberg's Planning Department and ended
up in the ornate council chambers on City Hall's second floor.

The first two were easily approved, and the SB 1818 [mplementation Ordinance passed on
February 20, with only council members Dennis Zine, Janice Hahn, Bill Rosendahl and Tom
LaBonge opposed. On paper, the three ordinances will let developers bypass the city's
fundamental zoning protections — and profoundly alter the livability, look and essence of L.A.

This is no small thing. The rules for how Angelenos wanted to fashion their city were
arduously, sometimes bitterly, negotiated among homeowners, developers,
environmentalists and politicians in the mid-80s, led by then city councilmen Joel Wachs,
Marvin Braude and Yaroslavsky. Those core rules today hold tremendous power, creating a
blueprint that dictates which Los Angeles neighborhoods should be preserved — and which

should be dramatically built up.

8/3/2015 3:37 PM
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Yet in contrast to the boisterous civic debate [aunched by city and community leaders in the
1980s, the Villaraigosa administration has grown accustomed to only tepid public
interference and awareness. Through aide Gil Duran, the mayor has for five months ducked
L.A. Weekly's routine questions about his agenda's potential consequences citywide ~ much
taller and fatter residential buildings than zoning law allows, significantly less green space,
obliteration of residential parking in some complexes and removal of older, less expensive
housing. (Hours before the Weekly went to press, Deputy Mayor Helmi Hisserich finally
responded, lashing out at “heads in the sand” sentiments and warning that “the city is not

going to stop giowing.")

On the City Council itself, the likes of Wachs and Braude are long gone, replaced by avidly
prodensity council members such as Jan Perry, Council President Eric Garcetti and Wendy
Gruel, who rarely say no to grand construction plans and work in tandem with obscure
regional planning commissions that routinely override zoning rules in favor of developers
and property owners.

Yaroslavsky, silent for the first two years of Villaraigosa's reign, now snaps, “These density
hawks at City Hall are trying to undo 20 years of our work."

The constant overriding of zoning protections has indeed been relentless — a binge of
“zoning variances” and “zone changes” granted by longtime Zoning Administrator Michael
LoGrande, a little-known official who is the rear admiral of a prodensity flotilla inside City

Hall that long predates Villaraigosa's administration.

The variarices and zone changes — quite simply, permissions to skirt existing rules — are
granted on a case-by-case basis, and LoGrande hands them out like candy. LoGrande did not
return numerous phone calls from the Weekly. Four biweekly Planning Department reports,
randomly selected by the Weekly from March, June, September and December 2007, show
that requests to increase housing density or square footage rolled in at about 260 annually,
slowing only as the mortgage crisis hit. Retired Zoning Administrator Jon Perica explains
that while the sought-after density increases are subjected to design, environmental and
compatibility review, “the Planning Department historically approves about 90 percent.”

For anyone paying attention, and very few people are, LoGrande's decisions — buttressed by
the rulings of seven area planning commissions populated with Villaraigosa's appointees —
are why some corners of the city are taller and more congested than 10 years ago, even
neighborhoods whose legally binding zoning plans were supposed to achieve the opposite.

In the 1960s, a city growth cap of 4.2 million was established as the peak load for Los
Angeles' infrastructure and services. This allowed for urban centers like Century City, Warner
Center and downtown, while protecting single-family neighborhoods. Three years ago,
Perica warned, “growth beyond 4.2 million people would require that existing single-family
neighborhoods and lower-density residential areas would have to be ‘up-zoned' in the future
for more intense multistory density.” He added pointedly, “Residents didn't want Los Angeles
to look like other higher-density Eastern cities, like Chicago and New York "

Nonetheless, the agendas of builders, land speculators, the chambers of commerce, the
Planning Department and elected leaders have produced a virtually nondebated tectonic
shift since the residential real estate turnaround of 2002, much increased under Villaraigosa.

- The shift is pushing L.A. from its suburban model of single-family homes with gardens or
pools — the reason many come here — toward an urban template of shrinking green patches
and multistory buildings of mostly renters.

8/3/2015 3:37 PM
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To be sure, not everyone sees this in the negative light that people such as The New
Geography author and social critic Joel Kotkin ("We remain an increasingly suburban
nation”) and Yaroslavsky do. Downtown developer Tom Gilmore scoffs that Kotkin and other
defenders of suburbia and single-family dwellings “take that notion of urbanism and say, 'Oh
my god, they're going to do that to your neighborhood too! They're going to make everything
a "heat island"!I"

To Gilmore, the attitude in Ventura County and cities such as Santa Barbara, Rohnert Park,
Sonorna, Healdsburg, Tracy and Dublin, all of which have enacted residential-growth limits
to stop urbanization, denies the inevitable.

Rena Kosnett

(Click to enlarge)

“Oh my god, they're going to do that to your neighborhood!” —~Developer Tom Gilmore,
mocking those who are worried

"Growth is not an option," says Gilmore. "We can grow with care, with thought and creativity,
or we can grow the way we've grown for 150 years. [ don't think the Planning Department has
got it all right, but I'm happy they've got a template we can argue about”

But his notion of a grand civic debate under way is a faA§ade. The public have little idea
what is being allowed even in their immediate area. Downtown insiders such as Ed Reyes — a
city councilman and chairman of the powerful Planning and Land Use Management
Committee — working with Villaraigosa's handpicked department heads like Goldberg and
mayoral appointees like former Councilman Mike Woo (on the Planning Commission) aren't
engaging Angelenos in any serious discussion of their "template.” And the mayor is
assiduously avoiding a public debate in which he might be forced to justify his vision.

Their template could force urbanism onto all but the most protected enclaves of Los Angeles.
The truly protected spots are "R1-zoned" - or single-family-residential only — 318,602 of the
city's roughly 1.4 million housing units. The other 75-plus percent of housing units in Los
Angeles — including thousands of homes in single-family neighborhoods that residents
assume are Rl when they are not ~ could potentially be “up-zoned" for apartment towers
and condos. Some of the most vulnerable areas are the eastern and western ends of the San
Fernando Valley — the last quadrants containing some open space.

~ Of 16,874 housing units built the year after Villaraigosa was elected, 86 percent were
multifamily — the vast majority of those rentals. Established homeowner neighborhoods —
the glue that historian and former California State Librarian Kevin Starr once noted helped
hold L.A. together, even in bad times — are an afterthought; the Brookings Institute reports
that L.A. is suffering a middle-class decline more pronounced than in any other urban area in
America. .
To be fair, some of the mayor's focus has been on truly "underutilized" areas — nearly 100
developments of 100,000 square feet or larger are proposed or approved on sites like the old
Sears warehouse in Boyle Heights, land in Marlton Square in South Los Angeles, and the
aging Valley Plaza in North Hollywood. Councilwoman Gruel and Council President Garcetti
tout this "proactive lead from the mayor.”

8/3/2015 337 PM
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But there's another side: Around Vanowen and Balboa in the San Fernando Valley over the
past decade, ranch homes on spacious lots have made way for apartments, condos or
McMansions. Hillsides from Hollywood to Mount Washington are so overbuilt that cars are
ordered off the streets on “red-flag days.” Along Miracle Mile, beautiful Spanish Colonial
duplexes that since the 1920s have housed middle-class families sit unprotected from the
urbanization steamroller.

Zev Yaroslavsky is a shrewd, politically left-of-center politician and a “slow growth"
“"advocate with two adult children. Now 59, he's been married to health-care and child-care
activist Barbara Yaroslavsky for 36 years. Born in Boyle Heights, then home to Jewish
immigrants, Yaroslavsky grew up in the Fairfax District, ran track at Fairfax High, and put
himself through UCLA (he has a master's in British imperial history) by teaching Hebrew in
Long Beach — and playing professional poker.

He knew the gambling had to stop when he was elected to the City Council in 1975. Before he
was sworn in, he paid a last visit to his favorite Gardena casino, the Normandie, sidling up to
a group of Jewish matrons who said, “Zev, we know you're going to be an honest politician
because you never bluff." He remembers thinking, "No, I just look like I never bluff.”

Today, he says Los Angeles desperately needs a subway to the sea. But 23 years ago, he and
others raised safety concerns about tunneling under the Westside after a 1985 explosion of
naturally occurring methane gas ripped through the Ross Dress for Less near Fairfax.
Although Yaroslavsky is sometimes blamed for halting federal funds for the line, he called for
further safety studies, while Westside Congressman Henry Waxman led the fight to stop
federal funds.*

For his part, Yaroslavsky in 1998 led a successful ballot effort that stopped local sales taxes
from being used on the increasingly pricey subway being built under Hollywood. He instead
pushed to use those funds for non-subway transit projects.*

Longtime Westsiders remember it was Yaroslavsky who ushered through the huge
expansion of the Westside Pavilion in 1986, despite community outrage over gridlock.
Developer Gilmore is one of many pro-growthers who blame "Zev*" for so disrupting the old
mass-transit scheme that today the Westside is "incredibly dense” and has "the worst traffic
in the city,” but Yaroslavsky tires of getting blamed for inevitable development pressures in

his former Council District 5.

Itis, after all, some of the city's priciest and most sought-after housing real estate, running
from Palms to Encino and including Westwood and UCLA. It's something of a City Hall
tradition to blame Yaroslavsky: Even back in 1987, Mayor Tom Bradley's spokesman Fred
MacFarlane, in The New York Times, blamed the congestion on him. In the same story, an L.A.
businessman noted, "Right now, any slow-growth candidate who does not get arrested for
molesting children can get elected.” But how times have changed.

Yaroslavsky counters today's dominant voice of pro-growthers in City Hall by saying that
had he not halted the $300-million-per-mile subway, Los Angeles cauld never have afforded
to create the popular Orange Line bus lanes in the Valley or the Gold Line light rail from
downtown to Pasadena. Sounding like the old Yaroslavsky, he tells the Weekly, "In all corners
of the city, a revolution is brewing against the pack mentality at City Hall."
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One of the issues that most sticks in his craw is the aforementioned SB 1818 Implementation
Ordinance. Not exactly a household phrase, the ordinance lets developers build new
apartment buildings 35 percent larger than the protective local zoning allows — if developers
agree to include some below-market “affordable” units in these buildings.

But does it actually produce cheaper housing — its main aim? Yaroslavsky points to a
development on Sepulveda in Westwood where a developer wiped out 31 apartments rented
mostly to UCLA students for $1,500, erecting 59 condos with mortgages of about $3,000 a
month. He recalls scornfully, “The developer says to me, ‘Those [$1,500-a-month] units
weren't affordable anyway.” Yaroslavsky retorted, "How many of those students can afford
your condos after they graduate?” And the trend is spreading. In Miracle Mile, he says, “On
Ridgeley and Sixth, there's four parcels of rent-controlled units. One day I'm jogging there,

and they're gone!”

Under the SB 1818 Implementation Ordinance, the now-destroyed lower-cost apartiments on
Ridgeley and Sixth can be replaced with a luxury tower that jgnores low-growth zoning — as
long as the owner agrees to rent 10 to 20 percent of the apartments at “affordable” prices.
The developer can now charge the current market rate (of about $2,300 a month for a
two-bedroom apartment) for the rest of the units he builds at Ridgeley and Sixth — far higher
than the rents in the now-destroyed building, and enough for a mortgage in most cities.

Fumes Yaroslavsky of this "affordable” housing, "The whole thing's a fraud. It's a wolf in
sheep's clothing.” :

- Yaroslavky's passion dates from the mid-'80s, when homeowners associations howled at a
wave of construction from Hauser Boulevard to La Brea Avenue on both sides of Sixth Street
in Miracle Mile that destroyed beloved, picturesque Spanish Colonial rentals boasting
wrought-iron staircases, cozy alcoves and tile work from the 1920s.

The Bradley administration's urbanization frenzy ushered in shoddy, higher-density, four-
and five-story apartment blocks with quickly decaying stucco veneers that looked like they'd
been airlifted from Beirut. Indignation generated a wave of grassroots activism. Groups such
as the Detroit Street Coalition and Not Yet New York pressured avidly pro-growth City
Council President John Ferraro, and Bradley, to protect neighborhoods.

Angry citizens won a huge victory with approval of 35 legally binding land-use plans
citywide, now known as “Community Plans." Largely shaped by residents, Community Plans
made it harder for developers to roll through medium-density neighborhoods such as
Miracle Mile. Community Plans protected the suburban character of low-density areas being
eyed by developers near big streets like Florence, Reseda, Vanowen, La Brea and South

Broadway.

But here's the clincher: SB 1818 trumps restrictions built into the Community Plans because
it's state law. Each Community Plan is slowly being revisited by the Planning Department in
negotiations among homeowners, renters, business owners and city planners, so that
neighborhoods conform to projected growth. Right now, 12 city planners (plus support staff)
are redoing a big batch of Community Plans including Boyle Heights, Central City, Granada
Hills, Hollywood, San Pedro, South Central (redubbed Southeast), South LA Sunland-
Tujunga, Sylmar, West Adams, West L.A. and Westlake.

8/32015 3:37 PM
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In this top-down process, the Planning Department contacts each affected neighborhood
council (after notifying the City Council member who oversees that neighborhood) that
changes are in the wind — usually to densify the neighborhood.

Some areas face unusually dramatic growth, not because their Community Plan calls for it,
but because city planners got $1 million from the prodevelopment Southern California
Association of Governments, combined with Proposition A transportation funds and
property taxes, to research and plan extremely dense new neighborhoods near train stations
in mostly poor areas along Exposition Boulevard in South Los Angeles, along Soto and
Indiana streets on the Eastside, and near Gold Line stations in Chinatown, Lincoln Heights

and Cypress Park

Wes Joe, of the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council, says that his Community Plan was
rewritten in 2004, just before Goldberg got here from San Diego, so Silver Lake won't be up
for review for some time. Joe says city officials contacted one in five Silver Lake households
that year to help redo the Community Plan, and those meetings drew the “usual array of
Anglo homeowners" in a neighborhood that's also heavily Latino. Steve Leffert, the president

of Lake Balboa Neighborhood Council in the Valley, says that Lake Balboa's two adjacent
Community Plans were rewritten in 1993 and 1994, and he‘s heard nothing from the Planning

Department — yet.

The ostensible purpose of Community Plans is to manage the growth that is now officially
capped at 4.2 million before city services — like sewerage and local roads — are strained
beyond capacity. Perica points out that the current population of 3.9 million doesn't include
the 300,000 to 400,000 undocumented residents who make up 10 percent of the city, some
living in 50,000 to 70,000 illegally adapted garages and storage spaces, according to the
Department of Building and Safety. “"Keep that in mind the next time you're stuck in traffic,”

- Perica says. And the planning that exists for that shadow population doesn't begin to address

the scale of the problem.

Some residents are stunned by the way the city is trying to circumnvent the intent of the
Yaroslavksy-sponsored slow-growth measure known as Proposition U, embraced in a
landslide vote in 1986, which cut in half the size of buildings allowed on commercial strips

adjacent to residential areas.

Voters ushered in Prop. U after then Mayor Bradley, Council President Ferraro and

- prodeveloper council members like Pat Russell embraced wildly inappropriate projects.
Westwood Village was targeted for massive growth, and a huge trash-burning facility, Lancer, .
was pushed in South L.A. One flash point came with the $43 million, six-story Encino Terrace
Center office tower, which now looms over an attractive Encino neighborhood, wiping out

privacy below and casting a permanent shadow.

Prop. U aside, North Hollywood and Hollywood are now targeted for 20-to-35-story
skyscrapers that include a mix of residential on the upper floors and commercial on the
bottom. The 35-story Columbia Square building will tower over Sunset Boulevard at Gower
Street. Such skyscrapers represent dramatic — and virtually undebated — departures for
Hollywood and the Valley. Neither skyscraper site is protected by Prop. U, which doesn’t
apply to Hollywood, downtown or the Metro Rail site in North Hollywood. 4

8/3/2015 3:37PM
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Beyond what's in store for Hollywood and the Valley, Yaroslavsky also believes that the SB
1818 Implementation Ordinance places treasured, low-slung neighborhoods such as the
Fairfax District's historic rental corridor at risk. But since the mayor is ducking public
discussion, Yaroslavsky, a powerful elected official, finds himself instead debating two little~
known, if influential, city employees who serve at Villaraigosa's pleasure — Goldberg and

Senior City Planner Jane Blumenfeld.

“This is where Gail Goldberg is missing the boat," Yaroslavsky explains of the threats to
established, steady neighborhoods. For example, in the Fairfax District, where SB 1818's’
incentives allow developers to blow past existing zoning, “You've just increased the chance of

demolition and redevelopment from impossible to probable.”

Though Goldberg counters that the new law doesn't threaten the Fairfax District, ina
moment of candor she agrees that SB 1818 is an unavoidable state law that's "a terrible fit for
Los Angeles.” Blumenfeld, too, concedes that it's "draconian ... but we're trying to make it

work.

But Yaroslavsky says it was Blumenfeld, not the state, who pushed the new densities well
beyond the state requirements to "35 percent more density," and Blumenfeld then "laid out

all the 'findings’ to approve it."

Villaraigosa isn't part of this growing rancor. His own views are unknown, aside from his
repetitive claim that the "construction crane is the official bird" for Los Angeles.

Meet Jane Blumenfeld, the object of Yaroslavsky's scorn and senior planner for the city of
Los Angeles. After receiving her bachelor’s in history from the University of Wisconsin, and
‘then a master’s in city planning from the University of Pennsylvania, she came here in 1978,
working as a planning adviser for Mayor Bradley, just as young Councilman Yaroslavsky was
ushering through Prop. U to halt cornmercial high-rises near homes.

After spending some years in the real estate business, Blumenfeld worked as chief of staff to
former Councilman Mike Feuer, then rejoined the Planning Department in 2001. A small
woman with a quick wit propelled by spurts of sarcasm, Blumenfeld appears a bit stunned by
the charges Yaroslavsky lodges against her, like an elf reacting to the roar of a bear.

"All right .. all right,” she says calmly. "Let's just take a look at his work."

Blumenfeld leads me through a maze of hallways in City Hall, to an inner office where she
points to a color-coded map. “See that?" she says, pointing out that 83 percent of the
commercial parcels in the city are marked — indicating Prop. U is in force. “It's not physically
possible to build growth there, because Zev has blocked it with Proposition U."

But that's not true. In 2002, under Mayor James Hahn and with virtually no public scrutiny,
the City Council watered down Prop. U, creating a new land zone confusingly dubbed
“Residential Accessory Services.” [n such zones, projects can be doubled in size if the
developer merely agrees to mix housing units with businesses. In another nod to developers,
and calling it "smart growth," the council decided that projects with “affordable” housing can
be one-third bigger than permitted if they are within 1,500 feet of a bus stop. Together with
SB 1818, much of L.A. is now open to multistory construction. (Click here to download PDF of

the map.)
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To Blumenfeld, those neighborhoods are underutilized “transit corridors.” She also denies
Yaroslavsky's charge that Fairfax ~ as well as other stable villages that make up L.A. ~
threatened by SB 1818. Developers still find that "land is expensive, lumber is expensive. The
[state] law's been in effect for almost three years, but we've not seen any projects on Fairfax."

“So why write these incentives into the new law?" Yaroslavsky retorts. *The city can't keep
talking out of both sides of its mouth.”

City leaders first learned of plans to mandate denser California citiés in a 1996 memo from
the State Department of Housing and Community Development. But Yaroslavsky insists he
didn't hear about SB 1818 until last summer, when a mole from the city's Planning
Department leaked him a draft of the plan for apartment buildings 35 percent bigger than
allowed.

“We were appalled,” Yaroslavsky says. So the county supervisor again became the town crier.
Prodensity groups begrudgingly credit him for pressuring the council to ban these higher
buildings next to or across alleys from R1 (single family) homes. But other neighborhood
protections, such as alengthy appeals process, were stripped away.

“This all comes from the stupidity of doing these things behind closed doors," Yaroslavsky
says. "Now everybody's weighing in They didn't know what was going on. Now the Silver
Lake Neighborhood Council is picking this all apart, and rightly so.”

On hearing Yaroslavsky's version, Blumenfeld rolls her eyes.

“There's really no secret plans here," she says. “We don't do anything in this department
that's not superpublic and transparent, and nobody knows better than Zev the steps we go

through to adopt an ordinance. There were many, many public hearings.”

She cites a series of committee meetings, describing them as poorly attended: "Wow! A plan
to implement SB 1818! Let me give up my Saturday to go to this!"

In fact, Angelenos don't have a clue what's been happening, or what's coming. In the 32
months since Villaraigosa was elected, for example, the Los Angeles Times and the Daily News
have written only four stories about a plan to allow apartments without parking in order to
squeeze in more units. The phrase “SB 1818" has appeared in just 14 articles. The mayor's czar
of zoning variances, Michael LoGrande, is virtually unknown — mentioned just six times in
Los Angeles print media in the past two years. And the “superpublic” hearings cited by
Blumenfeld were attended almost exclusively by lobbyists, a few activists and the occasional

curious neighbor.

“There should be a debate!" Yaroslavsky wheezes, a victim of allergies, dabbing his nose with
a handkerchief.
"The proponents of the density hawks, including the director of the Planning Department,
and the real estate industry, and the L.A. Area Chamber of Commerce — they had the audacity
to say that they negotiated the plan [with homeowners]. Not true, there wasn't one

» neighborhood group that knew about it!"

Now meet Gail Goldberg, Blumenfeld's boss and philosophical cousin, and the other object
of Yaroslavsky's discontent. On a Friday at 8:20 a.m,, I step out of a City Hall elevator on the
fifth floor, walking down an imposing corridor. There stand the double daors to the offices of

the director of the Planning Department, Goldberg.
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More than 30 feet back from the unattended public counter sits Goldberg's assistant, Lily
Quan, the only person in the vast reception area at that hour. She looks up. "May [ help you?"

"I'm with the LA Weekly, and 1 just got stood up by the planning director for an 8 a.m.
meeting at Starbucks."

Quan offers an expression of withering condescension. “I think you're confused,” she says
slowly, as if to a mentally impaired person. “Your meeting is scheduled for next Friday."

*I have a copy of the é—rﬁail, sent by you, confirming the meeting for this morning."

Quan consults her computer, tapping buttons.

"Looks like we made a mistake,” she concedes. “Sorry ... She's got a 9 a.m. appointment, so
you'd only have half an hour.”

“That," [ say, "would be a good start,” pondering how the Planning Department could have so
much trouble planning a cup of coffee.

At 8:35, Quan ushers me down a small hallway. Goldberg graciously rises from the seat
behind her desk to apologize, greeting me in a manner that is both warm and — since we are

_in City Hall ~ imperious.
“So what have I read of yours lately?” she asks.
“You would probably have a better idea of that than me.”
"What I mean is, what have you written that might have annoyed me?"

In fact, I had recently authored a piece on the city's “Parking Reduction Ordinance,” which
lets developers of apartments and condos near train stations and bus stops get a waiver from
the city's minimum parking-space requirements. In a radical departure, the city could allow
big apartments to be constructed without parking spaces. The developer need only prove he
is providing a vaguely imagined "alternative means" of transportation — potentially, anything
from carpool programs to bicycle racks to walking canes and foot balm — that a local
city-zoning administrator feels is a "viable alternative"” to driving.

The “public-transit promoting" Parking Reduction Ordinance is not going over well with
some of the very few Los Angeles residents who have heard of it.

The Silver Lake Neighborhood Council says that, among other things, the reduced-parking
ordinance will eventually punish the working poor (who actually use public transit), helping
to prod them out of neighborhoods where hipster, "transit-oriented" projects lacking parking
would almost inevitably be paired with luxury rentals.

Developer Gilmore insists the parking-reduction waiver isn't aimed at “what's happening in
Silver Lake today, but what it will look like in 20 to 30 years." Yaroslavsky responds, “I don't
think Gail [Goldberg] has a clue as to the impact of what these ‘incentives' will be."

When residents of Los Angeles hammered out 35 Community Plans to direct what should
happen in the city’s loosely connected villages, those plans did not include luxury
apartments without parking or skyscraper apartments looming over neighborhoods.
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“Good planning has to lead, not follow,” Goldberg explains, of City Hall's quiet push to
amend those Community Plans, a process she insists will emphasize the need to work
together. “We need to get in front of the process with Community Plans, which we're creating
right now."

Twenty years ago, Robin Kramer, then chief of staff to Eastside City Councilman Richard
Alatorre, told The New York Times, in an almost identical comment, that the key question was
how City Hall could “best manage the growth and lead it.” Now Kramer is back, again as a
chief of staff — but this time to Villaraigosa.

At 9 am., as Goldberg is preparing to greet members of the Downtown Planning
Commission, she advises me of my civic responsibility as a journalist regarding the density

debate:
“All T ask is that you don't scare people into paralysis.”

The apartment-construction binge began in 2002 but dates to 1993, when the Planning
Department, under newly elected Mayor Richard Riordan, rolled out the new-housing
cormaponent of its General Plan. Although dozens of Community Plans attempted to mute its
more dire effects, the General Plan claimed that two-thirds of the city — already the fourth
most densely populated in the nation — was “underutilized."

Many found the General Plan laughable and unlikely to ever unfold. But then demographers
from California's State Department of Finance and the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) prophesied that an inevitable county population increase of 2.5 million
people by 2025 had to be met in Los Angeles by the building of far more housing.

That's when city planners started redesigning the very DNA of Los Angeles.

Goldberg says that SCAG bureaucrats want to see 16,000 new housing units per year —in a
city many residents view as already overbuilt and grossly congested. (City Hall listens to
SCAG, but some cities are sick of SCAG's density drumbeat. Irvine is involved in a bitter
lawsuit against SCAG; Palmdale and La Mirada tried to stop SCAG and lost in court.)

SCAG “population projections” of massive, inevitable growth in L.A. are notoriously
unreliable, says demographer James Allen, professor emeritus of geography at California

State University Northridge.

“I personally don't put any stake in the accuracy of projections from SCAG or anyone else,”
Allen says. In his college classes, Allen assigns his students to make such projections —
showing them how easy itis to manipulate theoretical circumstances to get whatever

“population growth" results they desire.

It's a game, Allen explains, with outcomes "all based on assumptions that can't be known.” A
- crashin the local economy, the subprime mortgage debacle, a flood or earthquake, major job
growth in the US. South — all can send hundreds of thousands of people to other regions.

"But let's say they're accurate,” Yaroslavsky conjectures. "Are we being told that we need to
rebuild the entire city to facilitate another 2.5 million people in the next 17 years? Good luck.
It's not going to happen — economically or politically ... It's preposterous. The deal is that
there are 2 number of developers who see an apportunity here to make a killing."

8/3/2015 3:37 PM



¢ Hall's "Density Hawks™ Are Changing L.A.'s DNA | L.A. Weekly  hup//www.laweekly.com/news/city-halls-density-hawks-are-changing..

The actual growth statistics fly in the face of the luxury-apartment future envisioned by the
Villaraigosa administration. The U.S. Census says that between 1990 and 2000, 400,000
more residents fled Los Angeles County than moved in from other states and California
counties. And significantly, the people who moved here earn an average of $3,000 less per
year than the 400,000 who fled.

Yet the population is expanding, and the two key causes are illegal immigration and the high
birth rate among the poor and working poor. Local Latino birth rates are driving it, and in
Los Angeles, that means families with a median annual income circling $25,000.

Who is going to snap up thousands of luxury apartments on the drawing boards, at $2,500 a
month? A few foreign nationals from Stuttgart and London, Dubai and Moscow? Even if
Villaraigosa's team comes up with 16,000 new units per year in order to please land

speculators, developers and bureaucrats at SCAG, it's highly unlikely that L.A's new
residents — not hipsters but low-income families — could afford them.

“There's never been the market to support what they've been building," says Joel Kotkin, who
notes that L.A. planners mistakenly believe they are creating the next New York or Chicago,
when, Kotkin believes, it's more likely they are erecting a dense new Third World city.

There are, to be sure, arguments supporting high-density cities. Peter Gleick, director of
Pacific Institute, an ecology-research foundation in San Francisco, says, “In single-family
suburban homes, more than half the tap-water supply is spent on lawns and gardens. ... With
the expected radical decline in the Sierra Nevada snowpacks, cities like Los Angeles and Las
Vegas cannot continue to grow in the 21st century the way they did in the 20th."

But density also breeds much more crime — something "density hawks" never mention. A
report by the National Center for Policy Analysis says crime rates in dense cities outpace by
up to 20 percent the crime in more sprawling, spacious cities. So-called “"smart growth"

Portland and Seattle lead the pack in property crime.

These colliding issues ~ of water usage, critne peaks, birth rates, developer greed (or
hardship, according to Gilmore), statistical manipulation and City Hall transparency — could
and should be the subject of public debate in Los Angeles.

But they're not.

Think of the current process as the urban-planning equivalent of termites gnawing away at
the city's crossbeams. Each time a zoning-change application is considered, it must be heard
in public in front of a volunteer committee of a regional Planning Commission — all political

appointees of Villaraigosa.
The Planning Department is supposed to send notifications to the relevant "certified

neighborhood council,” and to all neighbors within 500 feet of the property at issue, or to
post a notice in any local newspaper. And in addition, the agenda for all such hearings is

posted at www.cityplanning.lacity.org.

That's how the Planning Department claims to be engaging the public. But a wall of silence
between the public and the city is built into the incremental nature of the process.
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Few residents know what to make of the strangely worded notifications they suddenly
receive in the mail — just 10 days before a hearing. (Some notices, as in the Lake Balboa
district in the Valley, arrived after a key hearing had occurred.) There's very rarely media
interest, and in a city where few residents know the name of their city-council member (Los
Angeles City Council districts contain about 280,000 people, the largest such districts ~and
many say the least responsive ~ in the U.S)), fighting City Hall is daunting.

Planning Commission hearings are held during business hours, handy for developers but not
for residents. When no residents appear to aoppose a developer's plan, the regional
commissioners — often local residents, theoretically more invested in the area’s welfare than
downtown planners — usually go along with the developer. Usually, after the developer
completes an environmental report and addresses a few problems, the zoning change or

variance is granted.

The Woodland Hills-Warner Neighborhood Council's chairperson, Joyce Pearson, wrote this
warning in a recent newsletter to her Valley area: “The public often waits until it's too late to
do anything to enhance major developments or to impact any potential problems that may
be caused.”

Yet the public isn't "waiting,” as Pearson puts it. The public is out of the loop ~ often until the
demolition fence is already up.

That seems fine with City Hall. With afew pockets of 1980s-style dctivism developing at the
feistier monthly neighborhood-council meetings in Los Angeles, City Hall has begun
responding ~ by attacking the locals.

For example, the often-clamoring North Hills West Neighborhood Council, in a far-flung
Valley area that was a hotbed of secession-movement sentiment, is so distrustful of City Hali
that its members attend city Planning Comumnission hearings en masse. The North Hills group
has defeated a series of high-density housing proposals on its rustic fields and meadows.

For their trouble, City Hall came down hard on these citizens. According to homeowner
Peggy Burgess, the Neighborhood Council was subjected to an official barrage of blistering,
trumped-up charges — even including racism — that originated from a cadre of
pro-growthers. The accusers were allowed to file complaints anonymously with the city's
somewhat ironically named Department of Neighborhood Empowerment (DONE).

Burgess says that, during a vitriolic December meeting, Manuel Durazo, a city project
coordinator for DONE, conceded that he simply forwarded the ugly charges to the Board of

- Neighborhood Commissioners, and official “decertification” proceedings of the
Neighborhood Council got under way - with no city official bothering to investigate the
accusations, or allowing the neighborhood council to refute them.

Durazo finally admitted the charges were unsubstantiated. He sent out a letter congratulating
the Neighborhood Council on its victory - adding that he'd requested that the city transfer
him to a different district.

Since 2005, Villaraigosa has been tirelessly cheerleading for a taller city. He has often pointed
to the frenzied construction of mixed-use buildings (apartments, shops and offices) as proof
that he is probusiness. '

8/3/2015 3:37 PM



y Hall's "Density Hawks" Are Changing L.A's DNA | LA Weekly  http/fwww.laweekly.com/news/city-halls-density-hawks-are-changing..

In fact, some counter that L.A. is antibusiness, a city that drives big and small companies to
neighboring Pasadena, Calabasas, Glendale, Culver City and elsewhere, earning itself special
attention each year in the Kosmont Report on urban areas with backward business policies.

Villaraigosa appeatrs to believe that edifices equate with business, and that the buildings
themselves will lure in an educated work force and quality companies. "If we're not creating
wealth, if we're not bringing in investment, if the official bird of Los Angeles isn't the crane,
then we won't be able to do all the good things we would like to do for our people,”

Villaraigosa told the Los Angeles Business Journal in 2006.

His narrow emphasis on high-density housing construction might cost L.A. if a recession has

_ really arrived. “The burst housing bubble has hit us pretty hard,” says Joseph Linton, policy
associate for Livable Spaces, a nonprofit developer that's completed mixed-income, transit-
oriented residences in Long Beach and Lincoln Heights. The affordable units are selling, "but
our market-rate units are going very slowly.” Adds Gary Toebben, president of the L.A. Area
Chamber of Commerce, "New market-rate housing is just not moving."

Nonetheless, Blumenfeld imagines dense urban villages built around subway stations,
populated by the young and old, neighbors who shop on the ground floor and use rail or

buses ta get about.

Gail Goldberg looks out across the city and imagines residents and developers working side
by side, with her department’s firm leadership dedicated to the integrity of neighborhoods.

But from his County Hall of Administration office just a few blocks away, Yaroslavsky, his
voice rumbling in a basso profundo, waves off Blumenfeld's and Goldberg's utopian plans: ‘1
watched the demolition derby in this town 20 years ago ...l have a platform. I have some
credibility. I bhave something to say. [But] I shouldn't be the one to sayit"

Also read Julia Cooke's article on urban similarities between L A. and Mexico City.

And What's Smart About Smart Growth? by David Zahniser

*Editor's Note: This story incorrectly stated that Los Angeles County Supervisor Zev
Yaroslavsky fought federal funding for subways after a methane explosion in 1985. In fact,
Yaroslavsky called for more study of methane gas dangers while Congressman Henry
Waxman championed the federal ban. Later, Yaroslavsky led a ballot effort that prevented
local sales taxes from being used on the subway being tunneled under Hollywood, allowing
that tax money to go to other transit projects. This story was corrected Feb. 29.

Contact: StevenLeigh Morris  Follow: LA. Weekly LA. Weekly
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CITY ATTORNEY ROS-0317
REPORT NO.

SEP 1 2 2005

REPORT RE:

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LOS ANGELES ADMINISTRATIVE
AND MUNICIPAL CODES TO MAKE VARIOUS TECHNICAL AND
CLARIFYING CHANGES

The Honorable Los Angeles City Council
of the City of Los Angeles

Room 395, City Hall

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, California 80012

Council File Nos. 01-0760 and 99-1800
CPC Case No. 99-0435 - not transmitted

Honorable Members:

We are transmitting to you for your action, approved as to form and legality, a final
draft Ordinance to amend the Los Angeles Administrative and Municipal Codes to make
various technical and clarifying changes.

Charter Findings

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, the Director of Planning has approved this draft
of ordinance on behalf of the City Planning Commission and recommended that the City
Council adopt it. Should the City Council adopt this ordinance, it may comply with the

provisions of Charter Section 558 by either adopting the findings of the Director of Planning
as set forth in his report dated August 23, 2005, or by making its own findings.

CEQA Findings

Regarding a finding pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the Department of Planning determined that the proposed ordinance is exempt from
CEQA, pursuant to Article Il, Section 2, Subsection (m) of the City's CEQA Guidelines

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
200 NORTH MAIN STREET ¢« LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-4131 « 213.978.8100 + 213.978.8310 TDD



Honorable Los Angeles City Council
of the City of Los Angeles
Page 2

because enactment of this ordinance constitutes enabling legislation and will have no
impact on the physical environment. If the City Council concurs, it must make this finding
prior to or concurrent with its action on the ordinance.

Summary of Ordinance Provisions
The draft of ordinance amends various provisions of the Los Angeles Administrative

and Municipal Codes to correct typographical errors, and to make clarifying and technical
changes.

Council Rule 38 Referral
A copy of the final draft ordinance was sent, pursuant to Council Rule 38, to the

Departments of Building and Safety and Housing. The Departments have indicated that
they have no objections to the draft ordinance.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact Assistant City Attorney Sharon
Siedorf Cardenas at (213) 978-8235. She or another member of this staff will be available
to answer any questions you may have when you consider this matter.

Sincerely,

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney

By

DAVID MICHAELSON
Chief Assistant City Attorney

~ DM/SSC:pj(114872)
Transmittal



ORDINANCE NO.

An ordinance amending Sections 4.91 and 4.111.1 and repealing
Section 4.111.3 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code and repealing Section 11.5.8,
adding Sections 11.5.9 and amending Sections 11.00, 11.5.6, 11.5.7, 12.03, 12.04,
12.08, 12,16, 12.21, 12.21.3, 12.21.5, 12.22, 12.24, 12.26, 12.27, 12.32, 12.36, 13.01,
13.02, 13.10, 14.00, 16.05, 16.50, 17.03, 17.06, 17.50, 17.52, 17.54, 41.50, 91.6218.2,
Table 62-C of Division 62 of Article 1 of Chapter IX, 91.6305, 91.8607, 97.0201,
151.08, and 152.06 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code to make various technical and
clarifying changes.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Subsection (f) of Section 4.91 of the Los Angeles Administrative
Code is amended to read:

(f) Retroactive Salary Adjustments. Step adjustments will be
recomputed, if necessary, pursuant to the provisions for any retroactive salary
ordinance (for non-represented employees) or Council-approved MOU (for
represented employees).

Sec. 2. Section 4.111.1 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code is amended by
adding a second unnumbered paragraph to read:

A court of competent jurisdiction is defined as a court within the county in which
the employee resides. If the place of appearance is outside the county of residence, it
must be within 150 miles of the employees residence.

Sec. 3. Section 4.111.3 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code is repealed.

Sec. 4. The first paragraph of Subsection () of Section 11.00 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read: '

() In addition to any other remedy or penaity provided by this Code, any
violation of any provision of this Code is declared to be a public nuisance and
may be abated by the City or by the City Attorney on behalf of the people of the
State of California as a nuisance by means of a restraining order, injunction or
any other order or judgment in law or equity issued by a court of competent
jurisdiction. The City or the City Attorney, on behalf of the people of the State of
Califomnia, may seek injunctive relief to enjoin violations of, or to compel
compliance with, the provisions of this Code or seek any other relief or remedy
available at law or equity.




Sec. §. The second and third unnumbered paragraphs of Subsection E of
Section 11.5.6 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are amended to read:

After the close of the public hearing, the Council may do either of the following:

1. Approve or disapprove the Plan amendment in whole or in part in
accordance with Charter Section 555(e); or

2. Propose changes to the Plan amendment.

The Council shall take either of these actions within 75 days after receiving the
recommendation of the Mayor, or within 75 days after the expiration of the-
Mayor's time to act if the Mayor has not made a timely recommendation. The
failure of the Council to act within that 75-day period shall constitute a
disapproval of the Plan amendment.

Sec. 6. Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection C of Section 11.5.7 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(a) That the project substantially complies with the applicable regulations,
findings, standards and provisions of the specific plan; and

Sec. 7. Section 11.5.8 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is repealed.

Sec. 8. Article 1.5 of Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended
by adding a new Section 11.5.9 to read:

Sec. 11.5.9. WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION.

A. Procedures. At any time before the initial decision-maker or appeliate body
on appeal makes a final decision on an application pursuant to the Code sections listed
in Subsection C below, the applicant may withdraw the application. :

B. Limitations. The withdrawal of the application must be in writing and does
not require the decision-maker to concur. The withdrawal of the application shall be
permanent and any associated authorization shall be void.

C. Code Sections. This section applies to applications filed pursuant to
Sections 11.56.68, 11.5.7, 12.20.2, 12.20.3, 12.21, 12.22, 12.23, 12.24, 12.25, 12.26,
12.27, 12.28, 12.30, 12.32, 12.36, 12.39, 12.50,13.01 H, 14.00, 14.5.6, 16.01, 16.02,
16.04, 16.05, 16.50 and Articles 7 and 8 of Chapter 1 of this Code.



' Sec. 9. Lettered paragraphs (a) and (f) of the definition of Accessory Use in
Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are amended to read:

(a) all the historic vehicles and parts maintained in outdoor storage,
whether currently licensed or unlicensed, or whether operable or inoperable
constitute an Historic Vehicle Collection;

(f) plans for the maintenance of the Historic Vehicle Collection have been
submitted to and approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures in Section 12.28 C 1, 2 and 3 and subject to the same fees as in
Section 19.01 E for relief from fence height limitation.

Sec. 10. The fourth unnumbered paragraph of the definition of Accessory Use in
Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

An approval of an Historic Vehicle Collection and any use allowed by this
Code shall be subject to conditions not in conflict with this Code which the
Zoning Administrator may deem necessary or advisable to impose in order to
protect the peace and quiet of occupants of contiguous property.

Sec. 11. Subsection C of Section 12.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

C. In order to regulate more adequately and restrict the height and fioor area of
buildings and structures, each lot shall include a height district designation. Height
district designations shall be numbered from 1 to 4, CRA 1t0 4, EZ 1 to 4, and CSA 1
to 4 and shall regulate the helght or floor area of buildings and structures as provided in
Sections 12.21.1, 12.21.2, 12.21.3, 12.21.4 and 12.21.5. The height districts and their
boundaries are shown on the Zoning Map by a combination of zone symbols and height
district number markings, 6.g., R2-1, C2-2, M1-3, C1-CRA1, M2-EZ2, C2-CS8A3, efc.
Where a lot is located in more than one height district, the applicable zone symbol
designations shall be separated by a slash mark, e.g., R2-CRA/CSA, C2-EZ1/CRAZ,
efc. The symbol "HD" preceding height district number markings, when shown on the
Zoning Map or used in a zoning ordinance, is an abbreviation for the words "height
district" and refers to height districts. The height districts for the "CW" Zone are the
height districts shown in Section 6 of the Central City West Specific Plan. The height
districts for the "ADP" Zone are hsight districts shown in Section 7 of the Alameda
District Specific Plan. The height districts for the "WC" Zone are height districts shown
in Section 7 of the Warner Center Specific Plan. The height districts for the "LASED"
Zone are the height districts shown on Section 10 of the Los Angeles Sports and
Entertainment District Specific Plan.



Sec. 12. Subdivision 4 of Subsection C of Section 12.09 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

4. Lot Area — Every lot shall have a minimum width of 50 feet and a
minimum area of 5,000 square feet. The minimum lot area per dwelling unit
shall be 2,500 square feet, except for apartment houses, boarding or rcoming
houses, and multiple dwellings on lots having a side lot line adjoining a lot in a
commercial or industrial zone as provided for in Subsection A of this section,
which uses shall comply with the lot area per dwelling unit and guest room
regulations of the RD1.5 Zone.

Provided, that where a lot has a width of less than 50 feet or an area of
less than 5,000 square feet and was held under separate ownership or was of
record at the time this article became effective, the lot may be occupied by any
use permitted in this section, except those uses requiring more than 5,000
square feet of lot area. In no case, however, shall a two-family dwelling or
two-family dwellings be allowed on a lot with an area of less than 4,000 square

feet.

Exceptions to area regulations are provided for in Section 12.22 C of this
Code.

Sec. 13. Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection A of Section 12.16 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(a) The following amusement enterprises:
(1) boxing aréna;
(2) games of skill and scie‘nce;
(3) merry-go-round, ferris wheel or carousel;
(4) penny arcade;
(5) shooting gallery;
(6) skating rink;

(7) Strip tease show. This use shall include an adult cabaret, as
defined in Section 12.70 B of this Code;

(8) billiard or pool hali;



(9) bowling alley;

(10) indoor swap meets, unless authorized pursuant to the
provisions of Section 12.24 W 42; and

(11) other similar uses, but not including the conducting of any
game of bingo authorized pursuant to the provisions of Article 4.5 of
Chapter IV of this Code.

Sec. 14. Paragraph (p) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection A of Section 12.16 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(p) Gymnasiums, health clubs and other similar uses.

Sec. 15. Subdivision 2 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

2. Other Use and Yard Determinations by the Zoning Administrator.
The Zoning Administrator shall have authority to determine other uses, in
addition to those specifically listed in this article, which may be permitted in each
of the various zones, when in his or her judgment, the other uses are similar to
and no more objectionable to the public welfare than those listed.

The Zoning Administrator shall also have authority to interpret zoning
regulations when the meaning of the regulation is not clear, either in general or
as it apples to a specific property or situation.

Anyone aggrieved by the Zoning Administrator's determination may file an
appeal within 15 days from the issuance of the written decision.

The City Planning Commission shall hear appeals on Zoning
Administrator Interpretations where there is no site specific issue. The Area
Planning Commission shall hear appeals on site specific Zoning Administrator
Interpretations. In no instance, however, shall the Zoning Administrator
determine, nor shall these regulations be so interpreted, that a use may be
permitted in a zone when that use is specifically listed as first permissible in a
less restrictive zone; e.g., a use listed in the C2 Zone shall not be permitted in
the C1 Zone, or in a more restricted designation associated with a Pedestrian
Oriented District or Specific Plan.

The Zoning Administrator shall also have authority to adopt general
interpretations determining the proper application of the yard regulations to
groups of lots located in hillside districts or affected by common problems.



Sec. 16. Paragraph (c) of Subdivision 4 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(c) For Commercial and Industrial Bulldings. Except as otherwise
provided in Subparagraphs (1) through and including (7) below, there shall be at
least one automobile parking space for each 500 square feet of combined floor
area contained within all the office, business, commercial, research and
development buildings, and manufacturing or industrial buildings on any lot.

Sec. 17. Sub-subparagraphs 3 and 6 of Subparagraph (3) of Paragraph (x) of
Subdivision 4 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are

amended to read:

3. Wilshire Center/Koreatown Recovery Redevelopment
Project Area, delineated by Ordinance No. 170806;

6. Any Enterprise Zone as that term is defined in
Section 12.21.4 of this Code.

Sec. 18. Sub-subparagraphs 7, 8, 8 and 10 of Subparagraph (3) of
Paragraph (x) of Subdivision 4 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles

Municipal Code are repealed.

Sec. 19. The Exception of Subparagraph (k) of Subdivision § of Subsection A of
Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

EXCEPTION:

Lights in compliance with Sections 91. 6305 and 91.8607 of
the Code.

All parking areas and garages provided for three or more
dwelling units or guest rooms shall have an average surface
illumination of not less than 0.2 footcandles (2.15 Ix).

Sec. 20. Subdivision 11 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

11. Tennis or Paddle Tennis Courts. A tennis or paddle tennis court,
constructed as an accessory use to the primary residential use on the same lot in
the A or R Zones, shall comply with specific construction and operation
standards as may be established by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to
Subsection C 4 of this section and shall be located as required in Subsection C §

of this section.




Sec. 21. Paragraph (i) of Subdivision 16 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(i) Showers and lockers shall be provided as required by Section 81.6307
of this Code.

Sec. 22. Subparagraph (2) of Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 17 of Subsection A
of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(2) For any main building on a lot in the RA, RE, RS, R1, and RD
Zones, the above required side yard or the side yard required by the zone
in which the lot is located, whichever requirement is greater, shall be
increased one foot for each increment of ten feet or fraction thereof above
the first 18 feet of height of the main building.

Sec. 23. Sub-Subparagraph (ii) of Subparagraph (6) of Paragraph (a) of
Subdivision 20 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

(it) Pursuant to Section 12.24 W 49 of this Code, the
decision-maker may allow use of an alternate detailed plan and
specifications for landscaping and screening, including plantings,
fences, walls, sign and structural applications, manufactured
devices and other features designed to screen, camoufiage and
buffer antennas, poles and accessory uses. The antenna and
supporting structure or monopole shall be of a design and treated
with an architectural material so that it is camouflaged to resemble
a tree with a single trunk and branches on its upper part, or shall be
designed using other similar stealth techniques.

Sec. 24. The Maps in Section 12.21.3 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are
deleted.

Sec. 25. The first unnumbered paragraph of Section 12.21.5 of the Los Angeles .
Municipal Code is amended to read:

Within the boundaries of the Centers Study areas designated on Maps
numbered 1 through 3 and 5 through 28 in Council File Nos. 86-0958, 86-0957, 85-
0193 and 84-1554, the height district limitations set forth below in Subsections A

through F shall apply.

Sec. 26. The Maps in Section 12.21.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are
deleted.



Sec. 27. Sub-subparagraph (i) of Subparagraph (10) of Paragraph (a) of
Subdivision 23 of Subsection A of Section 12.22 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

(I) Landscaping - Setback. A landscaped, planted area
having a minimum inside width of five feet shall be required along
all street frontages of the lot and on the perimeters of all parking
areas of the lot or lots which abut a residential zone or use.

Notwithstanding the above, in the Downtown Business
District as defined in Section 12.21 A 4 (i) of this Code, a
landscape (planted) area having a minimum inside width of five feet
shall be required on the perimeters of all parking areas of the lot
which abut a residential zone or use.

Sec. 28. Subdivision 10 of Subsection C of Section 12.22 of the Los Angeles
Municipal code is amended to read:

10. Rear Yard - includes One-Half Alley. Exceptin the RS, R1, RU, RZ,
RMP, and R2 Zones, in computing the depth of a rear yard where the rear yard
opens onto an alley or in the RW Zone onto a court of not more than 30 feet in
width, one-half the width of the alley or court may be assumed to be a portion of

the required rear yard.

Sec. 29. The first unnumbered paragraph of Paragraph (b) of Subdivision 16 of
Subsection X of Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(b) Procedures. An application pursuant to this subdivision involving a
nonconforming use shall follow the procedures for variances set forth in
Section 12.27 C of this Code, except to the extent an additional appeal is
permitted to City Council. The Zoning Administrator may waive the public
hearing if the applicant has secured the approval for the reconstruction from the
owners of all properties abutting, across the street or alley from, or having a
common corner with the subject property. [f that approval is obtained from the
surrounding property owners, the Zoning Administrator may waive the public
hearing if the administrator makes the following written findings:

Sec. 30. The first sentence of Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 1 of Subsection E of
Section 12.26 is amended by breaking it into two sentences to read:

(a) A certificate of occupancy for a new building or the enlargement or
alteration of an existing building shall be applied for coincident with the
application for a building permit. The certificate of occupancy shall be issued
after the request for it has been made in writing to the Superintendent of Building



after the erection, enlargement or alteration of the building or part of the building
has been completed in conformity with the provisions of these regulations.

Sec. 31. Subsection J of Section 12.27 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

J. Time for Appellate Decision. The Area Planning Commission shall make its
decision within 75 days after the expiration of the appeal period. The 75 day time limit
to act on an appeal may be extended by mutual written consent of the applicant and the
Area Planning Commission. [f the Area Planning Commission fails to act within this
time limit, the action of the Zoning Administrator on the matter shall be final, except as
provided in Subsection N below.

Sec. 32. The first sentence of Subsection S of Section 12.27 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

If the use authorized by any variance granted by ordinance, or by decision of the
Zoning Administrator, the Area Planning Commission, City Planning Commission or the
City Council is or has been abandoned or discontinued for a period of six months, or
the conditions of the variance have not been complied with, the Director, upon
knowledge of this fact, may give notice to the record owner or lessee of the real
property affected to appear at a time and place fixed by the Director and show cause
why the ordinance or decision granting the variance should not be repealed or
rescinded, as the case may be.

Sec. 33. Paragraph (e) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection G of Sectlon 12.32 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read: ,

(e) Certificate of Occupancy. Property shall remain in a temporary (Q)
Qualified classification for the period of time provided in Paragraph (f) of this
subsection or until a Certificate of Occupancy is issued by the Superintendent of
Building for one or more of the uses first permitted by the Qualified zone
ordinance. The Superintendent of Building shall notify the Director of the
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Once the Certificate of Occupancy is
issued: (i) the (Q) Qualified classification shall no longer be considered
temporary; (i) the parentheses shall be removed from the designation; and (iii)
the new zone designation shall become finally effective and shall be placed on
the appropriate City records with the symbol "Q" being a permanent part of the
symbol designation; for example QR3-1. All applicable limitations and/or
standards within the Qualified classification ordinance shall thereafter be
considered to apply permanently to the specific uses. The temporary Qualified
classification and the accompanying conditions that have become permanent
and are shown with brackets shall have the same status as those that have
become permanent, but shown with neither parenthesis nor brackets.



. Sec. 34. Subparagraph (2) of Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 3 of Subsection Q of
Section 12.32 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(2) Conditional Approval or Denial. Notwithstanding
Subdivision 2 (a) of this subsection, a vesting zone change may be
conditioned or denied if the City Planning Commission or the City Council
determines:

Sec. 35. Subdivision 1 of Subsection C of Section 12.36 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

1. Except as provided in Subdivision 2 below, if a project requires at least
one quasi-judicial approval and at least one legislative approval, all of the
applications shall be considered by the City Planning Commission. The
procedures used for consideration of initial decisions and any appeals of all of
the required approvals will be those set forth in Section 12.32 B through D.
However, if the Commission fails to act on a quasi-judicial application or appeal,
which is a part of a multiple approval, then the quasi-judicial action shall be
transferred to the City Council without a recommendation for a decision. If a
project requires a plan amendment, not withstanding the time limits set forth in
Section 12.32 B through D, the time limit in which the Council must act on all
applications shall run from the time the Council receives the Mayor's
recommendation or the time for the mayor to act expires.

Sec. 36. The first sentence of Subsection D of Section 12.36 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:

If a project subject to Subsections B or C of this section also requires a tract map
or parcel map approval by the Advisory Agency, that subdivision approval and any
appeals shall be decided and governed by the rules applicable to subdivision approvals
as set forth in Article 7 of this chapter.

Sec. 37. Subsection E of Section 12.36 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read: '

E. Projects Requiring Multiple Approvals, Including Director Approval. ifa
project requires more than one approval by the Zoning Administrator and the Area
Planning Commission or the City Planning Commission and also requires an approval
by the Director, all the applications shall be decided by either the Area Planning
Commission or the City Planning Commission, whichever Commission has jurisdiction
over at least one of the approvals, as provided in Subsections B, C or D of this section.
The procedure used for consideration of initial decisions and any appeals of the
required approvals shall be those set forth in Subsections B, C or D of this section.
However, if a public benefit approval is combined with a quasi-judicial approval, but
neither a legislative nor a subdivision approval is also required, then the initial decision-
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maker shall be the City Planning Commission and the appellate body shall be the City
Council.

Sec. 38. The definition of "Los Angeles City Qil Field Area" in Subsection B of
Section 13.01 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

"Los Angeles City Qil Fleld Area" shall mean all land in the City within
the areas identified on the maps in Ordinance No. 156,166 located in Council
File No. 80-3951 and shall include all oil producing zones beneath those areas
but no deeper than the third zone beneath the surface of the earth.

Sec. 39. The Maps in Subdivision 4 of Subsection D of Section 13.01 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code are deleted.

Sec. 40. Subsection D of Section 13.02 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

D. Other Districts. In addition to the districts established by Subsection C of
this section, other districts within which animal slaughtering is permitted and the
conditions applying thereto shall be subject to the approval of development plans by the

Administrator,

Sec. 41. Subdivision 1 of Subsection D of Section 13.02 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is deleted.

Sec. 42. Subsection B of Section 13.10 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

B. Establishment of Districts. The procedures set forth in Section 12.32 S
shall be followed except that each Fence Height District (FH) shall include only lots
which are in residential zones, and shall not include lots which are in Hillside Areas, in
the Coastal Zone, in Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, or in Specific Plan Areas.

Sec. 43. Subparagraph (13) of Paragraph (a) of Subdivision 2 of Subsection A
of Section 14.00 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

(13) A solid, decorative, masonry or wrought iron wall or fence at
least six feet in height, or the maximum height permitted by the zone,
whichever is less. The wall or fence encircles the periphery of the
property and does not extend into the required front yard setback; and

Sec. 44. Subdivision 2 of Subsection D of Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code is amended to read:
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2. Any development project with a still-valid discretionary approval,
including but not limited to those listed in Subsection B 2 of this section, shall be
exempt from site plan review only if the applicable decision-making body
determines in writing that the prior discretionary approval, and the required
environmental review, considered significant aspects of the approved project's
design (such as, but not limited to, building location, height, density, use,
parking, access) and that the existing environmental documentation under the
California Environmental Quality Act is adequate for the issuance of the present
permit in light of the conditions specified in Section 21166 of the California Public
Resources Code. The Department of City Planning may require supplements to
the environmental documentation to maintain its currentness. The Director is
authorized to establish procedures to process determinations required under this
subdivision.

Sec. 45. The second unnumbered paragraph of Subdivision 5 of Subsection E
of Section 16.50 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

An applicant requesting approval of a proposed modification to a project
shall do so in writing. The request shall include an illustrated description of the
proposed modification and a narrative justification. Written proof that a
modification is required by a public agency shall be submitted with the request.
Copies of all materials submitted in connection with the request shall be
transmitted to the design review board for its information at the time the request
is submitted to the Planning Department. There shall be no fee for a review of a
modification required by a public agency. An applicant may also request a minor
modification which is not required by a public agency. In that case, a fee shall be
paid pursuant to Subdivision 2 (e) of this subsection.

Sec. 46. The sixth unnumbered paragraph of Subsection A of Section 17.03 of
the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

. If the final decision-maker imposes a condition as part of an action on a
related application that differs from a condition of approval on a tentative tract
map, then the Advisory Agency shall have the authority to make the tract map
conditions consistent with the final decision-maker’s action.

Sec. 47. Subdivisions 3, 4 and 5 of Subsection A of Section 17.06 of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code are amended to read:

3. Appeal to the Appeal Board. The subdivider, the Mayor, any
member of the City Council, or any other interested person adversely affected by
the proposed subdivision may appeal any action of the Advisory Agency with
respect to the tentative map or the kind, nature or extent of the improvement
required to the Appeal Board.

12



Appeals to the Appeal Board shall be filed in duplicate, in a public office of
the Deparntment of City Planning on forms provided for that purpose within ten
days of the date of mailing of the written decision of the Advisory Agency and
shall be accompanied by the fee required in Section 198.02 of this Code. No
appeal shall be considered filed until the form has been properly completed and
all information required by it has been submitted. The completed appeal form
and file shall then immediately be transmitted to the Appeal Board Secretary for
a public hearing before the Appeal Board.

The Appeal Board, upon notice to the subdivider, the appellant and the
Advisory Agency, shall hear the appeal within 30 days after it is filed, unless the
subdivider consents to an extension of time pursuant to Subdivision 5 of this
subsection. At the time established for the hearing, the Appeal Board shall hear
the testimony of the subdivider, the appellant, the Advisory Agency and any
witnesses on their behalf. The Appeal Board may also hear the testimony of
other competent persons with respect to the character of the neighborhood in
which the subdivision is to be located, the kind, nature and extent of
improvements, the quality or kinds of development to which the area is best
adapted or any other phase of the matter into which the Appeal Board may
desire to inquire.

Upon conclusion of the hearing, the Appeal Board shall within ten days
render its decision on the appeal based upon the testimony and documents
produced before it. It may sustain, modify, reject or overrule any
recommendations or ruling of the Advisory Agency, and shall make findings
consistent with the provisions of this article and the Subdivision Map Act.

Failure to Act. If at the end of the time limit specified in this subsection or
at the end of any extension of time pursuant to subdivision § of this subsection,
the Appeal Board fails to act, the appeal shall be deemed denied; the decision
from which the appeal was taken shall be deemed affirmed and an appeal may
be filed and taken to the City Council pursuant to Subdivision 4 below.

4. Appeal to Council. The subdivider, the Mayor, any member of the
City Council, the Advisory Agency, or any other interested person adversely

affected by the proposed subdivision may appeal any action of the Appeal Board

with respect to the tentative map or the kinds, nature or extent of the
improvements required by the Appeal Board to the City Council.

Appeals to the City Council shall be filed in duplicate, in a public office of
the Department of City Planning on the forms provided for that purpose within
ten days of the date of mailing of the written decision of the Appeal Board and
shall be accompanied by the fee required in Section 19.02 of this Code. No
appeal shall be considered filed until the form has been properly completed and
all information required by it has been submitted. The completed appeal form
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and file shall then immediately be transmitted to the City Clerk for a public
hearing before the City Council.

The City Council shall hear the appeal within 30 days after it is filed,
unless the subdivider consents to an extension of time pursuant to Subdivision 5
of this subsection. The Council shall give notice of the hearing to the subdivider,
the appellant, the Appeal Board and the Advisory Agency. Atthe time
established for the hearing, the Council or its Committee shall hear the testimony
of the subdivider, the appellant, the Advisory Agency and any witnesses on their
behalf. The City Council may also hear the testimony of other competent
persons with respect to the character of the neighborhood in which the
subdivision is to be located, the kind, nature and extent of improvements, the
quality or kinds of development to which the area is best adapted or any other
phase of the matter into which the City Council may desire to inquire.

Upon conclusion of the hearing, the City Council shall within ten days
render its decision on the appeal based upon the testimony and documents
produced before it. The City Council may sustain, modify, reject or overrule any
recommendations or rulings of the Appeal Board and shall make findings
consistent with the provisions of this article and the Subdivision Map Act.

If at the end of the time limit specified in this subsection, or at the end of
any extension of time pursuant to Subdivision 5 of this subsection, the City
Council fails to act, the appeal shall be deemed denied and the decision from
which the appeal was taken shall be deemed affirmed. [t shall be the duty of the
City Clerk to issue the decision. :

5. Extension of Time. Any of the time limits specified in this section may
be extended by mutual consent of the subdivider and the Advisory Agency, the
Appeal Board or the City Council, as the case may be.

Sec. 48. Subsection F of Section 17.52 of the Los Angeles Municipa( Code is
deleted.

Sec. 48. Subsection A of Section 17.54 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

A. Procedure.

Appeal to Appeal Board. An applicant or any other person claiming to be
aggrieved by an action or determination of the Advisory Agency with respect to a
preliminary Parcel Map, certificate or conditional certificate of compliance pursuant to
California Government Code Section 66499.35 or an exemption from the Parcel Map
regulations pursuant to Section 17.50 B 3 (c) of this Code may, within a period of 15
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days after the date of mailing of the decision of the Advisory Agency, appeal to the
Appeal Board for a public hearing. Appeals to the Appeal Board shall be filed in
duplicate in a public office of the Department of City Planning on forms provided for that
purpose and shall be accompanied by the fees required in Section 19.02 of this Code.
The appeal shall not be considered as having been filed unless and until the form has
been properly completed and all information required by it has been submitted. The
complete appeal form and file shall then immediately be transmitted to the Appeal
Board Secretary for hearing before the Appeal Board.

The Appeal Board, upon notice to the applicant, the person claiming to be
aggrieved, if any, and the Advisory Agency, shall hear the appeal within 30 days after
the expiration of the 15-day appeal period unless the applicant consents to an
extension of time pursuant to Subsection B of this section. At the time established for
the hearing, the Appeal Board shall hear the testimony of the applicant and witnesses
in his/her behalf, the testimony of any aggrieved persons, if there are any, and the
testimony of the Advisory Agency and any witnesses on its behalf. The Appeal Board
may also hear the testimony of other competent persons respecting the character of the
neighborhood in which the division of land is to be located, the kinds, nature and extent
of improvements, the quality or kinds of development to which the area is best adapted
or any other relevant phase of the matter into which the Appeal Board may desire to
inquire.

Upon conclusion of the hearing, the Appeal Board shall within 14 days declare
findings based upon the testimony and documents produced before it. It may sustain,
modify, reject or overrule any recommendation or ruling of the Advisory Agency and
may make findings consistent with applicable provisions of this article.

Failure to Act. If at the end of the time limit specified in this subsection or at the
end of any extension of time pursuant to Subsection B of this section, the Appeal Board
fails to act, the appeal shall be deemed denied and the decision from which the appeal
was taken shall be deemed affimed. .

Sec. 50. Subsection A of Section 41.50 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended by deleting the numbering of paragraphs within this subsection.

Sec. 51. Subsection 2 of Section 91.6218.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
is amended to read: ‘

2. No portion of an off-site sign or sign support structure shall be located
in that half of a lot located farthest from the street frcntage when residentially
zoned property is located to the rear of that street frontage.

Sec. 52. Table 682-C of Division 62 of Article 1 of Chapter IX of the City of
L.os Angeles Municipal Code is amended by changing the heading in the second
“Proposed Sign” column from "80 sq. ft. to 330 sq. ft." to read “80 sq. ft. to 300 sq. ft.”
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Sec. 53. Section 91.6305.1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to
read:

91.6305.1. Light. All parking garages serving dwelling units or guest rooms shall be
provided with an incandescent light bulb (minimum of 60 watts) or other artificial light at
a maximum height of eight feet (2438 mm) and shall provide a minimum average
surface illumination of 0.2 footcandles (2.15 Ix) at floor level. Where, in any specific
case, different sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code specify different
requirements, the most restrictive shall govern.

-Sec. 54. The second sentence of the first unnumbered paragraph of Section
91.8607 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

Owners of all lots developed with an apartment house shall provide lights and locks or
metal bars or grilles that comply with the provisions of Sections 12.21 A 5 (k),
91.6304.2, 91.6305 and Division 67 of this Code in any of the following circumstances:

Sec. 55. Section 97.0201 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended by
adding a second “Exception” to read:

Exception: No license shall be required to operate any Mobile crane with
a boom length of 25 feet or more or a maximum rated load capacity of
15,000 pounds or more.

Sec. 56. The second unnumbered paragraph of Subdivision 4 of Subsection C
of Section 151.09 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

Therefore, notwithstanding any provision of this chapter to the contrary, if
the termination of tenancy is based on the ground set forth in Subdlvision 10 of
Subsection A of this section, then the following provisions apply:

Sec. 57. Subsection | of Section 151.09 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended in its entirety to read:

I. If the termination of tenancy was based on the grounds set forth in
Subdivisions 8 or 10 of Subsection A of this section, the landlord shall file with
the Department a declaration on a form prescribed by the Department within ten
calendar days of the re-rental of the rental unit. This declaration shall indicate
the address of the rental unit, the date of the re-rental, the amount of rent being
charged to the current tenant, the name of the current tenant and such further
information as requested by the Department.

Sec. 58. Subsection K of Section 151.09 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
repealed.
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Sec. 59. Subsection E of Section 152.06 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is
amended to read:

E. A landlord may choose to place a tenant’s rent and any other required
payments in an escrow account. All costs of opening and maintaining the escrow
account shall be bome by the landlord. Monies deposited into the escrow account shall
be distributed in accordance with guidelines or regulations established by the
Commission. The cost of opening an escrow account is not recoverable under Section
151.07 A 1 d of this Code.

(111211)
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Sec. 60. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance and have it
published in accordance with Council policy, either in a daily newspaper circulated
in the City of Los Angeles or by posting for ten days in three public places in the City of
Los Angeles: one copy on the bulletin board tocated in the Main Street lobby to the City
Hall; one copy on the builletin board at the Main Street entrance to Los Angeles City
Hall East; and one copy on the bulletin board located at the Temple Street entrance to
the Los Angeles County Hall of Records.

| hereby certify that this ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of
Los Angeles, at its meeting of .

FRANK T. MARTINEZ, City Clerk

By
Deputy
Approved
Mayor
Approved as to Form and Legality
Rockard J. De!gadmo, City Attomey Pursuant to Charter Section 569, [ approve

this ordinance on behalf of the City Planning

/ ::& ! Commission and recommend
[/ / ﬂ[ . it be sdopted . . . ...
- v, £y .

HARON/SIEDORF CARDENAS
Assistant City Attorney

Date AUG 2 4 2005

File No. CF 99-1800 & 01-0760; CPC 99-0435
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August 23, 2005 Council File Nos. 01-0760; 99-1800
: City Plan Case No. 99-0435

The Honorable Rockard J. Delgadillo
City Attomey
Room 700, City Hall East

Stop 140

Attention: Sharon Sledorf Cardenas
Assistant City Attomey

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LOS ANGELES ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AND MUNICIPAL
CODES TO MAKE VARIOUS TECHNICAL AND CLARIFYING CHANGES

On May 26, 20085, your office transmitted a letter and draft ordinance making various technical and
clarifying changes to the Administrative and Municipal Codes in conformance with the Council's
previous actions stemming from the Charter and incorporating additional technical changes. These
additional technical and clarifying changes have been incorporated in to this ordinance to mestthe
Intent of the original City Planning Commission and City Councll reports to provide intemal
consistency. Subsequently, the City Attomey has prepared a revised draft ordinance stemming
from the Charter and incorporating additional technical comrections.

Environmental impact

The subject ordinance was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA)under Article li, Section 2, Subsection (m) of the Los Angeles City California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines, the adoption this ordinance is enablmg legislation and will have no impact
on the physical environment.

Eindings

1. In accordance with Charter Section 5§56, that the subject ordinance Is in substantial
conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the City’s General Plan.
The proposed ordinance makes technical and clarifying changes to the Administrative and
Municipal Code provisions. The technical corrections clarifies language or correct errors
in order to continue to implement the Charter by creating clear and consistent rules for
processing of applications and is an effective means of implementing the City's General
Plan and zoning regulations; and
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In accordance with Charter Section 558 (b) (2) the subject ordinance makes technical and
clarifying changes to the Administrative and Municipal Code will have no adverse effect
upon the General Plan, specific plans or any other plans being prepared by the Department
of City Planning. The subject ordinance does not change the generali plan, specific plans
or any other plans, rather the ordinance clarifies procedures relating to the applications for
entittements and other matters processed through the Department of City Planning.

Further, the subject ordinance implements the City Wide General Plan Framework
Element Economic Development Objective 7.4 * to improve the provision of governmental
services, expedite the administrative processing of development applications"” in order to
*develop and maintain a streamlined development review process to assure the City’s
competitiveness with the... region” (policy 7.4.1) and objective 7.8, "maintain and improve
municipal service levels throughout the city to support current residents quality of life and
enable Los Angeles to be compstitive when attracting new development”; and

In accordance with Charter Section 558 (b) (2), that the subject ordinance is in substantial
conformance with the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning
practice in that s provisions, which recognize current development constraints and practices
makes and amends the Municipal Code to be more in conformity with them, making it easler
for everyone to understand and utilize the provisions of the Code. Further, the ordinance
clarifies apparent internal discrepancies and provides consistency within the Municipal
Code; and

That the ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the Califomia Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and City guidelines for the implementation thereof, pursuant to
Article II, Section 2, Subsection (m) of the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines,
that enactment of this ordinance constitutes enabling legisiation and will have no impact
on the physical environment.

s ion 55

For the foregoing reasons and as provided under the authority of Charter Section 558 and City Plan
Case No. 13505-A, | find that my action conforms with all applicable portions of the General Plan
and with the January 27, 2000 action of the Clty Planning Commission implementing the provisions
of the enacted City Charter, and |, therefore, approve this ordinance (attached) and recommend
that it be adopted by the City Council.

CON HOWE

Directgr of Planni

R

<

UlA by ¥

rt Janovicl

Chief Zoning Admihistrator

Signoffiech
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C Y OF Los ‘ANw _.

CALIFORNIA 2
OFFICE OF - .

WALTER C. THIEL
CITY CLERK

CITY CLERX
ROOM 395, CITY HALL

OS5 ANGELES, CALIF. 5001t2
MApIsON 45211

WHEN HAKING INQUIRIES
RECATIVE YO THIS MATYER,
REFER TO FILE HO,

SAM YORTY

1322{60 ) ) .. MAYOR

December 21, 1966

Los Angeles Gounty Grand Jury for 1966
548 Hall of Justice
ILos Angelesg, California 90012

Planning Conmittee

m accordance with Council Rules, communication from the
Los Angeles County Grand Jury for 1966, submitting

- ‘zéning study report on zoning case in West Valley section
and recommending that study‘ be made In zoning metters,

waB referred to the Planning Committee.

%m,o%a@

City €lerk

km



ZONING STUDY REPORT & RECOMMENDATIONS

':Ori NE)';}eriiber 22 1966 thJ.s Grand .)'u_ry completed its mvesnganon wﬂ:h respect

. to a complex zoznng case in the West Valley sectv.on of Los A.ngeles. The ewdence

before us 1nd.1c:a.ted that a developer had represented to hxs partners that he could .
\ - -
secure faVora’ble zonmg treatrnent from the Clty of Las Angeles in exchange. for

payment of monies., While tlus Jury could not legally conclude tha.t such momes

were actually pald for: the very favorable zomng abtaw.ned by the developer, there

-

were many czrcumsta.nces m the ‘case that caused us graVe concern. Mamly, t:lus

-

bad.y' heard e«ndence indicating that the zonmg sought m thls case had adverse '
‘::‘ecommendatmns from every c1ty' agenq‘r that consxdereci the apphca.t:,on from .1f:s
1ncep{;10n and yet, When the matter was f).nal[y appealed to the Los Angeles Czty
Counc:.l the developer was successful‘ in revers1ng a,ll of these agencies that had .
previc.:u:sly cc;x;sidéred the a’pplica.tign.; As a"result of aqur ccnce'arn g-enerate'd by

t;Ins case, we undertook a supplemental zonihg study and heard testlmony from

- several knowledgeable and mformed persbns }n the fleld of zoning. Ez’ e regretfully

report tha.t endence we hearcl demonstrated that 1nf1uence can and has been ahd

all pféb'aﬁility will be éxe_rted through the medium of campaign contztibui:i,én_s,
_~ p'oli't,ical. 6511gaﬁ0ns and fr,iéndéhips. This Grand J ury feels that it fnigh\‘: be of .
assistance to issue certain %eqommendatior}s as a result of _c':ozii;l.usions reached

_—

.. from zzc_ms'idering this évideqce; 'I;h_eref(;r;a, in the 5piz;it o_f hqéé for cbnti’nuirig.
pro‘gres(s in the field of efficient and hc‘)ne.stl_g.qverxﬁnent 'pg:a.'c.tice_é at il 'lévq.l's and

in all fields, the ‘féliow"iné r'ecoxnzzriend‘atioris ére_*._ rria._dg:: .

DECEMBER 211966 BRGNS S
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1, . That Spegialisés in the Held of zone problems-who have been idéntified

e, P

: 'b'y va-r-iou;;s ée%ms: sixch’ a.s laiui :i;bnsl_ultanté i e‘xpecii'tefs',’ zomfﬁg 'adv'i'soréy .

etc., be reqmred to reglster as practriloners m that lme of work and

that certa:m m1nimal ethlca.l standards be estabhshed for t:he oonduct R

of thea.r a.ffaxrs.' It appears that these men pe:cform a valuable funct,tbn

for persons desxnng land zonmg cha.nges, but that representatlon is

totally untegula.ted and tha.t commum.ty 1nte::es ts would be better served

O by knowledge of who performs these types of servxces, when ﬂxexr ‘.: :

s - .
- 1,

servu:es are .performed a.nd by Whom they are employed.:_.::.-_ o " -

S .._- b - _~ R .". - e N .- >
. e : . BN N . . E
d c.o.. L |

., " - . - ..
. I -

~‘ 9 While there 1s nodoubtthatthe zomfxgandcla.sszflcatmn of property is

3» QOI'II-};iléx:' fxeld ueﬁeb.r'r;pavs's'in:g. 2 multu:ude. _pf z';,lt)iplibaéziei Ia,WS, it is T o

. nonemelessaﬁmcnon of ge;erﬁineﬂt the.tw should a,llf)w vaxi_in@ﬁi’vidual
- ‘c'ov.tirier an oppor—tuﬁity. to apﬁly f;ar .(iesire:ci z:oeing Qithoet neeessa:riiy
’ employ:mg a specm.hst to represent hlm at great addxtmnal cost. It

would appear compatlble mth sound governmental pra.ctlces to pro-—

. wde ample pubhc mformahon through knowleddeable governmental

< .

employees to that 1nd1v1dual seeklng a zorung change by hls awn m&J.vld- .

’ ua,l' efforts. ThlS mformatlon should m;n:.mally mclude advxce oft ap~ -

- . phcable standatz:ds and guld,a.nce in the procedures to be followed in.

pro,secutmg an apphcatzon. : :

L @ While we discuss ‘zoning as a general térm, we,. of course, also wish
to include different forms of Zzoning which would err,;bz:a.c‘e Conditional *
. Use Permits: The evidence 'befo'l‘jé us .':'gxidic’aites ‘that in nios}; forms



e

'o-f.zo'z;ix‘-xg reclassification; the Mayor, as an elected public

has veto power,.

to .the oourts.

m . LR
al } . c.
{ <

2 - 2

3.
official, -

However, in a Conditional Use Peimit no such veto -

-f)ov..[er exists and the ruling of the City Courfcil is final, It'is, there-

forz;,, récommended that a,ppropr:'ia'f:e législ_?.i:ion be passed to alit}to‘rize

veto power on the part of the elected executive officer of the c:Lt:y' on

13

all propei:g:y‘reclassification cases and“th.at such’an additional check

and balance would serve in the best interest of tl}e_{:ommunity'.'

A Ewdence furthcr chsclosed that rulings of the Board of Zom:ng Ad)ust--

ments are final and not appeal,a.ble other than by exPens1ve recourie

It is submltted thaf: the mter‘ests of the- commlinity'

-

would be better served if the fuling of this agency were appealable to

the CltY Councﬂ. Vv.tth veto power by the’ Mayor, and 1t is so recom- )

- mended,

A gi:owin’g area of con.c'ern. in all levels of government has been in the’

field of.conflicts vc_)f interest, that is, -where an foiciayl called upon to

:act in a given field might have _sq'me dinterest in that field which would

-,inhibit. th'a,t official from 'a.cting in a wholly objective 'al'r’ld'_ uninfluenced

. manner.

Cer'taiﬁly, the field of zoning administration ranks high as

~a field of governmental actlvxty calhng for regulatwn of: the officials

practlcmg in said fxeld to be free of a.ny confhcf:mg mterest. Fcr
one example; it is certainly pl{s.in to see the dissegvica to the public ‘

interest if an official called upon to vote on some zoning matter, -

« -
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7 Ny
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- *pa{ssag_é'of whith would obviously enhance the value of surz;buh&ing -

" 1and, did, in fact, own an interest in some of that 'éurrounding land.

Therefore, it is recommendéd the imrmediately-upon appointment a,nd/'
‘or election, whichever applies, and every six months thereafter while

on thé City Planning Commission, Board of Zoning Adjustments; orT

o Clty Cc;tixicik, each member of those boaies shall file a sworn .a.f‘ﬁdavit‘.

5.4

with the Mayar and City Attor:?xey'of Los-Angeles listiﬁ’g all real estate

p"roperties'; their location,. zone and useé, in which he has any direct

" ok beneficial interest and any part of which are. within the city limits

: (éf Los Ap.g_el;*:s ‘or within five hl-lnd-)_;"ed feet.oﬁ;s‘ide its .b'grd‘e'rs; except .
- thét 01‘11); i)jis pérr‘:en.ta;ge t;\jvne;,r‘ship ~of total sgock:out;s;anc%i{lg :nee.d.be -
-r};;po'rte'd‘i.n_ co?npan_iestowhing more thép ‘ten parcels of_:’ lax}d ;;0 located.
"J'?hes~'§:‘ lists. sizga.ﬁ be éé‘nf:id.eni:‘ial and for c?ffié_ia'l-' ;‘e'fe:tjen'ce o'f the ngo:r :
:ar_;d Cit); .A;tt.o.rney and any duly authorized law enf'orcément agenyy only,

unless clear cause has been demonstratéd for irdirect reference to or

- ‘release of the lists in -whole or in part by the City Attorney. The lists

submitted, by each_mer';m_be;r of the City Planning Commission; Board of

Z.oning Adju'stmez:‘tts‘, and City Council shall bé returned to him within

- ten days after he no longer serves on the Commission..

In t;he fspirit of promoting greater publ@c ljcnowledge ;Lt}d awareneés 'of,
what di;ff;arent g:overnméntai units.a:re doing, it~is" réc.,om.rrie?déd that
except in pub}ic; mecjz!;i.ﬁ‘gs' or in the regular gove,‘ztm;}enfa.l:oﬁ_ﬁce‘s of

- the City P.lanning"De};aartment and Clty Council in Cit’y Hall, diggus:sion

- of zone changes by applicants, their 'representaf;ives, and other directly



=y

> ) - . * 2&
£ "y

b 5.
.- interested parties. with m%:mbers of the G‘itﬁr'Planning ‘Commission and -
members of the City Council be incorporated as part of the Brown Act.
. 6.° At any formal hearing wherein the advisability of granting, changing,
or modifying zoning is.under consideration, both the proponents and.

-opponents shall be placed under oath.

"7\ The applicant shall, under penalty of pe;:jury,' file with the"City Clerk
a detailed _Iist of any carrlpaign contributions "rna.de‘pr promised to any

. elected o.‘fﬁc_.ia.l who may vote on the application;. sa:.id ga,.f,fic}avi_t -mv:xs_t

. " be made at least-five days before the hea;i_-ng and must be a pa‘rf:‘ of
" -the files -

.. Fivally s view of oir cocern over the evidsiics in the Gase which

.' . ;;;e nsetotlus ;one 'gt.udy, to mt ztejecéion af the ZOni;xé :a-.iz;ii‘éatioﬁ' '
untllgt w;f.s': }ina.-:lly pashsec'l'.up’én_vatt'ﬂf;e Cogncilrr;anic. Ieyei, it is recom-~

. ';'x_i'erid'e_d t_hzia.t‘vgh‘er::z :tlie ré.c_omn}énc.latic{n' of the ‘City 'Plgx;niné Comn;ission'-
' ‘oni any I?;é,(.tt’e"l; before .i_l_:.,tincnl.g-r:_tl_xe.pr'ovis;%dr}s:of therty Ci;;.:).'ter‘is y
i l-')..ix‘x.a;ccd-rt'igng:e with th:e: Mastér Plan a.d;péefi by'_' the Commls ;igd, ;an}i:

- .Z')“ substannallyt the :same as the recofy’imendafioﬁ of the City'f’l:mning :

o ;Dépa.rtmené to” thée Cc.)rr‘xmissior‘x,: a'fpur»f‘ifthsﬁvoté‘ of the City Council

shall be required to ré.ject the recommendation of the Commission; ° ’

~ . T

. or, if thé zozﬁn'g quqgéteqlis.l) not in accord thh the Mast%z:r‘ P}aﬁ ’
,adopted by the Commission, and 2). the ap_?_li_gai;_ion is .f'eje_ci:ed by'. the

v

Planniﬁg Department and the Planning Commission, a four-fifths vote:

of the City Council should be reqﬁired to reverse the rejec?tiqn of the



City Planning Dﬁeéa.f:tznént and the'City Pliznhi.ng Cpmmis‘sio;x.

-CONCLUSION: In contlusion, the Grand Jury has heard much evidence that

-demonstrates existing wrongs in the field of zoning administration which are | ;

:sul?sect to corx*’ectic'ir.i. A.Yet'o'ur'stud'}; w’e}'s-'oné limited to evidence :g"rowing out of
<.on1y:p;é ‘;a.c;e. It is ,appa,rent‘ ’that a projected and inwde'pt-h study of 'this'field ;ls
not oni{r over.du.e, bui: one 'whic'h x;vould be inva.lu‘ab‘lg:' t? the iuteres_ts qf our’ .c%m-i
munity. It is our pecpr’r_:men;lat%qpéhat such'a study bg undertaken as soon as
‘po;:éi.blc-a.-.x;&’ﬂ":hil'e 1t i_s-;zof within our purview t‘o set forth guidelines for such a

’ study, ;:émmon. sel;xse dictates that such a study should be undertaken by an agency .

which ié in no way answerable to any of the city.agencies which are objects of the

""s tudy itself.

ot l:‘:
5

[ X}
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Contmued from First Page

“Times. Some of the points .
" denied by Flanagan in his

ts digclosed " in the se-

agan - roported Monday

'fa» a Times reporter
Sled . Flanagan to an-
. ‘figunce, "We're going to
keep chechng on.you and
printing
can about you."

4 "reporter -
Flanagan \Tomlay night to

k him for comment on
‘his. role as a represcnta—

affidavit were not a]leged'
m:the articles, and other.

Text of statement by

6 23, Part 1.

tive of Ralphs 'in the
rezoning of Woodland
r Hills property for-a shop-

otfon Pictine Country
House and Hospital.
The reporter made no

Yorty.

3 tained certain
tions.”

Gt

"statement as alleged by -

S ha»‘e -~not bcen an~,

‘Ilw ‘mayor said I‘lan—"

everything  we

called -

, -

hacles F. PFlanagan on .

ng center s° "ght by the :

" The ‘story referred t
was an answer to a charge
by Kenworthy that The s
Times' earlier story con-:
"insinua-
All of . the facts
stated i’ the earlier story .
were restated in the story

ti y Yorty, along i

v 'I‘he mayor said he has
received: . "several com-
plaints” from'cily commis-
sfoners.who have reported,

The Times "is prying into
their

civie contributions.”

He noted that the Police =

Department. is ‘continuing
its  investigation;

announced the investiga-
tion after the
articles on zoning ap-
peared fn The Times.,

"Chief Thomas Reddin
informs me his depart- . |

nient has been unable to
produce any criminal of-
fense,” Yorty said.
d e partment's . investiga-

tions to date have resulted.

in nothing more than The
Times has written—a - se-
ries of meaningless in-
nuendos. Nothma posx-
tive”

Yoxtv s:ud The’ Txmes in

. a front page story in the

Tuesday editions, "had to

Dack grounds—both -’
-private and ‘public—in an
-attempt to dishonor -their -

"as I
promised it would." Yorty -

series of -

"The

retract” some of its state- ‘;
ments: concerning Charle:
¥

that Kenworthy was re-
sponsible for an arson fire

“in a home he owned.

Yortw chdraed it was
clewcr} clouded with ad-

" ditional copy to 'make.The

Times look innocent in the
whole matter.” . ‘
"The Times by its ac-
tions in -these and other
matters is  discouraging
good, dedicated citizens to
give their time and talents
to Los Angeles city
governmeant and making it
increasingly difficult to
obtain qualified replace-

ments" the mayor

charged. B :
Flanagan's term ended |

in July, 1986, but he

remained in office when
Yorty did not appoint a
successor. In. his state-
ment Tuesday, he said he
Informed his fellow com-
missioners in Februery he
was'leaving as soon as the
newest member became

‘{amiliar with the job.

"When the newspaper
articles were published,”

he said, "1 decided that I’
would never again expose'

my family to such notorie-
ty. . .
"I have attended no
meetings since that time
and 1 will not again serve
on this or any other com-
mission . . . '
*T feel that as a private
citizen and a businessman,
1 cannot expose mysel f
and my family {o such

unfounded and undoce
umented personal harass-
‘ments as I have recently
experienced.®
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hope, for INStance, (uat asm sy

commissioners have friends. They 10 Tesign from the commission wnen
would be very unusual people if it had again reached full strength
they did  not: .My = 2 i 1 1 ~
i recourse whern accusations aré













