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DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION
VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE

May 13, 2016

Owner/Applicant
UB Valley Village, LLC 
8150 Beverly Blvd., #100 
Los Angeles, CA 90048

Representative
Steve Naze mi 
DHS & Associates 
275 Centennial Way, #205 
Tustin, CA 92780

Case No.
CEQA:

Location:

Related Case: 
Specific Plan Area: 

Council District: 
Neighborhood Council 
Community Plan Area: 
Land Use Designation: 

Zone:
Legal Description:

DIR-2015-2697-SPP 
ENV-2015-2618-MND 
12300,12301 & 12302 W. 
Weddington Street; 5303-5305 
Hermitage Avenue 
Tentative Tract No. 73704 
Valley Village Specific Plan 
2 - Paul Krekorian 
Valley Village
North Hollywood - Valley Village 
Neighborhood Office Commercial 
[Q]C2-1 VL
Lots: 179-180; Tract: TR 7378

Last Day to File an May 30. 2916 
Appeal;

DETERMINATION - Valley Village Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance

Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.7 C,) have reviewed the 
proposed project and as the designee of the Director of Planning, I hereby:

Approve with Conditions a Valley Village Specific Plan Project Permit 
Compliance Review for the construction of 26 new, three-story, 30 feet in height, 
single family homes, in a small-lot subdivision configuration, with two (2) covered, 
off-street parking spaces per home, and seven (7) guest parking spaces;

Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration No. ENV-2015-2618-MND, and the 
corresponding Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) as the project’s 
environmental clearance pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and Section 21082.1(c)(3) of the California Public Resources Code; and

Adopt the attached Findings.

The project approval is based upon the attached Findings, and subject to the attached 
Conditions of Approval:

TO BE INCLUDED 
WITH APPEAL
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In accordance with provisions of Section 17.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC), the Advisory Agency adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV-2015-2618- 
MND as the environmental clearance and approved Vesting Tentative Tract No. 
73704-SL, located at 12300-12302 Weddington Street and 5261, 5263, 5303 & 5305 
Hermitage Avenue, for a maximum 26-lots, pursuant to the Small Lot Subdivision 
Ordinance No. 176,354 as shown on the map stamp-dated February 1, 2016, in the 
North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan. This unit density is based on the 
[Q]R3-1 Zone. (The subdivider is hereby advised that the LAMC may not permit this 
maximum approved density. Therefore, verification should be obtained from the 
Department of Building and Safety which will legally interpret the Zoning Code as it 
applies to this particular property) The Advisory Agency’s approval is subject to the 
following conditions:

NOTE(S) on clearing condition*ns: When two or more agencies must clear a condition, suhdivicler should 
follow the sequence indicated in the condition. For the benefit of the applicant, subdivider shall maintain 
record of all conditions cleared, including all material supporting clearances and be prepared to present 
copies of the clearances to each reviewing agency as may be required by its staff at the time of its review

TO BE INCLUDED 
WITH APPEAL
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APPEALING
VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN /

NORTH HOLLYWOOD - VALLEY VILLAGE COMMUNITY PLAN
DETERMINATION

DIR-2015-2697-SPP

APPEALING
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP / SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION

DETERMINATION

VTT - 73704-SL
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The Appellants have provided substantial evidence of the Project’s incompatibility with the surrounding 
community that will dramatically alter the neighborhood character. The Proposed inflicts a complete removal of the 
neighborhoods identity conflicting with the objectives, goals and policies required by the General Plan; and its 
requirement in having consistency with Specific and any other applicable plans. Consequently, creating a significant 
environmental impact, one for which an MND is inappropriate. At minimum, an EIR is required.

I. A FAIR ARGUMENT EXISTS OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MAKING USE OF A 
MITIGATED DECLARATION INAPPROPRIATE.

A. Legal Standard
A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is built into 

the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). This presumption is reflected in what is known as the “Fair 
Argument” standard, under which an agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the record 
supports a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment.
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123;
No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75.
Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 111-112.

An EIR must be prepared where there is substantial evidence that significant effects “may” occur.
League for Protection of Oakland’s Architectural and Historic Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.App. 4th 86, 904-905.

A project “may” have a significant effect on the environment if there is a “reasonable probability” that it will 
result in a significant impact. No Oil, Inc.v. City of Los Angeles (1974)13 Cal.3d 68, 83, n. 16.
If any aspect of the project may result in a significant impact on the environment, an EIR must be prepared even if the 
overall effect of the project is beneficial. CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1).

Substantial evidence “includes fact, a reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion 
supported by fact.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1). It also includes “reasonable inferences from this information that a 
fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. .”
CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a).

The fair argument test is a “low threshold” test for requiring the preparation of an EIR. No Oil, supra, 13 Cal.3d at 84. 
Evidence supporting a fair argument of a significant environmental impact triggers preparation of an EIR regardless of 
whether the record contains contrary evidence. League for Protection, supra, 52 Cal.App.4th at 904-905.
This standard reflects a preference for requiring an EIR to be prepared, and a preference for resolving doubts in favor 
of environmental review. Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322, 332.
“Under the fair argument approach, any substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a project may have a 
significant environment effect would trigger the preparation of an EIR.”
Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App4th 98, 113 (italics in original).

Communities for a Better Environment is also significant because it clarifies that agency “thresholds of significance” 
are not necessarily the threshold that may be used in determining the existence of a “significant” impact.
A significant impact may occur even if the particular impact does not trigger or exceed an agency’s arbitrarily set 
threshold of significance.

Public Resources Code §21083(b)(3) states, in part, that the guidelines “...shall include criteria to follow in 
determining whether or not a proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment,” including if the 
“environmental effects of a project will cause substantial effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.”
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B. A Physical Change to the Environment (i.e., development of a project) IS The Cause of the Impact.

Maintaining the health and welfare of the people of the state, as declared to be the intent of CEQA, would 
necessitate consideration of the effects of adverse environmental conditions on people.

A project is defined as “an activity which may cause either a direct physical change in the environment, or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.” (PRC §21065); a project’s effects are defined 
as “.all the direct or indirect environmental effects of a project.” (PRC §21065.3); and a significant effect is defined 
as a “.substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment” (PRC §21068).
Although the statute does not define indirect changes, the CEQA Guidelines do: “An indirect physical change in the 
environment is a physical change in the environment which is not immediately related to the project, but which is 
caused indirectly by the project.

If a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes another change in the environment, then the other 
change is an indirect physical change in the environment. (Guidelines §15064[d][2]).
An indirect consequence caused by a project’s physical location that would result in changes to the “health and 
welfare of the people of the state” would meet this concept of an indirect environmental effect.
CEQA’s clear legislative intent for “maintenance of a quality environment for the people” of California and the 
requirement to address indirect impacts, which can include locating a project and people in harm’s way of adverse 
environmental conditions. To conclude otherwise, would run counter to the legislative intent that CEQA should 
“provide a high-quality environment that at all times is healthful and pleasing.”

Code of Civil Procedure 1094.5 CEQA includes specific legislative intent in PRC §§ 21000 and 21001 that 
addresses the relationship between the environment and people’s health and welfare. (SEE EX 8) This includes: 
“The Legislature finds and declares as follows: The maintenance of a quality environment for the people of this state 
now and in the future is a matter of statewide concern.!
It is necessary to provide a high-quality environment that at all times is healthful and pleasing.
There is a need to understand the relationship between the maintenance of high-quality ecological systems and the 
general welfare of the people of the state.” (PRC §21000 [a-c])
“The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy (of California) to:
(b) Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and water, enjoyment of aesthetic, 
natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from excessive noise. .
(e) Create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony to fulfill the social 
and economic requirements of present and future generations. (PRC §21001 [b] and [e])

The Proposed project includes, removing the existing environmental conditions such as aesthetics, natural and 
scenic qualities, current economic and social conditions, historic and culturally significant qualities, removes existing 
public right of way and access, resulting in the degrading the quality of the environment.

The facts have demonstrated an existing community in a well established, well maintained, productive and 
harmonious environment.

The direct physical change caused by the Proposed in turn causes another change in the environment, which 
effects the health and welfare of the people as demonstrated by the overwhelming amount of comments submitted 
into the record by the public. Therein exists substantial evidence of testimony and statements proving how the 
proposed is a destructive instrument attempting to remove neighborhood identity and all of its inhabitants and to 
remove existing affordable housing stock.
By the Department approving the project and adopting the MND, the Department is thereby declaring that there is no 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before them, that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment.
Public comment has included technical studies, expert opinions, photographs, statistics, letters from residents and 
the general public and other facts; reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by 
facts.

It is the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a project on the environment, not the
significant effects of the environment on the project
(City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. [2009] 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 905 [City of Long Beach]).

Thus - causing adverse changes in the physical conditions of the environment.

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
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C. A Fair Argument Exists of Significant, Unmitigable Land Use and Planning Impacts.

A fair argument that there may be significant environmental impacts exists if the Project conflicts with any 
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The Proposed is inconsistent with a number of relevant residential 
policies in the Community Plan, Specific Plan and General Plan; (previously submitted in great detail). Specifically, 
the Proposed is inconsistent with the policies that include the following:

Section 2. PURPOSES

• To assure that the development of the area is in accordance with the provisions of the North Hollywood 
Community Plan;

• To preserve the quality and existing character of the Valley Village area. (SEE EX 1,4a)

Chapter II FUNCTION OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN
ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

• The Community Plans are intended to promote social and physical health, safety, welfare, and convenience 
of the people who live and work in the community. Goals, Objectives, and Policies are created to meet 
the existing and future needs and desires of the North Hollywood community through the year 2010.
The plan also seeks to enhance community identity and recognizes unique areas within the Community.

• The primary objective of the Redevelopment Plan is the preservation and enhancement of the Project 
Area as a diverse community

PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

• Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods while 
providing a variety of housing opportunities with compatible new housing.

COMMUNITY ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
RESIDENTIAL

• Preservation and enhancement of the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods.

Issues
• Cumulative effects if development exceeds infrastructure capacity.
• Need for more affordable housing.
• Lack of open space in apartment projects.
• Complement any unique existing developments/uses.

Opportunities
• Complement any unique existing developments/uses.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

• Preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing uses which provide the foundation for 
community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and appearance.
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Issues
• Scale, density and character of multiple dwelling housing adjacent to single-family homes.
• Impact on street parking from new high density apartments.
• Affects of residential development on commercial corridors.
• The need to preserve and rehabilitate historic areas with a sensitivity to the character of the established 

neighborhood.
• New development that complements significant historic structures.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS/PROGRAMS

• Since State law requires that the General Plan have internal consistency, the North Hollywood-Valley 
Village Community Plan (which is a portion of the City's Land Use Element) must be consistent with the 
other elements and components of the General Plan.

OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN

• To encourage the preservation and enhancement of the of the varied and distinctive residential 
character of the community, and to preserve the stable single-family residential neighborhoods.

• To provide multiple- dwelling units for those who cannot afford or do not desire to own their own 
home, emphasizing the area surrounding the North Hollywood Business District.

• To encourage open space for recreational uses for the enjoyment of both local residents and persons 
throughout the Los Angeles region.

• To improve the visual environment of the community and, in particular, to strengthen and enhance its 
image and identity. To discourage the distasteful array of signs and billboards located along the major 
arteries of the community.

LAND USE 
RESIDENTIAL

Features

• The Plan proposes that the low-density residential character of North Hollywood-Valley Village 
should be preserved and that single-family residential neighborhoods be protected from 
encroachment by other types of uses. (SEE EX 2)

In Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento, 124 Cal. App. 4th 903, 929 (2004), the court held that 
“substantial evidence exists to support a fair argument for potential significant effects on the environment as to 
City land use policies and regulations (including City development standards) and aesthetic impacts” based in 
part on a petition signed by area residents regarding density, setbacks, traffic and overall design issues. The 
court stated “[r]elevant personal observations of area residents on nontechnical subjects may qualify as 
substantial evidence for a fair argument...”

Here, the Department has neglected to include and consider over 114 separate documents submitted 
containing personal observations, stats, data, reports, photographs, letters, covering the proposed top to bottom; 
reflecting substantial evidence. The technical and non-technical submitted documentation demonstrates the 
contradicting nature of the Proposed and inconsistencies with the General and Specific Community Plans.
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D. There are Potentially Significant Cumulative Impacts of the Project that must be Considered 
The Mitigated Negative Declaration Is Legally Deficient and Fails to Fully Evaluate Several 
Potential Significant Impacts

There has been a proliferation of Small Lot Subdivision (SLS) developments creeping there way into the valley.
To view their effects only in isolation, especially when the addition of these projects to the neighborhood only begets 
more of them, is an incomplete analysis of the true environmental impact. “One of the most important environmental 
lessons evidence from past experience is that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of 
small sources. These sources often appear insignificant, assuming dimensions only when considered in light of the 
other sources with which they interact.” Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App. 4th 
1019, 1025 (1997). Thus, CEQA requires an investigation and disclosure of the potential for a smaller project to be the 
straw that breaks the camel’s back. Guidelines § 15065(a)(3).

Over 2,000 individual homes were approved in more than 200 SLS developments between 2005 and November 
2014. There are multiple effects of this Project that may not seem significant on their own but viewed in the context 
of a greater development pattern occurring in the neighborhood, need to be looked at further. These effects include 
the deviations from height, setback, overall design and mass compared to the prevailing neighborhood, inconsistency 
with the Specific and General Plans, lack of open space, increased noise, increased strain on infrastructure, massive 
parking problems, and ultimately traffic. Finally, the impact of high square footage sublots not only increases density 
out of character and scale of other multi-family units, it raises rents, decreases affordable housing stock, displaces 
residents and ultimately, cumulatively, will change the demographics of the Valley Village community as well as the 
physical environment

There is substantial evidence that these factors need to be looked at more closely, not in a vacuum, but with 
context. An EIR should be conducted to assess the cumulative impacts 26 Small Lot Homes causes.
Please see (EX 3g - 3L)

CEQA §15355. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS “Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.
(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time.
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21083(b), Public Resources Code; Whitman v. 
Board of Supervisors, 88 Cal. App. 3d 397, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 
151 Cal. App. 3d 61, Formerly Section 15023.5.
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The Failure of the Agency to Support its Findings by Substantial Evidence Constitutes an Abuse of Discretion and a 
Failure to Proceed in a Manner Required by Law. The Appellants are aggrieved by the Agency failing to require a full 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Under CEQA, a significant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial 
or potentially substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by a 
project including effect on land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic 
significance.

a. A "Fair Argument'' exists that the Project will significantly affect the following:
Land Use; Air Quality; Utilities (water, solid waste); Geology and Soils (construction, seismic, flood control); Aesthetics 
(visual character, light); Biological Resources (tree removal); Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials; Noise (construction, operational); Public Services (fire protection, schools); Recreation; Traffic; Objects of 
Historic and aesthetic significance (16 buildings on block built between 1934 and 1972).
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b. A "Fair Argument" exists that the Project will significantly affect Traffic/Transportation
The Agency has failed to provide findings or evidence that the proposed has no impact on traffic or parking despite 
removing an existing public street serving more than 16 cars in addition to being a regularly utilized resource for the 
public..
The Agency has failed to provide findings or evidence that the proposed has no impact on traffic or parking despite the 
introduction of more than 52 vehicles, 2 covered off street parking spaces and 7 guest spaces; disregarding the loss 
to the public and significantly reducing the amount of spaces available. The agency has failed to comprehend the 
parking needs of the direct community and neighborhood, despite evidence demonstrating the extremely vital role 
Weddington Street plays in this community for parking and use. Substantial evidence has been submitted into the 
record including photographs and letters by residents in the area who have testified to the current parking and already 
challenging traffic conditions on what is classified as a Public Local Street. (SEE EX5d + letters)

c. A "Fair Argument" exists that the Project will significantly affect historical and flora and fauna and objects of 
aesthetic significance.
The Agency has failed to apply the Conservation Element and the Open Space Element of the General Plan 
(SEE EX11). General plan law (CGC §65400.). Since all adopted elements have equal status and no element may 
be made subordinate to another, these Elements must be considered as they both contain a single goal which applies 
to all topics. Goal 1: a city that preserves, protects and enhances its existing natural and related resources. 
Substantial evidence has been submitted into the record indicative of the areas last surviving example of its kind 
inclusive of landscape, open space and architecture style. The Agency consequently has erred and abused its 
discretion by not applying the specified Elements of the General Plan to the existing site under CEQA review, 
instructing the Department to identify and protect its cultural and historical heritage (SEE EX11a). Staff has 
referenced, as predicted in previous submissions made by the public, reports favored by the applicants demonstrating 
another act of bias. Despite letters and reports having been submitted into the record from historians, LA 
Conservancy, organizations specifically identifying historic and/or cultural significance to one or more the existing 
properties; the department repeatedly downplays or deems their opinion sufficient in making such a determination - 
NEVER HAVING BEEN TO THE SITE OR CONSIDERING EVIDENCE BY ANY OTHER SOURCE OTHER THAN 
THE APPLICANT.
PRC §21084.1 - The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California 
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources, or not deemed significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1 shall not preclude a lead agency from determining 
whether the resource may be an historical resource for purposes of this section.
Since the Department is not qualified to make these determination and abused its discretion by failing to apply the 
evidence submitted from OBJECTIVE parties having no connection or personal interest in the applicant.

Approvals, guarantees, verification of consultants etc.. are submitted by employees of the applicants who are paid to 
produce results in their favor. They are hired to DISPROVE and REWRITE history as they see fit to satisfy their 
project. They hire consultants who will DISPROVE environmental factors that are completely false and have proven 
such. Signing an agreement under penalty of perjury with the Department has no bearing as there is no enforcement 
when those terms are violated. As we have seen.
Therefore it is the lead agencies responsibility to review the ENTIRE RECORD to identify the reality that a fair 
argument indeed exists.

d. The applicants have failed to disclose existing trees and other landscape. Non-protected trees have nothing to do 
with what is in the best interest of the community when it comes to destroying healthy mature trees, that are staples of 
the area. All of the trees on site demonstrate that last green cluster in the area. Removing them to accommodate 
ONE project does not comply with the Specific Plan, General Plan or the Conservation Element of the General Plan.
CGC §65041.1 (b) To protect environmental and agricultural resources by protecting, preserving, and 
enhancing the state's most valuable natural resources,
CGC §65561. The Legislature finds and declares as follows: (a) That the preservation of open-space land, as 
defined in this article, is necessary not only for the maintenance of the economy of the state, but also for the 
assurance of the continued availability of land for the production of food and fiber, for the enjoyment of scenic 
beauty, for recreation and for the use of natural resources. (e) That for these reasons this article is necessary 
for the promotion of the general welfare and for the protection of the public interest in open-space land.
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CGC §65567. No building permit may be issued, no subdivision map approved, and no open-space zoning 
ordinance adopted, unless the proposed construction, subdivision or ordinance is consistent with the local 
open-space plan.

Since our local open-space plan tells us the preservation and conservation of open space is to serve the 
recreational, environmental, health and safety needs of the city, and since this district specifically has fallen lower 
than the minimum required of less than 1 acre open green space per 1,000 residents1, valuable open and green 
space such as the existing has no business being targeted. The applicants failure to disclose the correct and true 
amount of trees, landscape and natural resources on site is another indication of careless profiteering.

This location is part of the original development to the area from early 1930’s when more than half of these trees 
were first planted.
Their root system stretches beyond what the applicants have disclosed. A proper and forthcoming consult with any 
arboriculturist or arborist would have informed the dangers and hazards of building on top of such an established area 
of underground roots and ecosystems - another fact overlooked by the agency whereas an EIR would clarify.
If the applicants accounted for the well being of their project, the future impacts it promises to incur, and the likelihood 
of what they propose to build would somehow resist century old root systems, they may have been more careful in site 
selection. Unless the proposal includes toxins and chemicals being released into the underground that would seep 
and spread into the area putting more communities at risk, but the appellants are absolute in their belief the city would 
ever allow that to happen. Right?
Substantial evidence has been submitted into the record explaining the facts pertaining to mature trees versus juvenile 
trees, trees and how they affect the community, the benefits of mature trees vs juvenile and newly planted trees, etc. 
There has also been studies, reports and statistical information previously submitted into the record. Since proper 
relocation of any existing trees has no beneficial profit for the applicant, it is not likely the procedure will be handled 
efficiently.

e. A "Fair Argument" exists that the Project will significantly affect Land Use
The Agency has failed to conform to the General and the Community Plan ''The Plan proposes that the low-density 
residential character of North Hollywood-Valley Village should be preserved and that single-family residential 
neighborhoods be protected from encroachment by other types of uses.” (p. III-1, NHVVCP),’To make provisions for 
housing as is required to satisfy the needs and desires of various age, income and ethic groups of the community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice.” (p. II-5, NHVVCP)
The Agency consequently has erred and abused its discretion by increasing the availability of single-family homes at 
the expense of permanent removal of rent-control housing and reducing the availability of low-income housing against 
the evidence submitted proving the demographics of the area and needs of the community; thus affecting the overall 
mix of housing opportunities in the City of Los Angeles. The Agency is thereby discriminating against and pushing 
out multiple family, low income and special needs residents

1 TheCityProject-ParksCommunites p.5
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II. THE PROPOSED IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN

A. All Adopted Elements Have Equal Status and No Element May Be Made Subordinate to Another 

INTERNAL GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY
CGC §65300.5 states: “a general plan must be integrated and internally consistent, both among the 

elements and within each element. This requirement applies to any optional Elements adopted by the City as well as 
the mandatory elements.

The internal consistency requirement also applies to the community plans which collectively comprise the City's Land 
Use Element. All principles, goals, objectives, policies, and plan proposals set forth in the general plan must be 
internally consistent.

All adopted elements have equal status and no element may be made subordinate to another.”

Previously submitted documented “ThePublic.pdf” and “ThePublic-Exhibits.pdf” included 142 pages of substantial 
evidence, a large portion breaking down the General Plan and all 7 of Elements; Land Use, Conservation, Open 
Space, Housing, Transportation, Noise, and Safety, which point to specific conditions demonstrating non-compliance 
between each individual Element and the Proposed. This is excluding public comments, letters or other information 
submitted. (See EX 6b)

Chapter 4 of the General Plan’s Framework: INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ISSUES:
“Affordability is particularly a problem to families with very low- and low-incomes..The City must strive to meet the 
housing needs of the population in a manner that contributes to stable, safe, and liveable neighborhoods, reduces 
conditions of overcrowding, maintains a sense of community by conserving and improving existing housing stock, 
Conserve scale and character of residential neighborhoods...”

Local conditions and circumstances have been distinctly pronounced in proving the Proposed not being suitable for 
the site location, or satisfying the Elements of the General Plan as required. Here are a couple more examples:

1. Housing Element of the General Plan
A. Housing Needs Assessment (Chapter 1)

In 2013 the draft Housing Element Update was made available for the public to help the Department identify the 
needs of their communities. The major issues raised by the public were summarized in detail in the Staff Report which 
identified the 2 most concerns provided by the public; preservation of existing affordable housing and the protection of 
neighborhood character.

Approximately 275,000 Angelenos are paying half their income for rent, a level considered by the federal 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, to be unsustainable for most families.

The project before you causes evictions of low-income & disabled residents occupying existing affordable 
housing - thus demonstrating inconsistency with the General Plan which requires consistency and implementation of 
Housing Goals, Objectives, Policies and Programs. One of the plan’s goals, to preserve existing affordable housing. 
(See EX. 3a, 3b)

Housing Element Chapter 1 states “there were 76,327 fewer units (1,337,706), which represents an increase of 
5.7% over ten years. The percent increase in housing units is more than twice the increase in total population 
over the same period (2.7%), which would normally indicate a slackening of demand and therefore lower housing 
costs. However, this has not been the case in Los Angeles. Part of the reason for this is that much of the increase in 
housing units occurred in vacant units (44% of the total). The result is that occupied housing units increased by 
only 3.4% since 2000." (See EX. 3b) This is an example of the city having more empty units than people. Valley 
Village is by no means experiencing a shortage of housing (See EX. 3f).
Furthermore, EX. 3e provides substantial evidence as to the mass of existing vacancies and “for lease” signs in the 
specific area. Sufficient affordable housing exists. Chapter 1 specifies objectives and policies as preserving existing 
affordable housing. Approving the proposed would be a direct conflict of this policy. Per State law, the City’s 
inventory is comprised of undeveloped and under-developed sites upon which the required number of housing units 
can be built without the need for any discretionary zoning action by the City, while keeping established neighborhoods 
in tact. Hence; the General Plan.
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B. Inventory of Sites for Housing (Chapter 3)

CGC §65583. and §65583.2. require the Housing Element to consist of identification and analysis of existing and 
projected housing needs, a statement of goals, policies and objectives which identifies sites for housing. An analysis 
of population of the locality’s existing and projected housing needs, vacant sites, and an analysis of the relationship of 
public services to these sites is required.
A chapter entirely created for the sole purpose of specifying the areas the Department has researched - identifying 
the locations which have become the substance of the Housing Element itself. These identified sites provide 
sufficient water, sewer capacity and infrastructure to sustain the impacts of development of this scale.

Statistics for the targeted area reflect the vacancy rates and history of rentals /population in the area. (See EX 3f) 
Because State and Local ordinances urge local agencies to consider local circumstances, this evidence must be 
acknowledged by the department and proves inconsistency with the Plans, goals and policies of the General Plan and 
its Elements. The Department has neglected to include this information demonstrating the localities need, or lack 
there of for the type of housing proposed.
Chapter 3 has classified 35 SITES IDENTIFIED SPECIFICALLY FOR NEW HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES -

VALLEY VILLAGE IS NOT LISTED AS ONE OF THOSE SITES.
There is a reason for this.

The area is NOT identified as being an adequate location because the area is highly congested and can not withstand 
any further stress on density and all it encompasses. It is simply an area maxed out to the limits; hence CGC 
§65300.7 - “The Legislature finds that the diversity of the state's communities and their residents requires planning 
agencies and legislative bodies to implement this article in ways that accommodate local conditions and 
circumstances.” (See EX 8c )
Furthermore, Chapter 3 specifies: “In order to be effective, we need to reflect local circumstances and the particular 
character of each neighborhood.” (See EX. 3c)

Evidence shows us the proposed site location is not identified in the Housing Element analysis as being a suitable 
location, but it is also a clear conflicts with the goals and policies and objectives of the Plan.
(See EX. 3e) exhibiting the magnitude of “FOR RENT”, “VACANCY” and “FOR LEASE” signs on the block and in the 
immediate area.

C. Housing Goals, Objectives, Policies and Programs (Chapter 6)

”Goal 1 Housing Production and Preservation: housing problems such as overcrowding and overpayment...Los 
Angeles is renter-dominated, programs to assure an adequate supply of rental housing...promote the production and 
preservation of a diverse, safe, healthy and affordable housing stock.”

Here, we have provided substantial evidence as to Hermitage and Weddington being an overlycrowded area 
with an adequate supply of housing. The Proposed does not preserve diverse, safe, healthy and affordable housing 
stock. Instead, it removes affordable housing stock, causes overcrowding, provides no evidence as to how it is a safe 
choice for the neighborhood - all of which are inconsistent with the Housing Element of the General Plan. (See EX. 3g)

“Objective 1.1 Produce an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in order to meet current and 
projected needs....that address the particular needs of the city’s households..”
There is no evidence indicating the proposed does this. There IS evidence that it does not.

“Objective 1.2 Preserve quality rental and ownership housing for households of all income levels and special 
needs..Encourage and incentivize the preservation of affordable housing, including non-subsidized affordable units, 
to ensure that demolitions and conversions do not result in the net loss of the City’s stock of decent, safe, healthy or 
affordable housing..preserve and manage affordable housing..Preserve the existing stock of affordable housing .” 
There is no evidence indicating it does this. There IS evidence that it removes these specific objectives.

“Objective 1.3 preservation of the housing supply..Objective 1.4 preserve affordable housing..”
There is no evidence indicating it does this, whereas substantial evidence exists that it does the opposite.

Pursuant to CGC §65584. the housing plan must protect existing resources and encourage efficient development 
patterns.
Pursuant to CGC §65589. the agency must disapprove a residential development that is INCONSISTENT with the 
General Plan.
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Goal 2: Safe, Livable, and Sustainable Neighborhoods Objective 2.3 Promote sustainable buildings, which minimize 
adverse effects on the environment and minimize the use of non-renewable resources.
Promote safety and health within neighborhoods....Promote and facilitate reduction of water consumption...Promote 
and facilitate reduction of energy consumption...quality design and a scale and character that respects unique 
residential neighborhoods in the City..Promote preservation of neighborhood character...Target housing resources, 
policies and incentives to include affordable housing in residential development.

Here, we have provided substantial evidence as to the targeted area and how the proposed has proven to 
compromise the safety and health within the neighborhood. The proposed increases water, increases energy and 
increases waste, is incompatible with the existing neighborhood and fails to provide affordable housing - all of which 
are inconsistent with the Housing Element of the General Plan.

Goal 3: Housing Opportunities Without Discrimination Objective 3.1
Ensure that housing opportunities are accessible to all residents without discrimination

D. The Project is discriminatory and does not conform to long-term housing goals.

Here, Small Lot Subdivisions because they convert multi-family zoned property into single-family they are 
effectively down-zoning the land. This removes the attributes associated with true multi-family apartment 
housing, such as ADA compliance, mandatory setbacks and guest parking requirements. This project is no 
exception. The Proposed removes ADA accessible homes to produce a housing product that is neither affordable or 
an acceptable option for the disabled or aged. The three story format and multiple stairways are inhospitable to the 
elderly looking to age in place and an unrealistic option for those who have or are considering small children - which 
is not consistent with the Housing Element of the General Plan.

2. Open Space Element of the General Plan

Goals:
• To insure the preservation and conservation of sufficient open space to serve the recreational, environmental, 

health and safety needs of the City.
• To conserve unique natural features, scenic areas, cultural and appropriate historical monuments for the 

benefit and enjoyment of the public.
• To conserve and/or preserve those open space areas containing the City's environmental resources 

including air and water.
• To provide access, where appropriate, to open space lands.
• To identify the need and methods of providing for open space in proposed centers and impacted areas* of the 

City.

Objectives:
• To establish standards, criteria and an order of importance for the location, quantity, quality, conservation and

preservation of open space.

• To identify, preserve and/or conserve ecologically important areas within the City which are worthy of 
preservation and protection.

• To identify unique natural features, scenic areas and historical sites which are DESIRED for preservation.
• To identify, preserve and/or conserve those lands necessary as open space land in order to protect the public 

health and safety.
• To emphasize the importance of, and to preserve open space and natural features in private and public 

development.
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Policies:
• Open space areas shall be provided or developed to serve the needs as appropriate to their location, size 

and intended use of the communities in which they are located.

• Not only should recreation activities be provided, but an emphasis shall be placed on greenery and openness.

• The City should concentrate its efforts on providing open space lands of City, community or neighborhood
significance.

Safety, Health and Social Welfare:
• Land, essentially in open space use, serving to enhance and protect the public health and welfare 
should be considered open space. Those lands in impacted areas are especially important.

• Open areas which preserve or protect environmental quality or the ecological balance should be considered 
open space.

• Scenic, historic, cultural sites which are “unique”, “one of a kind” or non-replaceable should be considered as 
open space.

• Land used for production of natural resources may be considered open space.

• OPEN SPACE AREAS MEETING MORE THAN ONE OF THE ABOVE CRITERIA ARE CONSIDERED 
ESPECIALLY DESIRABLE AND SHOULD BE TREATED ACCORDINGLY. SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES OF 
EACH ACTION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.

• It is recognized that the City, as a whole, is deficient in open space and recreation facilities.

Here, in the above segments taken from the Open Space Plan, one of the essential Elements to the General 
Plan, we yield to the substantial evidence in the record proving one or more of the existing properties at the site 
meets the criteria described in the Open Space Plan. Said property serves the appropriate needs in the specific 
location. Said property is highly utilized and desired by the community. The existing open space serves to enhance 
and protect the public health and welfare; the area being an “impacted area.” (defined as “low income” by the OS Plan). 
Said property provides unique and beneficial features that are benefited and enjoyed by the public as stated in the 
evidence provided.

All adopted elements have equal status and no element may be made subordinate to another.
Nothing in the Proposed satisfies the Goals, Policies and Objectives of the Open Space Plan. Whereas substantial 
evidence has been submitted into the record proving the contrary.
The evidence also suggests a fair arguments exists that the Proposed will have a significant impact on the 
environment.
(SEE Exhibits, Public Comments/letters and documents: ThePublic.pdf and ThePublic-Exhibits.pdf)
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III. THE PROPOSED IS NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE SPECIFIC / COMMUNITY PLANS

A. North Hollywood - Valley Village Community Plan

“Preservation and enhancement of the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods.” (p.I-3, NHVVCP)
“Issues
• Cumulative effects if development exceeds infrastructure capacity.
• Need for more affordable housing.
• Lack of open space in apartment projects.
• Complement any unique existing developments/uses.” (p.I-3, NHVVCP)

“NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
“Preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing uses which provide the foundation for community 
identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and appearance. (p.I-6, NHVVCP)
Issues
• Impact on street parking from new high density apartments.
• The need to preserve and rehabilitate historic areas with a sensitivity to the character of the 

established neighborhood.
• New development that complements significant historic structures.” (p.I-6, NHVVCP)
“ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN
Decisions by the City with regard to the use of land; design and character of buildings and open space, conservation 
of existing housing and provision for new housing; provisions for the continued updating of the infrastructure; 
protection of environmental resources; protection of residents from natural and man-made hazards; and allocation of 
fiscal resources are guided by the Plan.” (p.II-1, II-2 NHVVCP)
“PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN
Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods while providing a 
variety of housing opportunities with compatible new housing.” (p II-2 NHVVCP)
“RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS/PROGRAMS
The City of Los Angeles has the responsibility to maintain and implement the City's General Plan. Since State law 
requires that the General Plan have internal consistency, the North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan 
(which is a portion of the City's Land Use Element) must be consistent with the other elements and 
components of the General Plan.” (p.II-3 NHVVCP)

As described, the Proposed is not consistent with these priorities and the relevant policies in the Plan designed to 
advance those priorities, nor does it aim to solve the “Issues” specified in the plan. Substantial evidence does not 
exist to make findings to the contrary.

Here, the appellants raise the question - How specifically does the proposed comply with the standards of a plan, 
whose SOLE purpose and reason for existence is based entirely on the prevention of such proposals?

The Department can see the issues described therein the North Hollywood-Valley Village Plan are in direct conflict 
with the Proposed.
It requires an EIR as the City has to evaluate what the Specific Plan area was like when the Plan was written, study 
how the area has changed and then look at the plans which it knows are in the works which is simply not possible 
through an MND.
Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or 
evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the 
environment does not constitute substantial evidence.The lead agency’s determination that the project satisfies the 
performance standards shall be supported with substantial evidence.
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IV. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE DOES NOT EXIST TO SUPPORT THE FINDINGS NECESSARY 
TO APPROVE THE VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP

A. SubDivision Map Act

66412.3. In carrying out the provisions of this division, each local agency shall consider the effect of ordinances 
and actions adopted pursuant to this division on the housing needs of the region in which the local jurisdiction 
is situated and balance these needs against the public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and 
environmental resources.

Here, the Department has neglected to consider and apply the evidence previously submitted by the public 
demonstrating the local housing and public service needs of the residents in the targeted area. (SEE EX 3f)

66473.5. No local agency shall approve a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map was not
required, unless the legislative body finds that the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design 
and improvement, is consistent with the general plan required by Article 5 (commencing with Section 65300) of 
Chapter 3 of Division 1, or any specific plan adopted pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with Section 65450) of 
Chapter 3 of Division 1.
A proposed subdivision shall be consistent with a general plan or a specific plan only if the local agency has 
officially adopted such a plan and the proposed subdivision or land use is compatible with the objectives, 
policies, general land uses, and programs specified in such a plan.

Here, the Department has neglected to provide substantial evidence indicating the proposed is consistent with 
the General and SpecificPlans.
EX 3a - 3L have provided substantial evidence proving inconsistency with the Housing Element.
EX 4a has provided substantial evidence proving inconsistency with the VV Specific Plan in addition to the local 
housing conditions both past and present that indicate a consistent pattern of non-transience and long term 
residency, with a vacancy rate of between 20% and 50% (EX 3f ). There is a reason the Housing Element does not 
include Valley Village in their inventory of sites for housing. As proven, we are maxed out.

Pursuant to CGC §66474.60. and §66474.61., the advisory agency or appeal board, shall deny approval of a 
tentative map if any one of the findings is made:

(a) That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans...
(b) That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with applicable general and 

specific plans.
(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
(d) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development.
(e) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial 

environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.
(f) That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements is likely to cause serious public health 

problems.
(g) That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with easements, acquired by 

the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. In this 
connection, the legislative body may approve a map if it finds that alternate easements, for access or for 
use, will be provided, and that these will be substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the 
public.

Here, the Department has neglected to provide any substantial evidence to prove the proposed DOES support 
their findings; in addition to neglecting the significant amount of evidence submitted proving where and how the 
proposed does NOT satisfy the necessary requirements for consideration. As we have seen in pages 13-18, the 
proposed map is not consistent with the applicable general and specific plans.
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B. Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines

a. Tentative tract and parcel maps for small lot subdivisions must be consistent with the City’s General Plan 
and Community Plans in order to be approved.

b. The Proposed is not context sensitive.
c. The Proposed does not create high-quality environments not is the Design compatible with the neighborhood.
d. The developer has not considered the design elements of the 26 homes and how they enhance the overall 

neighborhood character; due to it destroying the existing neighborhood in its very nature.
e. The characteristics of the Proposed do not relate to the surrounding built form, respecting the overall

neighborhood character and existing topography.
f. The Project is not compatible with the existing neighborhood.
g. The Project does not take into account the neighborhood context for existing front yard setbacks.
h. The Project is not appropriately designed and fails to enhance the overall quality of the street by removing 

visual interest, public right of way and pedestrian access.
(SEE evidence submitted)
(SEE EX 4c)

The Small Lot Ordinance (EX 4b) states: The Map Act requires that the Advisory Agency must find in the 
affirmative that the Proposed tract or parcel map, and its design and improvement will be consistent with the 
applicable General and Specific Plans AND THAT THE SITE WILL BE PHYSICALLY SUITABLE.
It does NOT say the street and existing neighborhood must be destroyed, sliced into pieces and transformed to meet 
the needs of a proposal. Here, the Department has neglected to apply the evidence previously submitted which 
specifies where and how the proposed is not compatible and inconsistent with the Plans.

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
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C. CityWide Residential Design Guidelines

In addition to the SLS Guidelines, the City also has Citywide Residential Design Guidelines whose purpose is 
to implement the urban design principles that are a part of the Framework Element of the City’s General Plan. The 
lack of compatibility in the proposed Project is further evidence of inconsistency with the relevant portions of the 
General Plan. (SEE EX 4d)

D. Small Lot Ordinance Under Review / Substantial Evidence Exists

To underscore the problematic nature of small lot homes in traditional neighborhoods, community outcry has 
triggered the Planning Department’s review of the Guidelines and a proposal for their revision. Multiple outreach 
meetings have been held, each designated as public hearings for the purpose of gaining community feedback on the 
amended guidelines. Revision to the guidelines is necessary because this housing product has become so 
controversial leading to appeals and the court system.

Furthermore, Councilmember Paul Krekorian seconded a Motion describing how the Small Lot Subdivision has proven 
to have problems including disrupting the character of existing neighborhoods. Stating they are not compatible and do 
not relate well to the street, thereby instructing the Planning Department to update and improve the Small Lot 
Subdivision Guidelines to ensure neighborhood compatibility.
Furthermore, the Small Lot Ordinance has proven to be deeply flawed; the city is currently and actively pursuing 
solutions to address the issues. Approving the proposed would indicate failure to comply with what is already 
acknowledged as a flawed and problematic ordinance currently being revised. (SEE below)
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• According to a November 1, 2013 Motion seconded by Councilmember Paul Krekorian, "problems in 
the implementation of the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance have come to light. in many cases, 
Small Lot Subdivisions have disrupted the character of existing neighborhoods. They are not 
compatible with nearby buildings and do not relate well to the street.
The Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines are out of date and must be amended to reflect the reality of 
the Small Lot Subdivisions being built today. in addition, the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance 
should be evaluated and amended if necessary to see if it contains provisions that make it difficult 
for Small Lot Subdivisions to fit in with existing neighborhoods.”(SEE EX 4a)

• According to a February 11, 2014 Motion presented by Councilmember Paul Krekorian, “The Valley 
Village Specific Plan was established, among other things, to assure that the development in Valley 
Village is in accordance with the provisions of the North Hollywood Community Plan; to assure 
orderly, attractive and harmonious multiple residential and commercial developments within Valley 
Village; to assure that all residential and commercial uses are consistent with the general character 
of the existing developments within Valley Village; to preserve the quality and existing character of 
Valley Village; and to minimize adverse environmental effects of development and promote the 
general welfare by regulating buildings by height, and bulk, and prohibiting commercial uses which 
are not compatible to their sites and surroundings, or which cause parking or traffic circulation 
impacts.
Due to this inconsistent zoning, certain parcels located within the Specific Plan area may be 
developed in a manner that is out of scale with the existing character of Valley Village and contrary 
to the purposes for which the Valley Village Specific Plan was adopted. ” (SEE EX 4a)

• According to a July 1, 2015 Motion signed by Councilmember Paul Krekorian, “Originally proposed 
as an alternative means to encourage additional for-sale housing opportunities for the burgeoning 
first-time home-buying market, it has often resulted in the development of high-end, luxury 
townhomes rather than for-sale housing that is more affordable. These new homes often replace 
older bungalows and cottages that are themselves more affordable for those with low and moderate 
incomes, often resulting in projects that are out of scale and lacking in character in comparison to 
their surroundings.
Projects face challenges brought on by neighborhood context, and the proximity of adjacent 
structures requiring thoughtful consideration about massing, height, and transitional space from the 
adjacent properties.
i FURTHER MOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department to report on adaptive reuse 
incentives that could apply to existing bungalow courtyards, adaptive reuse and/or preservation 
incentives that could apply to existing residences on multi-family lots that have room for additional 
infill, and preservation or other incentives that could also create new homeownership opportunities 
that incentivize the maintenance of existing structures while adding more units. ” (SEE EX 4a)

Here, we have further evidence of the problems the Small Lot Subdivision creates causing neighborhood 
destruction by suggesting 26 small lots is somehow compatible with the site location and surrounding properties.
No Small Lots exist in the area making it impossible to satisfy compatibility and existing character requirements. 
Surrounding buildings consist of older culturally significant structures built between 1934 and 1977. (SEE EX 7a)

The site is not physically suitable for the proposed density and type of development, nor is it demographically 
suitable. The appropriateness of site-specific density is also a function of the circulation system and the character of 
the neighborhood in which a project site sits. The density of the development is inconsistent with neighborhood 
character and adjacent properties. Through various motions put forward by members of the City Council over the 
last two years, there is a recognition of an inherent tension between the SLS Ordinance and character of existing 
neighborhoods.
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A Project of the height, size, and scale sought by the applicant does not promote preservation of neighborhood 
character.

The proposed would be the only type of their kind on the block and in the area.

Here, the Department has neglected to apply the substantial evidence provided demonstrating the General Plan 
and Specific Plan regulations, which require the proposal to accommodate existing neighborhood character; to ensure 
proposals address circumstances specific to local needs; rather than exterminate the existing neighborhood, to satisfy 
the personal desires of a singular applicant, whose profiteering should not be rewarded at the cost of the public.
(SEE EX 10b)

Here, the Department has neglected to apply the substantial evidence provided demonstrating the General Plan 
and Specific Plan regulations, which require the proposal to accommodate existing neighborhood character; to ensure 
proposals address circumstances specific to local needs; rather than exterminate the existing neighborhood, to satisfy 
the personal desires of a singular applicant, whose profiteering should not be rewarded at the cost of the public.
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V. INFRASTRUCTURE MONITORING

A. The Project puts additional stress on public infrastructure that is already at its maximum capacity.

Adding 52+ toilets toilets where 1 lot contains 1-5 toilets.
Adding 26+ bathtubs where 1 lot contains 1 bathtub.
Adding 26+ showers where 1 lot contains 1 bathtub. When the units will probably have more than one shower!
Adding 3-stories to a corner where only one of the properties is 2-story.
Adding 26 living room spaces, dining rooms, bedrooms, offices, each having their own televisions, computers, lighting, 
dishwashers, washers + dryers etc...The intensity of use of energy, water and infrastructure resources will easily be 
MORE THAN QUADRUPLE what it is now.

Here, the Department needs to review the substantial evidence submitted that indicates the proposed will have a 
significant effect on the environment.

Hermitage and Weddington corner has had multiple power outages in the last several months due to blown 
transformers, the most recent one causing a small fire, and a power line whipped into the air seconds away from 
missing a mom pushing a stroller with her newborn. (SEE EX 3m)
There is also the concern regarding Emergency Response Times. Valley Village is already 74 seconds SLOWER 
than the Regional Standard. (SEE EX 3g)
The Proposed raises risks to the community and negatively impacts what is already a failing infrastructure and 
unacceptable response time for emergencies of residents.

Framework Element 3.3.2:
’’Policies 3.3.2... contained in the General Plan Framework represent measures that would serve to lessen impacts 
relative to fire/EMS. Policy 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to determine need 
within each CPA (community plan area) for improvements based upon planning standards. This policy also directs 
determinations of the level of growth that should correlate with the level of capital, facility, or service improvement 
that are necessary to accommodate that level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs 
for infrastructure and public service improvements to accommodate development in areas the General Plan 
Framework targets for growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, and location of development be 
correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services.”

Here, we come back to the Housing Element Chapter 3, titled ‘Inventory of Sites for Housing’ where the General 
Plan specifies areas identified as having the need for housing and the ability to meet their infrastructure needs.
The Housing Element also specifics that in order to be effective, we need to reflect local circumstances and the 
particular character of each neighborhood. (See Exh. 3c). The site location is not designed to accommodate the 
demands of the proposed.
Areas such as Echo Park and Silverlake are prime examples of the relationship between Small Lot Subdivision 
approvals and infrastructure failures such as high concentration of power line failures, water main failures, tree 
disease, and crumbled sidewalks. 1324 QUAINTER ST. / ENV-2015-0778-MND / AA-2015-777- PMLA

The City has notoriously deferred maintenance of the City’s infrastructure in violation of the development monitoring 
requirement. Further infill in areas already unequipped to support the current levels of need violates mitigation policy 
3.3.2 of the Framework Element outlined above. This law requires the City to monitor population, development, 
infrastructure and service capacities annually within each community plan area and regulate the type, location and 
timing of development when there remains inadequate public infrastructure or service to support land use 
development. The City failed to monitor the infrastructure for nearly a decade, even while it encouraged unfettered 
growth from development projects. This results in inadequate utility services, deteriorating roads and bridges, lagging 
fire and police response times, etc.
In fact, trial court Judge Goodman mandated that “continuous monitoring of development activity is required ”to 
provide for safety. Fix the City v. City of Los Angeles (2012).

20 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

The City has failed in its role as steward of developer impact fees. Controller Ron Galperin’s recent audit found that 
fees collected from developers for infrastructure upgrades had been inconsistent,and in some cases, never charged.
(SEE EX 12a, 12b)
The City again asks its most densely populated area to shoulder the burden of relentless incremental stress on basic 
infrastructure, when it can’t be trusted to invest back into the communities it ravages with overdevelopment.

This Project is one more straw on the camel’s back, incrementally chipping away at public safety, degrading 
neighborhoods with super-sized projects one small lot at a time. It has been clearly demonstrated by the 
evidence that the City cannot make the commitment to upgrading of basic infrastructure. Due to this failure, all 
development projects small and large play and incremental part in compromising public safety. To act responsibly, in 
the interest o public safety,building controls must be put in place until the necessary upgrades are online.
The proposed, and the dozens of other projects in the Valley Village area will have detrimental ripple effects that 
cause significant impacts ultimately contributing to system failure.

Substantial evidence has been submitted by the public which has demonstrated how the proposed fails to meet 
the criteria and does not satisfy the community’s existing population, household characteristics, address the low- 
income household stock that has recently been eliminated, in addition to the site location incapable of tolerating any 
additional stress on the areas public facilities and services. (See EX 3a - 3f)

Thursday, June 23, 2016 the site location, Chandler Blvd., Magnolia Blvd. and adjacent side streets were all without 
power for several hours on a 90 degree day. The existing infrastructure is not designed to sustain the stress and 
pressure the department continues to impose on it. These constant power outages are another example.
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VI. THE PROPOSED MERGER/VACATION OF PUBLIC LAND SHOULD NOT BE APPROVED

A. The Specific, Community & General Plans Intention And Purpose Does Not Include Removal
of Public Streets and Sidewalks

The reason the Specific Plan was initiated and put into effect was for one reason and one reason only 
(SEE EX 4a). The area was threatened with overdevelopment, out of scale development, loss of neighborhood 
character, loss of neighborhood history and all of the elements that have made it exactly what it is today.
The Specific and Community Plans award the community protection from out of scale building. Some highlights 
include:
Section 2. PURPOSES

• To assure that the development of the area is in accordance with the provisions of the North Hollywood 
Community Plan;

• To preserve the quality and existing character of the Valley Village area. (SEE EX 1)

Chapter II FUNCTION OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

• The Community Plans are intended to promote social and physical health, safety, welfare, and convenience 
of the people who live and work in the community. Goals, Objectives, and Policies are created to meet 
the existing and future needs and desires of the North Hollywood community through the year 2010.
The plan also seeks to enhance community identity and recognizes unique areas within the Community.

• The primary objective of the Redevelopment Plan is the preservation and enhancement of the Projec: 
Area as a diverse community

PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

• Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods while 
providing a variety of housing opportunities with compatible new housing.

COMMUNITY ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
RESIDENTIAL

• Preservation and enhancement of the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods.

Issues
• Cumulative effects if development exceeds infrastructure capacity.
• Need for more affordable housing.
• Lack of open space in apartment projects.
• Complement any unique existing developments/uses.

Opportunities
• Complement any unique existing developments/uses.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
• Preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing uses which provide the foundation for 

community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and appearance.
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B. Public Streets Belong To The State And To The People

The streets of a City, even though paid for out of City funds or by local developers under a Tract action, and 
even though fee title is in the City, do not belong to the City. Rather, they belong to all the people of the State. This is 
the general rule throughout the United States. It is also the long established rule in California. “It is settled that the 
public streets of a municipality belong to the people of the State” (Keller vs. City of Oakland). Because of these 
judicial rulings, the City of Los Angeles must adhere to the vacation laws of the State as codified in the California 
Streets and Highways Code. (Bureau of Engineering LAND DEVELOPMENT Manual - Part D)

Vacating the street, essentially privatizing a public street is not a decision to be made by the City; as it it is 
not theirs to privatize. It is also not consistent with the Valley Village Specific Plan, the North Hollywood-Valley 
Village Community Plan and is inconsistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan. Substantial evidence 
does exist demonstrating the overly congested area at the site resulting in challenging and sometimes impossible 
options for parking.

As the Bureau of Engineering Manual points out, “findings by the legislative body [re: the merger procedure] 
should be made in the same manner as prescribed in the Reversion to Acreage Sections 66499.15 and 66499.16 and 
proper notification must be given by the Advisory Agency on the tentative map hearing. The Council’s findings are 
necessary for the final map because public rights to easements are being relinquished. For a subdivision 
project in which the subdivision or the proposed street merger is an issue of controversy, the Bureau of 
Engineering should recommend the Advisory Agency not approve the merger and accept the street vacation be 
processed for the City Council’s approval.” See Bureau of Engineering Manual, Part D - Land Development, section 
D224. (SEE EX 5a)

Furthermore, D 730 VACATION INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS requires substantial evidence to prove the 
Proposed vacated street is necessary; whereas evidence has been submitted proving it is currently in use as well as 
necessary. (SEE EX 5a)

D 754.54 USE OF STREETS: ...Streets exist primarily for purposes of travel and their use for
conveyance of persons and property thereon is the paramount use. All other uses are secondary. Secondary uses 
must give way where they interfere with the primary use of the street. (SEE EX 5a)

The Department has not provided substantial evidence to support findings that warrant the publics loss of 
Weddington Street, how it serves the communities best interest and how it complies with the General, Specific and 
Community Plan.

On the contrary, letters, testimony and statements continue to be made and submitted to the department 
proving the use and values of Weddington street to which it serves. The public street is as much ours as it is 
anyone else’s. If anything, the residents and neighbors in the area have more rights to this street than an outsider 
who has his own ideas involving personal gain to be made by privatizing it.
The Department has neglected to provide any findings proving justification for the public to be forced to suffer the 
loss of Weddington Street; for the City to suffer this loss. An entire community has come forth proving the use, 
desire and needs of this street. Not considering these facts and evidence is counter to the Legislative intent of both 
CEQA and counter to the General Plan Framework. It is an abuse in discretion and again, serves no ones interest 
besides one applicant. CEQA §21168.5
In short, privatizing a public street for a project intended to profit is not consistent with the General or Specific 
Community Plans; as proven in the Exhibits.

C. Unconstitutional Gift of Public Land to Private Party

The proposed merger/vacation of Weddington Street suggests a gift of public lands expressly prohibited by the 
California Constitution, Article 16, section 6. “The Legislature shall have no power to . . . make any gift or 
authorize the making of any gift, of any public money or thing of value to any individual, municipal or other 
corporation whatever.” California Constitution, Article 16, section 6. (SEE EX 5b)

Here, there is no countervailing public benefit that is being conferred, that would make this transfer something 
other than a naked gift. Since the proposed is a private project intended to generate private profit, nothing here is a 
benefit to the public, and is simply not consideration for the gift of public land.
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D. There is No Basis for a Finding of “UNDERUTILIZED” or Future Use or that Abandonment is in 
the Public Interest

In Citizens Against Gated Enclaves y. Whitley Heights Civic Assn., 23 Cal.App.4th 812,28 Cal.Rptr.2d 451 (1994), a 
private community attempted to gate off public streets for private use, where they owned the land underlying the 
streets in fee simple based on subdivisions in 1903, but the streets had been dedicated to public use in the 1920s. 
The Court stated:

The City was well advised not to call the withdrawal order a vacation or abandonment. "A street 
may not be vacated for exclusive private use." (Constantine v. City of Sunnyvale (1949) 91 Cal.App.2d 278, 282 
[204 P.2d 922].) To abandon a public road, the City must find that it is no longer necessary, i.e., there is no 
present or future use for the road, and that the abandonment is in the public interest. (Sts. & Hy. Code, § 959; 
Heist v. County of Colusa (1984) 163 Cal.App.3d 841, 848-849 [213 Cal.Rptr. 278].)

Abandonment of a street must be accomplished in the manner provided by statute since streets are in law the
property of all of the people of the state. A road may not be abandoned without a finding that the road is 
unnecessary for present or prospective public use.
(See County of San Diego v. Cal. Water etc. Co., 30 Cal. 2d 817, 823 [186 P.2d 124, 175 A.L.R. 747]; People v. County of Marin, 
103 Cal. 223 [37 P 203].) (SEE EX 6a)

Hence, CGC §66499.16 requires a finding by the legislative body that “Dedications or offers of dedication to be 
vacated or abandoned ... are unnecessary for present or prospective public purposes.” (SEE EX 8c)

Here, it appears that the Bureau of Engineering and the Department simply made an unsupported conclusion 
that there is no present or future public purpose for the land, with no investigation, no analysis and no regard or 
consideration of the evidence submitted by the public, proving use. The Department neglects to have knowledge of 
the existing community at the site, the residents and neighbors surrounding the site, and has no insight as to the 
inner workings of this community and how much Weddington Street is utilized and depended on.
There is a substantial amount of evidence entered into the record PROVING CURRENT USE and a history of existing 
use by the public since the 1930’s.
There exists no evidence proving there is to be no future use of Weddington Street. The evidence that has been 
submitted, again, can be found in the EXHIBITS section of this document in addition to the stack of letters submitted 
by the public, with photos included, proving daily use.

Furthermore, the residents of the parcels have their own private parking driveway and do not utilize the street, 
which the Department would have known if they reviewed the evidence submitted. THE STREET IS UTILIZED BY 
THE PUBLIC AND RESIDENTS OF THE ENTIRE NEIGHBORHOOD DUE TO THE EXISTING CONGESTION AND 
LACK OF AVAILABLE PARKING. (SEE EX 5d)

In addition, Government Code section 66499.16 requires “(1) All owners of an interest in 
the real property within the subdivision have consented to reversion; or...”

As previously stated, the property known as 5303 Hermitage Ave. (APN 2347025010) 
has not been sold to the applicant- and they do not have the consent of all the interests in 
the real property.
There currently exists, as it has since February 24, 2016 a lis pendens due to current 
litigation which does involve title to this property.
Any approval of a merger/vacation/removal/alteration of any kind to Weddington Street 
affects the parties at interest in the property, and is highly opposed. The applicants have 
acted completely presumptuous choosing to proceed full speed ahead as though they 
already own all the parcels in question. The Department has abused its discretion in 
approving the proposed without considering all of the facts submitted. (SEE EX 8c)
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TO SUM UP:
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The CEQA Guidelines Section 15382
sets forth the following definition for significant effect:

“Significant effect on the environment”
means:

a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions 

within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 

ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

The proposed:

REMOVES THE EXISTING LAND AS IT EXISTS TODAY.
THE PLANS ARE THE SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CAUSING THE 
ADVERSE CHANGES IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS.

THE REMOVAL OF AN EXISTING PUBLIC STREET THAT IS PART 
OF THE ORIGINAL 1930ts DEVELOPMENT TO THE AREA IS THE 
ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS.

THE UPROOTING OF 3 DOZEN MATURE TREES FROM THEIR 
ENVIRONMENT MORE THAN HALF OF WHICH HAVE EXISTED FOR 
MORE THAN 65 YEARS - PROVES AN ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE 
PHYSICAL CONDITIONS. (SEE EX 12 + previously submitted documentation)

THE DEMOLITION OF 3 EXISTING PROPERTIES, SOME BEING THE 
LAST SURVIVING REMAINDER OF ARCHITECTURAL STYLE 
INDICATIVE OF ITS TIME PERIOD - PROVES AN ADVERSE 
CHANGE IN PHYSICAL CONDITIONS.

§ 21083.2 Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best 
available example of its type.

§ 21084.1 The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California 
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources, or not deemed 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1 shall not preclude a lead agency 
from determining whether the resource may be an historical resource for purposes of this section.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

The proposed:

IS A CLEAR VIOLATION OF THE VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN - 
WHEREAS, THE MULTIPLE-FAMILY AND COMMERCIAL 

DEVELOPMENT ALLOWED BY CURRENT ZONING WILL CAUSE 
ADVERSE IMPACTS FOR ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL 

NEIGHBORHOODS SUCH AS EXCESSIVE TRAFFIC, PARKING ON 

ADJOINING RESIDENTIAL STREETS, INAPPROPRIATE AND 

UNDESIRABLE USES SUCH AS COMMERCIAL USES THAT ARE 

INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE SURROUNDING AREA, BLOCKED 

VIEWS AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PROPORTION AND SCALE THAT 

IS INCOMPATIBLE WITH ADJOINING RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS;2

THE VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN ALREADY KNOWS THE 
PROPOSED WILL CAUSE ADVERSE IMPACTS - THUS ITS ENTIRE 
PURPOSE FOR EXISTING IS TO PROTECT THE NEIGHBORHOODS 
BY NOT CONSIDERING SUCH PROPOSALS TO BEGIN WITH. 
APPROVING THE PROPOSED IS A BLATANT VIOLATION OF THE 
VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN AND JEOPARDIZES THE 
CHARACTER AND VERY FOUNDATION OF VALLEY VILLAGE. THE 
PLAN IS NOT INTENDED TO BE ALTERED TO FIT THE PROPOSED; 
THE PLAN READS ITS PURPOSE IS TO PRESERVE THE QUALITY 

AND EXISTING CHARACTER OF THE VALLEY VILLAGE AREA.3

2 Ordinance 168613 Valley Village Specific Plan, p1
3 Ordinance 168613 Valley Village Specific Plan, p4
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

The proposed:

REMOVES THE EXISTING OPEN SPACE IMPOSING OBSTRUCTION 
OF THE CURRENT CIRCULATION TO THE DIRECT COMMUNITY.

AIR POLLUTION IS INFLUENCED BY SPATIAL AND TEMPORAL 

CHANGES OF URBAN CHARACTERISTICS AS WELL AS BY THE 
DISPERSION AND DILUTION PROCESSES IN THE ATMOSPHERE. 4

OPEN SPACES PLANTED WITH TREES, SHRUBS, AND GRASSES 
ALTER THE LOCAL CLIMATE, INCREASING WIND SPEEDS AND 
REDUCING TEMPERATURES, THEREBY ENCOURAGING AIR 
CIRCULATION. VEGETATION ALSO DIRECTLY ABSORBS 

POLLUTANTS THROUGH ITS FOLIAGE, THUS REDUCING AIR 
POLLUTION LEVELS.

THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATION OF POLLUTANTS DECLINES 
WITH INCREASING PROPORTIONS OF PLANTED OPEN SPACES. 
EVEN VERY SMALL AREAS OF OPEN SPACE IN AN URBAN AREA 
CAN REDUCE PARTICULATE POLLUTION LEVELS. 5

THUS - REMOVING THESE THINGS CAUSES AN IMMEDIATE 
CHANGE IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS WITHIN THE AFFECTED 
AREA. ALSO AFFECTING THE SURROUNDING AREA.

4 Effects of Compact Urban Development on Air Pollution: Sustainability 20 1 4, 6, 5968-5982; doi:10.3390/su6095968
5 Chandler, T.J. Urban Climatology and Its Relevance to Urban Design;
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

Open spaces within cities, quite apart from acting as zero or very low-emission zones, 
also serve, when vegetated, to filter the air passing over them.
Concentrations of pollutants at the centers of parks are normally much lower than at the 
margins (Meetham, 1945; Hill, 1971) because of the trapping and absorption by foliage.
Narrow tree belts or even a single row of trees, particularly conifers (Neuberger et al., 1967), 
can abstract considerable amounts of particulate matter and appreciable quantities of 
gaseous pollutants (Saunders and Wood, 1974) providing, for instance, a kind of cordon 
sanitaire between industrial and residential areas.

In detail, of course, the geometry and arrangement of buildings have an important 
bearing upon local concentrations of pollution which it is vital to consider as an 
element of development control (McCormick, 1971). Two aspects are involved: 
the effect of a new development upon the patterns of airflow and thereby upon the 
distribution of pollution from other sources; and secondly,
the effect of airflow around a building upon pollution released from its own boiler or other 
outlets (Singer and Smith, 1970; McCormick, 1971). The replacement of areas of old, low, high- 
density housing, each unit acting as a multiple low-level pollution source, by modem high- 
rise residential and commercial buildings serves to concentrate and elevate the points of 
emission, both changes helping to improve dispersion. District heating plants behave in 
much the same way. But the result is often to intermingle high and low buildings with the 
inevitable danger of pollution from the latter sources spreading downwind at the level of the 
middle and upper floors of the taller ones.

Apart from controls upon fuel usage and pollution emissions, and those exercised by the 
physical separation of important emitter and receptor areas, urban design can also make a 
contribution to improved air quality by suitable land-use zoning in relation to the local 
topography (Frenkiel, 1956).6

6 T J. Chandler; URBAN CLIMATOLOGYAIVD ITS RELEVANCE TO URBAN DESIGN
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

When concrete, brick, stone, glass and macadam are substituted for field, farm and forest, 
the physical and chemical properties of the boundary layer are also changed.
Each element of climate — airflow, air chemistry, temperatures, humidities, precipitation, visibility 
and so on — will differ in urban as compared with rural areas. Strong winds are decelerated and 
light winds are accelerated as they move into towns; the air above cities is infused with a miasma of 
solid, liquid and gaseous pollutants; temperatures are generally higher in cities than in their rural 
surrounds; relative humidities are most frequently lower though absolute humidities can sometimes 
be higher in urban than in rural areas; precipitation tends to be enhanced within or to the lee of 
cities; visibilities are poorer and radiation receipts are also lowered by the pail of smoke and other 
pollutants which lie over most cities.

It is the planner’s responsibility to weigh against each other the several planning criteria, 
including pollution, so as to optimize the total environmental quality, often by balancing widely 
conflicting interests.7

3. URBAN CONFIGURATION IMPACTS 3.1 Building Density
The joint effect of all these aspects constitutes the final impact on external temperatures. Building 
density is a ratio connected to others like vegetation ratio and building surface/volume ratio. It has 
an inverse relationship with each of them.
For example, when building density increases, vegetation ratio and surface/volume ratio 
decrease. However, it is directly proportional to anthropogenic heat release. Vegetation ratio affects 
the moisture available from evapotranspiration processes, which affects the daytime temperature 
response. This means that a reduction in the vegetation area causes warmer daytime 
temperatures. Increased building density usually means increased population density as 
well as activities that increase the anthropogenic heat and consequently the external air 
temperature.8

THE PROPOSED REMOVES THE ELEMENTS THAT EXIST AND CONTRIBUTE TO THE 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT, CHANGING THE CHEMICAL PROPERTIES AS THEY EXIST 
TODAY - THUS CAUSING ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS.
THIS IS IMPOSSIBLE TO AVOID AND A MATTER OF FACT.

7 T. J. Chandler; URBAN CLIMATOLOGYAIVD ITS RELEVANCE TO URBAN DESIGN
8 THE EFFECTS OF URBAN CONFIGURATION ON URBAN AIR TEMPERATURES College of Engineering & Architecture
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

1. IT IS INCREDIBLY IGNORANT, ASIDE FROM BEING COMPLETELY FALSE, THAT THIS 
IS NOT A MIGRATORY AREA. 2. THE DEPARTMENT HAS NOT INCLUDED ANY 
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE DEMONSTRATING THE SITE IS NOT USED AS SUCH.

CONSULTING WITH OTHER AGENCIES SUCH AS THE AUDUBON SOCIETY OR OTHER 
LOCAL BIRDING OR WILDLIFE AGENCIES, AS SUGGESTED BY CEQA MAY HELP THE 
DEPARTMENT WITH INFORMATION THEY ARE LACKING AND NOT QUALIFIED TO 
DETERMINE. THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF ARE NOT EDUCATED IN THE 
HABITS OF MIGRATORY BIRDS, NOR THE EFFECTS OF GLOBAL WARMING AND 
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS CAUSING WILDLIFE TO APPEAR AND NEST IN 
“IRREGULAR” LOCATIONS. IT’S CALLED HABITAT DEGRADATION.
BECAUSE THE DEPARTMENT HAS APPROVED SO MANY INAPPROPRIATE PROJECTS 
THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE CITY, IT HAS FORCED SPECIES OUT OF THEIR NATURAL 
ENVIRONMENTS. THEY CONTINUE TO SEEK SAFE HABITAT ANYWHERE THEY CAN. 
LIKE THE CITY (ACCORDING TO THE DEPARTMENT), WILDLIFE IS EXPERIENCING A 
HOUSING CRISIS. THIS CRISIS IS A DIRECT RESULT FROM PROJECT APPROVALS 
THAT HAVE EXTERMINATED THEIR HABITAT. CHANCES ARE, WHERE THERE IS A 
TREE, THERE ARE INHABITANTS.

NOTHING IN THE CODE STATES A WILDLIFE NURSERY MUST EXIST IN THE AREA
FOR SPECIES AND HABITAT TO BE PROTECTED.

ADDITIONALLY, NOTHING IN THE CODE OR IN ANY OF THE GENERAL PLAN 
ELEMENTS, STATES WE MUST WAIT UNTIL A SPECIES IS LISTED ON THE 

ENDANGERED LIST IN ORDER TO CONSIDER IT FOR PROTECTION.
IT IS CALLED PRESERVATION, WHICH IS SPECIFIED IN THE GENERAL AND

SPECIFIC PLANS.
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE EXISTS, INDICATING AN ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE PHYSICAL 
CONDITION. (SEE EX 5, 7, 11b)
CFGC §3503. It is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise 
provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto.

CFGC §2053. The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that state agencies should not 
approve projects as proposed which would jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or 
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence 
of those species, if there are reasonable and prudent alternatives available consistent with conserving the species or 
its habitat which would prevent jeopardy.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

FURTHERMORE, TO HELP THE DEPARTMENT BETTER UNDERSTAND WHAT THE 
DEFINITION OF A MIGRATORY BIRD IS, PLEASE SEE BELOW:

THE DICTIONARY DEFINITION OF MIGRATORY BIRD IS A BIRD THAT TRAVELS FROM 
ONE PLACE TO ANOTHER AT REGULAR TIMES OFTEN OVER LONG DISTANCES.

HOWEVER, THE REGULATORY DEFINITION OF MIGRATORY BIRD IS MUCH 
DIFFERENT. IN REGULATION, A MIGRATORY BIRD IS A BIRD OF A SPECIES THAT 
BELONGS TO A FAMILY OR GROUP OF SPECIES PRESENT IN THE UNITED STATE AS 
WELL AS CANADA, JAPAN, MEXICO, OR RUSSIA. MOST NATIVE BIRD SPECIES 
(BIRDS NATURALLY OCCURRING IN THE UNITED STATES) BELONG TO A PROTECTED 
FAMILY AND ARE THEREFORE PROTECTED BY THE MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT..

DEPARTMENT OF U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE KEEPS A LIST KNOWN AS THE 10.13 LIST 
WHICH CAN BE VIEWED HERE:

https://www.fws.goV/birds/management/managed-species/migratory-bird-treaty-act-protected-species.php#

THIS LIST REFLECTS THE MOST CURRENT DATABASE OF SPECIES PROTECTED 
UNDER THE MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT.
YOU WILL FIND SEVERAL SPECIES ON THIS LIST IDENTIFIED AS THE SAME SPECIES 
PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED INTO THE RECORD VIA PHOTOGRAPHS AND STATEMENTS 
DEMONSTRATING THEIR USE AND HABITAT OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES. 
THEREFORE, SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE EXISTS THAT THE PROPOSED DOES CAUSE 
AN ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITION WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA 
IN REGARDS TO WILDLIFE.
PLEASE SEE EX 11b AND PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED DOCUMENTATION.

CEQA DOES NOT REQUIRE THERE BE A MINIMUM NUMBER OF BIRDS FOR IMPACT 
TO BE CONSIDERED. IN ADDITION, WE ARE NOT MEANT TO WAIT FOR A SPECIES 
TO END UP ON THE ENDANGERED LIST TO PURSUE ITS PROTECTION.
THE ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN ARE CLEAR IN THE PROPER METHOD FOR 
ADDRESSING THIS EXACT ISSUE. IT’S CALLED PRESERVATION - IT IS SPECIFIED IN 
THE SPECIFIC/COMMUNITY PLAN AND THROUGHOUT EVERY ELEMENT OF THE 
GENERAL PLAN. THIS IS WHAT THEY MEAN. THIS RIGHT HERE. WHAT YOU ARE 
READING.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

A DOCUMENT TITLED ENVIRONMENT AND CRIME IN THE INNER CITY (SEE EX 12) PROVES 
HOW RESIDENTS LIVING “GREENER” SURROUNDINGS REPORT LOWER LEVELS OF FEAR, 
FEWER INCIVILITIES, AND LESS AGGRESSIVE AND VIOLENT BEHAVIOR. THIS STUDY USED 
POLICE CRIME REPORTS TO EXAMINE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VEGETATION AND 
CRIME IN AN INNER-CITY NEIGHBORHOOD. CRIME RATES FOR 98 APARTMENT BUILDINGS 
WITH VARYING LEVELS OF NEARBY VEGETATION WERE COMPARED. RESULTS INDICATE 
THAT ALTHOUGH RESIDENTS WERE RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO DIFFERENT LEVELS OF 
NEARBY VEGETATION, THE GREENER A BUILDING’S SURROUNDINGS WERE, THE FEWER 
CRIMES REPORTED. FURTHERMORE, THIS PATTERN HELD FOR BOTH PROPERTY CRIMES 
AND VIOLENT CRIMES. THE RELATIONSHIP OF VEGETATION TO CRIME HELD AFTER THE 
NUMBER OF APARTMENTS PER BUILDING, BUILDING HEIGHT, VACANCY RATE, AND 
NUMBER OF OCCUPIED UNITS PER BUILDING WERE ACCOUNTED FOR.

PAGE 2 STATES: WE PRESENT THEORY AND EVIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT FAR FROM 
ABETTING CRIME, HIGH-CANOPY TREES AND GRASS MAY ACTUALLY WORK TO DETER 
CRIME IN POOR INNER-CITY NEIGHBORHOODS.

PAGE 3 STATES: TO WIT, WE PROPOSE THAT WIDELY SPACED, HIGH-CANOPY TREES AND 
OTHER VISIBILITY-PRESERVING FORMS OF VEGETATION DO NOT PROMOTE CRIME.

PAGE 4 STATES: A SERIES OF STUDIES CONDUCTED IN INNER-CITY NEIGHBORHOODS 
HAS SHOWN THAT TREED OUTDOOR SPACES ARE CONSISTENTLY MORE WELL USED BY 
YOUTH, ADULTS, AND MIXED-AGE GROUPS THAN ARE TREELESS SPACES; MOREOVER, 
THE MORE TREES IN A SPACE, THE GREATER THE NUMBER OF SIMULTANEOUS USERS
(COLEY, KUO, & SULLIVAN, 1997; KUO, SULLIVAN, COLEY, & BRUNSON, 1998; W. C. SULLIVAN, KUO, & DEPOOTER,
2001). ...HIGHER LEVELS OF VEGETATION NOT ONLY PRESERVE VISIBILITY BUT MAY ALSO 
INCREASE SURVEILLANCE.

PAGE 5 STATES: EVIDENCE SUGGESTING THAT PLANTS AND OTHER TERRITORIAL 
MARKERS MAKE PROPERTIES LESS ATTRACTIVE FOR BURGLARY.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

A CONSIDERABLE BODY OF STUDIES INDICATES THAT VEGETATION AIDS IN THE RECOVERY 
FROM MENTAL FATIGUE. CONTACT WITH NATURE IN A VARIETY OF FORMS-WILDERNESS AREAS, 
PRAIRIE, COMMUNITY PARKS, WINDOW VIEWS, AND INTERIOR PLANTS-IS SYSTEMATICALLY 
LINKED WITH ENHANCED COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING AS MEASURED BY BOTH SELF-REPORT AND 
PERFORMANCE ON OBJECTIVE TESTS

PAGE 6 STATES: VEGETATION CAN DETER CRIME IN POOR URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS IN ANY OR 
ALL OF THE FOLLOWING WAYS: BY INCREASING RESIDENTS’ INFORMAL SURVEILLANCE OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD SPACES, BY INCREASING THE IMPLIED SURVEILLANCE OF THESE SPACES, AND 
BY MITIGATING RESIDENTS’ MENTAL FATIGUE, THEREBY REDUCING THE POTENTIAL FOR 
VIOLENCE.
IN RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS, THE MORE VEGETATION THERE IS, THE LESS FEAR OF CRIME.
IN THAT STUDY, AN INNER-CITY COURTYARD WAS DEPICTED WITH VARYING DENSITIES OF 
TREES: THE MORE DENSE THE TREE PLANTING WAS, THE GREATER THE SENSE OF SAFETY (KUO, 
BACAICOA, ETAL., 1998).

PAGE 7 STATES: RESIDENT REPORTS INDICATED THAT GRAFFITI, VANDALISM, AND LITTERING 
WERE SYSTEMATICALLY LOWER IN OUTDOOR SPACES WITH TREES AND GRASS THAN IN 
COMPARABLE, MORE BARREN SPACES (BRUNSON, 1999). FURTHERMORE, RESIDENT REPORTS 
INDICATED THAT SOCIAL INCIVILITIES, SUCH AS THE PRESENCE OF NOISY, DISRUPTIVE 
INDIVIDUALS, STRANGERS, AND ILLEGAL ACTIVITY, WERE ALSO SYSTEMATICALLY LOWER IN THE 
GREENER OUTDOOR SPACES (BRUNSON, 1999).

IN ADDITION, THE COMMUNITY HAS EXPERIENCE IN THESE ISSUES AND HAS LEARNED. 3 
BUILDINGS WITHIN A 1 BLOCK RADIUS OF THE SITE THAT HAVE BEEN DEMOLISHED AND HAVE 
HAD A GREEN FENCE AROUND THEM HAVE ATTRACTED CRIME, GRAFFITI THAT WAS NOT THERE 
BEFORE. ALL 3 SITE’S HAVE ATTRACTED OUTSIDERS, LITTER AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCED 
QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD. ALL OF THE VEGETATION WAS REMOVED AND THERE 
EXISTS NOTHING GREEN. MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY NO LONGER FEEL SAFE WALKING 
NEARBY THESE LOCATIONS.

THE PROPOSED PROJECT ELIMINATES ALL OF THE EXISTING “GREENERY”. THE PUBLIC HAS 
NOTIFIED THE DEPARTMENT OF THIS BEING UNACCEPTABLE AND HAVE PROVIDED SUFFICIENT 
GROUNDS FOR DISPROVAL. APPROVING A PROJECT WHICH KNOWINGLY INCREASES DANGER, 
CRIME, AND POSES RISK TO AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY DOES NOT SERVE THE COMMUNITY 
THIS REFLECTS EVIDENCE THAT APPROVING THE PROPOSED CONTRIBUTES TO AN INCREASE IN 
DISRUPTIVE INDIVIDUALS, ILLEGAL ACTIVITY, STRANGERS, CRIME, LITTER, DEBRIS AND OUTS 
RESIDENTS IN A STATE OF FEAR IN THEIR OWN NEIGHBORHOOD THAT WOULD NOT EXIST 
OTHERWISE.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

A DOCUMENT TITLED CALIFORNIANATURALRESOURCEAGENCY.PDF (SEE MAR 3 EM) PROVES 
SB375, IN RECOGNIZING LOCAL GOVERNMENT AS AN IMPORTANT ROLE IN MAKING LAND USE 
DECISIONS THAT HELP THE STATE ACHIEVE ITS CLIMATE GOALS, REDUCE GHG EMISSIONS, AND 
BE GUIDED BY THE EFFECTIVE STATEWIDE GOALS AND POLICIES DIRECTED TO LAND USE, 
POPULATION GROWTH AND DISTRIBUTION, DEVELOPMENT, OPEN SPACE, RESOURCE 
PRESERVATION AND UTILIZATION, AIR AND WATER QUALITY AND OTHER RELATED PHYSICAL, 
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FACTORS.
THE FACTS OF THE PROPOSED INCLUDE INCREASING GHG EMISSIONS, REMOVE AND REDUCE 
EXISTING OPEN SPACE, FAILS TO PRESERVE RESOURCES AND EXISTING UTILIZATION, 
DECREASES AIR QUALITY, SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASES WATER USAGE AND FAILS TO MEET THE 
DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AS PROVEN IN EX3C.
THIS REFLECTS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT MAY HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT 
ON THE ENVIRONMENT PRC §21080(D).

A DOCUMENT TITLED LETTER_FOR_RECORD.PDF (SEE FEB 22 EM) STATES THE GOALS AND 
POLICIES OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT PROVING IMMEDIATE NEED TO PRESERVE EXISTING 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK AND DISCOURAGE DEMOLITION.
THE PROPOSED PROJECT ELIMINATES ALL OF THE EXISTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALREADY IN 
PLACE, THUS HAVING A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON BOTH EXISTING RESIDENTS AND THE GENERAL 
PUBLIC. THE ELLIS ACT IS NOT RELEVANT TO THE MND OR SPECIFIC PLAN AS MENTIONED IN 
THE DETERMINATION LETTER.

A DOCUMENT TITLED HCIDLA-HOUSINGCOMMITTEEPRESENTATION8-27-2014 FC DRAGGED.PDF
(SEE MAR 3 EM) REPORTS EXISTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING IS TO BE PRESERVED WHEN MAKING 
LAND USE DECISIONS, STATING:
“THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING OUTPACED THE SUPPLY, MORE COST-EFFECTIVE 
THAN NEW CONSTRUCTION, STABILIZES NEIGHBORHOODS, PREVENTS DISPLACEMENT”.
THE FACTS OF THE PROPOSED INCLUDE PERMANENTLY REMOVING EXISTING RENT-CONTROL 
WHICH IS NOT DEFINED AS “AFFORDABLE HOUSING” AND CERTAINLY NOT THE SAME THING. 
EITHER WAY, THE PROPOSED GUARANTEES TO PERMANENTLY REMOVE SUCH HOUSING 
AGAINST THE SUGGESTIONS MADE BY THE CITY COUNCIL HOUSING COMMITTEE AND AT THE 
EXPENSE OF THE EXISTING COMMUNITY.
THIS REFLECTS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT DOES HAVE A SIGNIFICANT 
EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

36 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

AN ADVERSE CHANGE 
IN THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS EXISTS 

WITHIN THE AFFECTED AREA:

A DOCUMENT TITLED THECITYPROJECT-PARKSCOMMUNmES(DRAGGED).PDF (SEE FEB 22 EM) 
SHOWS PAGE 9 WITH A RED BOX HIGHLIGHTING THE TARGETED AREA, IDENTIFIED IN RED,
WHICH INDICATES A PARK POOR AND INCOME POOR COMMUNITY. THE FOLLOWING PAGE 
IDENTIFIES WHY OPEN AND GREEN SPACE ARE SO NECESSARY FOR THE PUBLIC AND HOW 
THEY PROVIDE NEEDED REPRIEVE FROM THE EVERYDAY PRESSURES THAT LEAD TO MENTAL 
FATIGUE. THIS IMPROVES THE HEALTH OF ADULTS AND CHILDREN BY REDUCING STRESS AND 
DEPRESSION AND IMPROVING FOCUS, ATTENTION SPAN, PRODUCTIVITY AND RECOVERY FROM 
ILLNESS. THE REMAINDER OF THIS DOCUMENT GOES ON TO EXPLAIN IN GREAT DETAIL ALL OF 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL, CULTURAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMICAL ROLES THIS OPEN SPACE PLAY IN 
THE COMMUNITIES EVERYDAY LIVES.
THE FACTS OF THE PROPOSED INCLUDE PERMANENT REMOVAL OF ALL EXISTING OPEN, GREEN 
AND AIR SPACE DEPRIVING AND TAKING AWAY WHAT RESIDENTS HAVE DEPENDED ON IN THEIR 
NEIGHBORHOOD. A DECISION WHICH HAS PROVEN TO NOT SERVE THE PEOPLE AND 
CONSEQUENTLY DEGRADES QUALITY OF PEOPLES LIVES.
THIS REFLECTS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROPOSED DOES NOT SERVE THE 
COMMUNITY, THE ENVIRONMENT AND ECOSYSTEM AND BRINGS WITH IT IRREVERSIBLE DAMAGE 
FOR THE PUBLIC TO SUFFER. NONE OF WHICH WOULD EXIST IF NOT FOR THE PROPOSED - 
NONE OF WHICH ARE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE PUBLIC.

A DOCUMENT TITLED HOUSINGNEEDSASSESSMENTCH1(DRAGGED).PDF (SEE EH 3b)
PAGE 1-34 REPORTS: “THERE WERE 1,413,995 THE U.S. CENSUS. IN 2000, THERE WERE 76,327 
FEWER UNITS (1,337,706), WHICH REPRESENTS AN INCREASE OF 5.7% OVER TEN YEARS.
THE PERCENT INCREASE IN HOUSING UNITS IS MORE THAN TWICE THE INCREASE IN TOTAL 
POPULATION OVER THE SAME PERIOD (2.7%), WHICH WOULD NORMALLY INDICATE A 
SLACKENING OF DEMAND AND THEREFORE LOWER HOUSING COSTS. HOWEVER, THIS HAS NOT 
BEEN THE CASE IN LOS ANGELES.
PART OF THE REASON FOR THIS IS THAT MUCH OF THE INCREASE IN HOUSING UNITS 
OCCURRED IN VACANT UNITS (44% OF THE TOTAL). THE RESULT IS THAT OCCUPIED HOUSING 
UNITS INCREASED BY ONLY 3.4% SINCE 2000.
THE PROPOSED INCLUDES 26 UNAFFORDABLE SINGLE FAMILY HOMES DURING THE MIDDLE OF 
AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROBLEM, A HOMELESS PROBLEM ,THE LARGEST DROUGHT 
PROBLEM OUR CITY HAS EVER EXPERIENCED - WHILE THE CITY HAS INCURRED A 44% 
VACANCY RATE IN NEWLY BUILT HOMES.

THIS REFLECTS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE THAT THE PROJECT IS 
DRASTICALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR THE SITE LOCATION AND DOES NOT 
MEET THE CURRENT NEEDS OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT AS STATED BY THE 
DEPARTMENT.
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

SEE:
ENVIRONMENT AND CRIME IN THE INNER CITY, FRANCES E. KUO, WILLIAM C. SULLIVAN 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

THE EFFECTS OF URBAN TREES ON AIR QUALITY, DAVID J. NOWAK 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

ASSESSING CANOPY COVER OVER STREETS AND SIDEWALKS IN STREET TREE
POPULATIONS, SCOTT E. MACO AND E. GREGORY MCPHERSON 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION THE TREE BVOC INDEX, J.R. SIMPSON*, E.G. MCPHERSON 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

LANDSCAPE AND URBAN PLANNING A NEW APPROACH TO QUANTIFY AND MAP CARBON 
STORED, SEQUESTERED AND EMISSIONS AVOIDED BY URBAN FORESTS
E. GREGORY MCPHERSON, QINGFU XIAO, ELENA AGUARON 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

URBAN FORESTRY & URBAN GREENING LIFE CYCLE ASSESSMENT OF CARBON DIOXIDE 
FOR DIFFERENT ARBORICULTURAL PRACTICES IN LOS ANGELES, CA
E. GREGORY MCPHERSON, ALISSA KENDALL, SHANNON ALBERS 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

URBAN FORESTRY & URBAN GREENING TREE AND IMPERVIOUS COVER CHANGE IN U.S.
CITIES, DAVID J. NOWAK, ERIC J. GREENFIELD 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

EFFECTS OF STREET TREE SHADE ON ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT PERFORMANCE,
E. GREGORY MCPHERSON AND JULES MUCHNICK 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

THE FUTURE OF LARGE OLD TREES IN URBAN LANDSCAPES
DARREN S. LE ROUX*, KAREN IKIN, DAVID B. LINDENMAYER, ADRIAN D. MANNING, PHILIP 
GIBBONS
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

LANDSCAPE AND URBAN PLANNING MILLION TREES LOS ANGELES CANOPY COVER AND 
BENEFIT ASSESSMENT E. GREGORY MCPHERSONA, JAMES R. SIMPSON, QINGFU XIAO, 
CHUNXIA UWB
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

SEE:
URBAN FORESTRY & URBAN GREENING FACTORS AFFECTING LONG-TERM MORTALITY OF 
RESIDENTIAL SHADE TREES: EVIDENCE FROM SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA, YEKANG KO,
JUN-HAK LEE, E. GREGORY MCPHERSON, LARA A. ROMAND 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 2, 2016)

QUANTIFYING THE ROLE OF URBAN FORESTS IN REMOVING ATMOSPHERIC CARBON
DIOXIDE, ROWAN A. ROWNTREE AND DAVID J. NOWAK 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 3, 2016)

NO QUICK FIX FOR REPLACING THE BENEFITS OF MATURE TREES, ACTREES 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 3, 2016)

ENVIRONMENT AND BEHAVIOR, FRANCES E. KUO AND WILLIAM C. SULLIVAN 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 4, 2016)

AT THE ROOT OF IT,SUSAN D. DAY, P. ERIC WISEMAN 
(SUBMITTED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD MARCH 4, 2016)

STAFF HAS NEGLECTED TO APPLY THESE STUDIES AND FACTUAL DATA TO THE PROJECT, 
NEGLECTING TO MAKE THE ASSOCIATIONS WHICH HAVE DEMONSTRATED HOW MORE

THAN A ‘FAIR ARGUMENT’ EXISTS.

IN THE INTEREST OF AVOIDING DUPLICATES AND FUTURE DIFFICULTY IN SORTING 
THROUGH THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD, THE APPELLANTS WILL NOT BE ATTACHING 

THE AFORESAID TO THIS APPEAL; AS THEY HAVE BEEN CONFIRMED AS BEING RECEIVED 
AND SUBMITTED INTO THE RECORD BY THE DEPARTMENT.

HOWEVER, PLEASE SEE EMAIL THREADS (SUBSEQUENT TO THIS PAGE) INDICATING STAFF 
DOES NOT ALWAYS READ WHAT THE PUBLIC SUBMITS; WHICH CORRESPONDS, WITH THE 

APPELLANTS POSITION THAT THE PROPOSED HAS BEEN REVIEWED IN A BIAS MANNER. 
WHEREAS, THE DEPARTMENT HAS SELECTED ONLY WHAT THEY CHOOSE, WHICH HAS 

RESULTED IN THE ERRONEOUS DECISION OF APPROVAL.
CONSIDERING DOCUMENTATION SUBMITTED ONLY BY THE APPLICANT, THE APPLICANTS 

STAFF OR THEIR HIRED ANALYST IS NOT AN IMPARTIAL OR NEUTRAL POSITION - WHICH IS 
SUPPOSED TO BE TAKEN WHEN MATTERS OF THE PUBLIC ARE CONCERNED. CGC § 65033.

PLEASE ALSO SEE EX 14. AN ARTICLE AND NOTICE OF ENTRY JUDGEMENT IN A RECENT 
CASE WHERE HONORABLE JUDGE CHALFANT FAVORED THE PETITIONERS, WHOSE 

COMMUNITY WHO WAS FORCED TO SUE DUE TO THE CITIES UNWARRANTABLE 
APPROVAL FOR A SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION PROJECT.
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EMAILS WITH THE DEPARTMENT
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Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 at 3:21 PM 
From: "Dan ODonnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
To: "whatabouttrees@consultant.com 
Cc: urbantrees@sanfranmail.com
Subject: Re:

Your e-mail submissions have been received and placed into the public record case file.

Dan O’Donnell

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
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Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 at 3:23 PM 
From: "Dan O'Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
To: friendsofstudiocity@greenmail.net
Cc: eric.garcetti@lacity.org, vince.bertoni@lacity.org
Subject: Re: WEDDINGTON CASE NO: ENV-2015-2618-MND,

Your e-mail submissions have been received and placed into the public record case file.

Dan O'Donnell 
City Planner

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 at 3:24 PM 
From: "Dan O'Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
To: Melanie. Parsons@teachers. org 
Subject: Re: Please send in for me

Melanie,

Your e-mail submissions have been received and placed into the public record case file.

Dan O'Donnell 
City Planner

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 at 3:45 PM 
From: "Dan O'Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>

Subject: Re: FW: FWD: RE: FW

Received and added to the case file administrative record. 

Dan O'Donnell

Sent: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 at 3:56 PM 
From: "Dan O'Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>

Cc: "Aleta James" <aleta.james@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Env-2015-2618-MND)

Received and placed in the case file administrative record.
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Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 at 4:49 PM
From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>, jose@lacity.org 
Subject: Re: NOTICE REQUEST

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

Ok.
I believe the Deputy Advisory Agency for your case is Jose Carlos Romero-Navarro. His e-mail 
is jose. romero-navarro @gmail.com.
Marc Woersching cannot hear the case becasue he is on the Valley Village Neighborhood Council and he resides in 
Valley Village. So he has to excuse himself and not be a part of this particular project.
That is why Jose should be the Advisory Agency hearing the case next Tuesday.

I understand what you are saying, so I will continue to try and help you as best I can.
Take care,

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 at 3:19 PM
From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Subject: Re:

There is a lot of evidence to process. There is no way I could read all of it because I haven't been given the time to do 
so. Remember the case was taken under advisement. That way it gives me time to review all of it. I am not the only 
person reviewing it. Jose Carlos and Dan will have to review it as well before they can render a final decision. Please 
have faith in the process. There is a process we all have to follow and this will take some time to sort through.

Now I have to get back to staff reports for April 12th. It wouldn't be fair to just focus on Weddington when there are 
other cases in the pipeline that also need attention.

Sent: Thursday April 14, 2016 at 4:08 PM 
From: ''@grccnmail.nct “
To: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: PROPERTY ISSUES

Just out of curiosity Mr. Rodriguez, does anything actually get read before it enters the 'case file?'

Sent: Thursday April 14, 2016 at 4:31 PM
From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>

Subject: Re: PROPERTY ISSUES

Well.. let me think about this one.
If the staff has time to read it at the moment they receive it, it gets read. If the staff cannot read it 
due to workload, then a copy is made and the content is placed in the case file. This is so the content isn't 
lost and so the staff can go back to review and read all of the contents received for the case file when they 
have more available time to read it.
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Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 at 4:00 PM
From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Subject: Re: Determination?

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
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We are close to finalizing the LOD. This case was placed under advisement so it stops the clock. It was necessary to 
place it under advisement and not render a decision because of the overwhelming amount of information staff 
has to sort through, organize and review before make a final decision.

The 39 days of filing to render a final decision is incorrect since staff is given 30 days from filing to deem the project 
complete. From there, we have 40 days for all City Agencies to comment the Map.

We are close to rendering a final decision. Thank you for your continued patience.

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2016 at 10:18 AM
From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
Subject: Re: Determination?

The Valley Village SPP got mailed out. The Tract Map has not gone out yet. We should have the Tract Map out by 
Monday. Tract didn't go out because I need to make sure the ENV measures and responses for the Valley Village SP 
are the same as the Tract Map letter.

Valley Village SP has a 15 day appeal whereas Tract is only 10 days. If I can clean the above up today and get it to 
Mary Monday for mail out, both cases can get appealed and be heard only once to SVAPC.

My hunch is that these cases will get appealed by the chain of e-mails I've received by your organization and others in 
the neighborhood.

The applicant will most likely extend the time to hear both cases since Valley Village SP has 75 days to act whereas 
Tracts only has 30 days to act before loosing jurisdiction.

If I don't respond to your e-mails anymore today, its only because I have counter duty today and trying to finish the 
Tract so you can appeal it if you want, or don’t want.

Take care

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2016 at 12:37 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillaae@mail.com> 
To: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Determination?

As of today, we have not received any letter that yo claim was mailed out.
I have asked 4 of the other residents who had signed the pink sheet if they had receved this and they have not. 

You said the ENV was already mailed out.
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Sent: Friday, May 13, 2016 at 12:52 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: mary.crowell@lacity.org
Subject: NOTICE

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

It is my understanding the letter of determination was mailed out. Nelson Rodriguez informed us this was the case but 
had not told us when it was mailed out.
More than 20 people signed the pink sheet to be notified and mailed this letter of determination and thus far, not one 
has received this.
I am sure you understand the time sensitivity for appeals to be filed. We know the city wouldn't intentionally neglect to 
inform the public of such important matters.
Please inform us of if and when the letter of determination was mailed out for the hermitage./weddington 
case. ENV-2015-2618-MND.

thank you..
FVV

Sent: Friday, May 13, 2016 at 2:47 PM
From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
Subject: Re: Determination?

I was informed by staff it was mailed out. Only the Valley Village SP DIR action.

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 8:49 AM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Cc: "Marc Woersching"<marc.woersching@lacity.org>, "Nelson Rodriguez"<nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: NOTICE

The Weddington case has not yet been finalized and mailed out. We are finalizing it today and it should go out this 
week.

Mary Crowell 
Senior Admin Clerk 
Planning Department

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 9:09 AM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: NOTICE

Dan O Connell sent an email out on Friday dated May 13 as the determination date.
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Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 9:37 AM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Cc: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: NOTICE

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

There are 2 cases tied together. The DIR case went out last week. The tract case is being finalized so it can go out 
this week.

Mary Crowell 
Senior Admin Clerk 
Planning Department

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 10:26 AM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: NOTICE

Again, NOT ONE INDIVIDUAL who signed the pink sheet at the public hearing received any letters or mail from your 
Department.
The only reason we even know about the determination letter is because we asked and Dan O'donnell emailed some 
of us.

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 1:10 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: NOTICE

So what would be the explanation for all those people signing up on the pink sheet at the hearing and not one of them 
receiving this letter, which lists a time sensitive appeal date.

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 5:01 PM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
Subject: Re: NOTICE

The Determination Letter was scheduled to be sent last Friday. However, a senior planner found some data missing 
so the letter has not been sent as of today. He is reviewing the letter today and tomorrow. We hope to have it 
finalized this week so it can be sent.

Please note, on the date of the determination, we will also have it posted online so it will be available to the public. 
Hope this clarifies your questions.

Best,
Mary Crowell 
Senior Admin Clerk 
Planning Department
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Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at 5:10 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: NOTICE

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

So now you are stating the determination letter WAS NOT sent out? Is this correct. ?
If that is the case, why did Dan O'Donnell send it out via email ?
I have attached a copy of what was received from O'Donnell on Friday, May 13, 2016 at 1:46pm.

Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 at 7:52 AM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
Subject: Re: NOTICE

He sent out the related case. The tract case (VTT-73704-SL) has not been sent out.

Mary Crowell 
Senior Admin Clerk 
Planning Department

Sent: Friday, May 20, 2016 at 7:20 PM 
From: onecivil@engineer.com 
To: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: 12300 Weddington Street

Sorry to be redundant, but I am here to tell you NO ONE who signed the pink sheet has received ANY NOTICE. 
As of today, Friday May 20.

If we did, we would be happy to share this.

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2016 at 6:09 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: NOTICE

Can you please send us a list of the addresses you said you mailed out the letters to?
Today is May 23, 2016 and no one has received any type of notice or letter from your department.

This cuts in to our appeal time doesn't it. Lack of timely notice is grounds for a request to extend the appeal dates. 
The deadline appears to fall on Memorial Day - when your office is closed.

Thank you.
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Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 at 7:49 AM 
From: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
To: onecivil@engineer.com 
Subject: Re: 12300 Weddington Street

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

Dear onecivil,

I just realized that Monday, May 30 is a holiday, so the appeal period for the Project Permit Compliance will be 
extended to 5 pm, Tuesday, May 31. Everyone who signed the pink sheet will receive a copy of the tract map decision 
by us mail - everyone who emailed comments on the MND will be emailed a copy of the decision, since we do not 
have a us mail address for those who emailed. The tract map decision has not yet been issued.

Dan O'Donnell

Sent: Thursday May 26, 2016 at 12:16 PM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Cc: "Marc Woersching"<marc.woersching@lacity.org>, "Nelson Rodriguez"<nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>, 
"Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

The Determination was sent out today. Let me know if you still want a copy of the list.

Mary Crowell 
Senior Admin Clerk 
Planning Department

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 at 4:09 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

Di I need to do a CPRA request for this information.

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 at 4:50 PM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Cc: "Marc Woersching"<marc.woersching@lacity.org>, "Nelson Rodriguez"<nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org> 
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

No, just understand that I was out of the office earlier this week and tied up in a meeting today. 
Please see attached mailing lists.

Best,
Mary Crowell
Senior Admin Clerk Planning Department
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DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 at 1:48 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
Subject: Fw: Re: Re: Street Vacation

Can you please advise on who the primary contact for the VTT case is and who is the primary contact for the SPP 
case is?
Where does public comment get sent to and to whom does it get addressed?
Must the same documentation get sent in to 2 different places?

thank you.

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 at 3:40 PM 
From: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org> 
To: onecivil@engineer.com 
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: Street Vacation

The primary contact for the VTT case is Nelson Rodriguez. I am the primary contact for the SPP case.

The appeal period on the SPP ended as of yesterday at 5 pm. I know at least one appeal was filed.

The appeal period for the VTT ends on June 6 at 5 pm. Appeals must be filed in person at a Planning Department 
public counter downtown or in Van Nuys.

After the appeal period ends, all written comments should be sent directly to the office of the South Valley Area 
Planning Commission, which will hear the appeals.
Comments should be mailed or emailed to Randa Hanna, Commission Executive Assistant, Room 532, City Hall, Los 
Angeles, CA 90012, or randa.hanna @lacitv.org. Address the correspondences to President, South Valley Area 
Planning Commission, and reference the case no., i.e., VTT 73704-SL and/or DIR-2015-2697-SPP.

Dan O'Donnell

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 at 11:55 AM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Out of the Office Re: FWD: WHERE DO I SEND THIS

Is there someone else we should be sending documentation to. 
Her email indicates she is out of the office until June 23.

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 at 2:27 PM 
From: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
Cc: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Out of the Office Re: FWD: WHERE DO I SEND THIS

The case is tentatively scheduled to be considered by the South Valley Area Planning Commission on July 14, 2016. 
It will not be heard before that date. Randa is still the appropriate person to email correspondences to - she will 
deliver all comments to the Commission members approximately 1 week prior to the Commission date.
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Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 at 9:19 AM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: randa.hanna@lacity.org, apcsouthvalley@lacity.org 
Subject: FWD: NOTICE OF PENDENCY ACTION

RE CASE NUMBERS: VTT-73704-SL, DIR-2015-2697-SPP, ENV-2015-2618-MND

TO: Commission Executive Assistant, Randa Hanna,
President, South Valley Area Planning Commission,

Please find the attached letter of representation and notice of Pendency Of Action RE 12301 WEDDINGTON ST. and 
5303 HERMITAGE AVE. VALLEY VILLAGE, CA 91607.

Pursuant to California Government Code 66499.16
(a) Dedications or offers of dedication to be vacated or abandoned by the reversion to acreage are 
unnecessary for present or prospective public purposes; and (1) All owners of an interest in the real property 
within the subdivision have consented."
Consent has NOT BEEN GRANTED by a party having an interest in the property.
Approvals of the proposed at this time are incredibly premature and have no grounds.

The City was advised of the Pendency Action on March 3, 2016 and has chosen to proceed regardless.
Furthermore, "A street may not be vacated for exclusive private use." (Constantine v. City of Sunnyvale (1949) 91 
Cal.App.2d 278, 282 [204 P.2d 922].)
To abandon a public road, the City must find that it is no longer necessary, i.e., there is no present or future use for the 
road, and that the abandonment is in the public interest. fn. 4 (Sts. & Hy. Code, § 959; Heist v. County of Colusa 
(1984) 163 Cal.App.3d 841, 848-849 [213 Cal.Rptr. 278].)

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

We would appreciate confirmation of this email as having been received and filed. 
Thank you so much.

Erin K.
FVV representative 
ATTACHMENT Rep.Ltr.03-03-16.pdf
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Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 at 2:58 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Dan O’Donnell" <dan.odonnell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Out of the Office Re: FWD: WHERE DO I SEND THIS

When does the tentatively scheduled get either confirmed or rescheduled?
Will notice be sent out to the appellants?

Thank you.

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 at 5:00 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

Not a problem. And thank you for copying Mr. Woersching who has nothing to do with this case.

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 at 5:03 PM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

He is Nelson's senior.

Mary Crowell
Senior Admin Clerk Planning Department

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 at 5:08 PM
From: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com>
To: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

--- Forward Message-----
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 at 4:49 PM From: "Nelson Rodriguez" <nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org>

Ok.
I believe the Deputy Advisory Agency for your case is Jose Carlos Romero-Navarro. His e-mail is 
jose. romero-navarro @gmail. com.
Marc Woersching cannot hear the case becasue he is on the Valley Village Neighborhood Council and he resides in 
Valley Village.
So he has to excuse himself and not be a part of this particular project. That is why Jose should be the Advisory 
Agency hearing the case next Tuesday.

Sent: Thursday June 16, 2016 at 4:53 PM 
From: "Mary Crowell" <mary.crowell@lacity.org>
To: "Friends Of Valley Village" <friendsofvalleyvillage@mail.com> 
Subject: Re: Fw: Re: NOTICE

Absolutely.

Mary Crowell 
Senior Admin Clerk 
Planning Department
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DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED:

(titles as how they were sent) 
= attachment

• February 22, 2016 2:42pm via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org, courtney.shum@lacity.org 
ENV-LETTER_FOR_RECORD.pdf

• February 24, 2016 11:23am 
SCAN_02142016.pdf 
SCAN_02142016-2.pdf 
SCAN_02142016-3.pdf 
SCAN_02142016-4.pdf 
SCAN_02142016-5.pdf 
SCAN_02142016-6.pdf

via email - courtney.shum@lacity.org

• March 3, 2016 6:02pm via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org,
1-4.pdf
ConservationElement-CityPlan-2001 .pdf 
ConservationElement-CityPlan-2001 (dragged).pdf

• March 3, 2016 7:37pm viaemail-dan.odonnell@lacity.org, 
CaliforniaNaturalResourcesAgency (dragged) 1 .pdf 
FICIDLA-Flousing Committee Presentation 8-27-2014 FC (dragged).pdf 
FlousingNeedsAssessment-Ch1 (dragged).pdf 
TheCityProject-ParksCommunities (dragged).pdf

• March 4, 2016 11:26am via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org, 
KuoSullivanenvironmentandcrime.pdf 
Neighbors & Nature (1).pdf 
UN_STUDY.pdf

• March 6, 2016 12:56pm via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org,
env_svpc.pdf
Valley_PlanningDept.pdf

• March 8, 2016 2:34pm via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org,
doc.pdf
Mar8-EM.pdf

• March 8, 2016 5:51pm via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org, aleta.james@lacity.org 
CASE NUMBER- ENV-2015-2618.pdf

• March 9, 2016 8:45am viaemail-dan.odonnell@lacity.org, aleta.james@lacity.org
ENVIetter-as.pdf
FlermWedLetter-planning-jf.pdf •

• March 9, 2016 10:40am via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org, aleta.james@lacity.org
project-ENV-2015-2618-ds.pdf 
xNFI-ComPlan.pdf
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DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED:

(titles as how they were sent)
= attachment

via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org, aleta.james@lacity.orgMarch 9, 2016 12:34pm 
Enveloper-pr.pdf 
Strathern-.pdf

March 9, 2016 1:03pm via email - dan.odonnell@lacity.org, aleta.james@lacity.org 
project-ENV-2015-2618-ds.pdf 
Stevenson.pdf

March 25, 2016 2:44pm via email - nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org 
ENV-LETTER_FOR_RECORD.pdf

March 30, 2016 8:53am via email - jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org 
Herml .pdf

April 2, 2016 3:45pm via email - jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org, nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org, 
HCIDLA-2012052L4AHDTODPreservationFinal.pdf 
HousingGoals-Chapt6.pdf

April 2, 2016 3:45pm via email - jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org, 
uphousep.png

April 11,2016, 5:21pm via email - jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org, nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org, 
2016-UB-EthicsCommission.png 
2015-UB-EthicsCommission.png

April 14, 2016, 10:14am via email - jose.romero-navarro@lacity.org, nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org, 
Minute Order 4-8-16.pdf 
Rep.Ltr.03-03-16.pdf

May 10, 2016 11:40am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org, apcsouthvalley@lacity.org 
FORRENT.pdf

June 1,2016 4:24pm via email - nelson.rodriguez@lacity.org, randa.hanna@lacity.org 
ThePublic-.pdf (45 pages)
ThePublic-EXHIBITS-min.pdf (97 pages)
ENV-2015-2618-MND-EnvironmentAndCrime.pdf (25 pages)
ENV-2015-2618-MND-rb_nrs47.pdf (35 pages)
CASE NUMBER- ENV-2015-2618-vvc-min.pdf (15 pages)
ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2002_mcpherson001 _maco-prntd.pdf (7 pages) 
ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2015_mcpherson003-prntd.pdf (10 pages)
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DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED:

(titles as how they were sent)
= attachment

June 2, 2016 9:19am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org, apcsouthvalley@lacity.org 
Rep.Ltr.03-03-16.pdf

June 13, 2016 8:55am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
WEDDINGTON-LETTER OPPOSING.pdf

June 24, 2016 10:05am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
Herm:Wed-KB.pdf 
Herm-CS.pdf 
Hermitage-RB.pdf 
Letter-AP.pdf 
Letter-BG.pdf

June 24, 2016 10:12am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
Letter-BGG.pdf 
Letter-DH.pdf 
Letter-DL.pdf 
Letter-DM.pdf

June 24, 2016 10:14am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
Letter-IG.pdf 
Letter-JF.pdf 
Letter-MNS.pdf 
Letter-PC.pdf 
Letter-RB.pdf

June 24, 2016 10:19am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
Letter-RR.pdf 
Letter-SJ.pdf 
Letter-TR.pdf
WEDDINGTON-LETTER OPPOSING-June 9-RK.pdf 
Weddington Street-FA.pdf

June 24, 2016 10:38am via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
Letter-PR.pdf 
Letter-VH.pdf 
WeddingtonHerm-SM 
Weddington-NB.pdf 
WedHerm-AB.pdf

June 24, 2016 3:31 pm via email - randa.hanna@lacity.org 
HELP 2016-5-30 comments on Weddington.pdf

June 24, 2016 4:53pm via email 
Letter-Wed.pdf 
clearance for demolition.tiff 
map act solar rqrmnts

randa.hanna@lacity.org, apcsouthvalley@lacity.org
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SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED:

(titles as how they were sent)

• ENV-2015-2618-MND-article/CAFishWildlifeCode.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-benefits_trees.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-SoilCompactionAndTrees-TheLargeTreeArgument.pdf (37 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-TEAnimals.pdf (14 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-TheLargeTreeArgument.pdf (8 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-EnvironmentAndCrime-printed.pdf (25 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-NRS News Release (2 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-rb_nrs47.pdf (35 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-srep11610.pdf (14 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-Tree_Air_Qual-Stud-printed.pdf (4 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2002_mcpherson001_maco-printed.pdf (7 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2011_mcpherson006.pdf (6 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2013_mcpherson005.pdf (15 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2015_mcpherson003-printed.pdf (10 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-Tree_and_Impervious_Cover_change_in_US_Cities_Nowak_Greenfield.pdf (10 pages)
• Increasingly_Fragmented_Habitats.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-cufr639mcpherson-JOA-pavingshade-printed.pdf (8 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2008_mcpherson001.pdf (12 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-EnvironmentAndCrime.pdf (25 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-pone.0099403.pdf (11 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2011_mcpherson001.pdf (11 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-psw_2015_mcpherson004_ko.pdf (8 pages) (evidence)
• cufr_48.pdf (106 pages) (evidence)
• ne_1991_rowntree_001.pdff (7 pages) (evidence)
• nrs_2013_nowak_002.pdf (8 pages) (evidence)
• OpenSpacePlan.pdf (27 pages) (evidence)
• RFF-REPORT-Open Spaces.pdf (82 pages) (evidence)
• ACT. pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• Aerial-1.jpg (evidence)
• Camphors-1.pdf (17 pages) (evidence)
• Camphors-2.pdf (28 pages) (evidence)
• JanScow.pdf (9 pages) (evidence)
• 1-4 copy-mp.pdf (4 pages) (evidence)
• CaliforniaNaturalResourcesAgency (dragged) 1.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• ConservationElement-CityPlan-2001 (dragged)-mp.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ConservationElement-CityPlan-2001-mp.pdf (85 pages) (evidence)
• HCIDLA-Housing Committee Presentation 8-27-2014 FC (dragged).pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• HousingNeedsAssessment-Ch1 (dragged).pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• TheCityProject-ParksCommunities (dragged).pdf (5 pages) (evidence)
• KuoSullivanenvironmentandcrime.pdf (26 pages) (evidence)
• Neighbors & Nature (1).pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• UN_STUDY.pdf (4 pages) (evidence)
• educ_Portal_RootGrowth_AN.pdf (3 pages) (evidence)
• EPA-Analysis of Impacts.pdf (239 pages) (evidence)
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(titles as how they were sent)

• CouncilFile-95-0830.png (1 page) (evidence)
• AdminRecord-Case-DIR-2015-2697-SPP-VTT73704.pdf (2 pages)
• City Hall Density Hawks.pdf (12 pages) (evidence)
• CouncilFile-07-0136.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• CouncilFile-14-0930-Motion.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• CouncilFile-95-0830.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• HousingGoals-Chap6.pdf (1 pages) (evidence)
• Kotkin-What-is-a-City-For-.pdf (29 pages) (evidence)
• Motions.pdf (3 pages) (evidence)
• SuppStaffReport_06-17-14FINAL.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• WhatDensityDoesntTellUsAboutSprawl.compressed.pdf (44 pages) (evidence)
• StudyofStreetTraffic-ConditionsInTheCityOfLA.pdf (153 pages) (evidence)
• CASE NUMBER- ENV-2015-2618-vvc-min,pdf(15 pages) (evidence)
• Valley_PlanningDept-ds-printed.pdf (11 pages) (evidence)
• DLab-2016_CEQA_Statutes-ut-prntd.pdf (8 pages) (evidence)
• PLANNING-SouthValley-DIR-VTT.pdf (11 pages) (evidence)
• CharlieFisher-gbc.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• Letter- CharlieFisher.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-ENV-LETTER_FOR_RECORD-nlj.pdf (6 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-Case No DIR-2015-2697-SPP-gbc.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV-Wedd-gbc.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• LA Conservancy comments-gbc.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• SFVMuseum (1 page) (evidence)
• Valley Village Camphors-RobertPerry-gbc.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV_jsalzmann-fvv.pdf (1 page) (constituent)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-HermWedLetter-planning-jf-ds-.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-Letters-csw.pdf (2 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-Mar8-jg-vvc-.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-SilverlakeHeritageTrust.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-stevenson-d.s..pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-Strathern-ds.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-svv-.pdf (3 pages) (evidence)
• ENV-2015-2618-MND-HermitageWeddington-dg.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENVletter-pr.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• ENVletter-sa.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• doc-vvc-printed.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
• env_svpc-ds-prntd.pdf (1 page) (evidence)
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EX 1
Valley Village

Specific Plan

o

Ordinance No. 168,613 
Effective April 4.1993

Specific Plan Procedures 
Amended pursuant to L.A.M.C. Section 11.5.7

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Specific Plan Boundary Map

Section 1. 

Section 2. 

Section 3. 

Section 4 

Section 5. 

Section 6. 

Section 7. 

Section 8. 
Section 9. 

Section 10. 

Section 11.

Establishment of Specific Plan 

Purposes

Relationship to Other Provisions of the Municipal Code 

Definitions
Zoning and Land Use

Specific Plan Development Regulations

Signs

Parking

Landscape Standards

Public Right-of-Way. Dedications and Roadway Improvements 

Severability

A Part of the General Ptan - City of Los Angeles 
www.otyofla.org/pln/index.htm (General Plan - Specific Ran)

57 of 277

http://www.otyofla.org/pln/index.htm


DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 1

KAngj. Si

Valley Village Specific Plan

Burbank B!

; tmum HiChandler Bl

V'qV>n;t'in Si

Magnolia Blvd.

Riverside l>r Camarillo St
lemura Fu>

Specific Plan Area

Specific Plan Area Not to >c*>

58 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN

An ordinance establishing a Specific Plan for an area known as Valley Village 
in the North Hollywood Community Plan Area

WHEREAS, on March 6. 1986 the City Council instructed the Planning 
Department to prepare a Specific Plan for the Valley Village area, and

WHEREAS. Valley Village, a predominately single-family neighborhood, is 
experiencing transitional development, specifically multiple-family and 
commercial development near traditionally smgle-famty zoned neighborhoods, 
and

WHEREAS, the present commercial zoning permits commercial development 
with a wide range of uses, a floor area ratio of 1.5 to 1. and unlimited height, 
and

WHEREAS, the multiple-family and commercial development allowed by 
current zoning will cause adverse impacts for adjacent residential 
neighborhoods such as excessive traffic, parking on adpommg residential 
streets, inappropriate and undesirable uses such as commercial uses that are 
incompatible with the surroundng area, blocked views and development of a 
proportion and scale that is incompatible with adjoining residential 
neighborhoods;

NOW THEREFORE,

The City Council hereby establishes the Valley Village Specific Plan for 
residential and commercial development in the North Hollywood Community 
Plan area as shown within the heavy lines on the map and as further 
descnbed as: the area bounded by Burbank Boulevard lo the north, the 
Hollywood Freeway (1-170) to the east, the Ventura Freeway (1-101) to the 
south and the Tu/unga Wash to the west.

A To assure that the development of the area is in accordance with the 
provisions of the North Hollywood Community Plan;

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

Section 1 ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIFIC PLAN

Section 2. PURPOSES

1
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EX 1
■ B. To assure orderly, attractive and harmonious multiple residential and

commercial developments that are adjacent to the existing single-family 
developments within the Valley Village area of the North Hollywood 
Community Plan area;

C. To provide coordinated and comprehensive standards for height, 
design, building massng. open space, and landscaping for new 
projects so that multiple residential and commercial projects are 
harmonious with adjacent single-family neighborhoods;

D. To assure that all residential and commercial uses are consistent with 
the general character of the existing single-family developments within 
the Valley Village area of the North Hollywood Community Plan area

E. To preserve the quality and existing character of the Valley Village area.

F. To minimize adverse environmental effects of development and promote 
the general welfare by regulating buildings by height, and bulk, and 
prohibiting commercial uses which are not compatible to their sites and 
surroundings, or which cause parking or traffic circulation impacts;

G. To adequately buffer single-family residential uses from adjacent multiple 
residential and commercial development;

H. To preserve stable single-family neighborhoods presently zoned for 
single-family uses.

Section 3. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 1 OF THE LOS
ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE

A. The regulations of this Specific Plan are in addition to those set forth in 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (hereinafter Code) and do 
not convey any rights not otherwise granted under such other provisions, 
except as specially provided herein

B. Wherever this Specific Plan contams provisions which require different 
commercial land uses, building heights, stepback requirements, 
landscaping requirements, yard setbacks, parking requirements or other 
provisions which differ from those provisions contained in Chapter 1 of the 
Code, the Specific Plan shall prevail and supersede the applicable 
provisions of that Code.

C. Procedural requirements of this Specific Plan are set forth in Section 
11,5,7 of the Code

Section 4. DEFINITIONS

The following words, whenever used in this Specific Plan, shall be construed 
as defined in this section Words and phrases not defined herein shall be 
construed as defined in Section 12 03 of the Code and Division 4 of Article IX 
of the Code, if defined therein

o

2
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EX 1 Drive-through Restaurant: shall mean an establishment which dispenses 
food for consumption on or off the premises, over a counter, or through a 
window. to an individual in a vehicle.

Fast-food Restaurant: shall mean an establishment which dispenses 
prepared food over a counter for consumption on or off the premises, except 
tor a cafeteria, and generates at least 31.6 tnps per 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area For purposes of this Specific Plan, cafeteria shall mean a 
restaurant in which the customers serve themselves or are served at a counter 
and take the food to tables to eat for consumption only on the premises, trip 
shall mean an arrival or a departure during the am or p.m peak hours by a 
motor vehicle, as determined by the Department of Transportation: and gross 
floor area shall mean the total square footage confined by the outside surface 
of the extenor walls of a building, except that square footage devoted to 
vehide parking and necessary intenor driveways and ramps.

Open Space: shall mean an area open from the ground to the sky intended 
to be used for active and passive recreation purposes, which is free of storage 
areas, surface parking for automobiles or trucks, or other improvements. 
Open Space may includo walkways or recreation areas (i.e . swimming pools, 
barbecue and picnic areas, areas devoted to sports, games and hobbies, 
fountains, ponds, benches, sun decks and other similar amenities). 
Projections into yards as specified In Section 12.22 C 20 of the Code are 
permitted in open space

Project: shall mean the erection or construction of or addition or alteration to 
any building or structure which increases the height, floor area, number of 
dwelling units or number of guest rooms on a residentially or commercially 
zoned property.

o

Section 5. ZONING ANO LAND USE

All land uses shall be consistent with the North Hollywood Community Plan 
and with the additional regulations as specified in this Specific Plan

A Residential Land Uses One-family residentially zoned lots shall be 
maintained with one-family dwellings

B Commercial Land Uses Unless the zoning on a lot is more restrictive 
than allowed by the C4 Zone, a commercially zoned lot within the Valley 
Village Specific Ptan Area shall be limited to the C4 use limitations in 
Section 12.16 A 2 of the Code, except that the following uses shall not 
be permitted:

1. all ground floor residential uses
2. automobile sales, new
3. bathhouses
4 burglar alarm businesses
5 driving schools
6. escort businesses
7 fast-food & drive-through restaurants

3
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EX 1 8. hotels and motels
9. massage parlors
10. mobilehome sales, new
11. monuments and tombstones, retail sales
12. off-site advertising signs
13. recreational vehicle sales, new
14. rescue missions
15. taxicab businesses
16. trade schools, universities and barber and beauty colleges
17. trailer sales, new

Section 6. SPECIFIC PLAN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Any Project on a lot or lots located m whole or In part within the Specific Plan 
Area as described In Section 1 of this ordinance shall conform to the following 
development regulations:

A. General Provisions.

1. For multiple-family residential Projects constructed on a lot 
adjacent to a lot zoned for RW1 or more restrictive residential uses

a. Any portion of a building wan above a height of 26 feet and 
facing an RW1 or more restnctively zoned lot shall not have 
any balcony or any openings to a halfway or public stairway. 
Window openings shall otherwise be allowed 44 inches above 
the floor in any room.

b. Open balcony guardrails on buildings facing an RW1 or more 
restnctively zoned lot shall be prohibited with the exception 
that the lower six inches of the guardrai may be open

c. Any area on a rooftop used for recreational purposes shall be 
fenced off and that enclosure shall be set back 10 feet from 
the edge of the building. Any rooftop recreation area that is 
located within 20 feet of a RW1 or more restnctively zoned lot 
shall have fencing at least six feet m height with opaque or 
solid wall construction materials

2. All lighting for a Project shall be low-illumination safety lighting of 
a color similar to incandescent light which is shielded and directed 
onto the property on which the Project is located.

B. Building Height.

1. Residential Uses.

a No multiple-family building shall exceed 36 feet in height 

b. No one-family building shall exceed 30 feet in height

2. Building Height and Stepback for Commercial Uses

4

o
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EX 1
Notwithstanding Section 12 21.1 A (10) of the Code to the contrary, 
commercial Protects shall conform to the following provisions 
pertaining to height limitations on C-zoned lots when the Project 
is located within the distances specified from a lot classified in the 
RW1 or more restrictive zone:

Distances Height

0 to 49 feet 25 feet
more than 49 feet to 99 feet 33 feet
more than 99 feet to 199 feet 45 feet

C. Open Space for Multiple-Family Projects.

1. A Protect shall provide a minimum of 100 square feet of Open 
Space per dwelling unit.

2. A minimum of 50 percent of all Open Space shall be landscaped.

3. Paved areas, excluding parking areas, shall consist of the following 
materials: stamped concrete, colored concrete, tile and/or other 
brick pavers, or similar matenals

4. Fifty percent of the required Open Space may consist of the front 
and/or rear yard, provided such yard is landscaped.

D. Multiple-Family Projects Built on One or More Lots with A Total Width
of 150 Feet or More and Adjacent to RW1 or More Restnctive Zones.

1. Walkways.

a. A Project shall have a walkway which shall consist of a paved 
area and a landscaped area, the total width of which walkway 
shall be a minimum of eight feet for a meiimum depth of ten 
feet beyond the required yard. The paved portions of 
walkways shall not exceed 50 percent of the required walkway 
area, nor be less than 44 inches in width The remaining area 
shall be landscaped.

b. Matenals for the paved areas shall consist of the following: 
stamped concrete, colored concrete, tile and/or brick pavers, 
or similar materials.

c. Walkways shall be maintained free of all encroachments, 
except for allowable projections as specified in Section 12.22 
C 20 of the Code.

2. Yard Requirements

a. The front yard shall be that required by the Code plus an 
additional five feet for 50 percent of the lot frontage.

b The side yard shall be a minimum of 10 feet for a multiple-

5
63 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 1
family residential Project which is adjacent to an RW1 or 
more restnctively zoned lot on the side lot line.

c. The rear yard shall be that required by the Code plus an 
additional five feet.

E. Yard Requirements for Commercial Projects.

1. The area of the front yard shall be no less than five percent of the 
total lot area, but shall not extend to a depth of greater than 15 feet

2. The side yard shall be 10 feet for a Project adjacent to an RW1 or 
more restnctively zoned lot on the side lot line.

3. The rear yard shall be 20 feet measured from the rear lot line for a 
Project which is adjacent to an RW1 or more restnctively zoned lot 
on the rear lot l*ie.

4. Where there is an alley, the setback shall be measured from the 
centerline of the alley for a Project adjacent to an RW1 or more 
restnctively zoned lot.

Section 7. SIGNS

A No commercial off-site sign or sign support structure shall be erected 
within the Specific Plan Area.

B. No roof sign shall be erected within the Specific Plan Area.

Section 8. PARKING

A Parking Standards for Residential Projects

1. Any multiple-family Project shall provide resident parking as 
required by 12.21 A 4 (a) of the Code, or any amendment thereto, 
and guest parking at a ratio of at least one quarter space per 
dwelling unit m excess of that required by the Code.

2. New condominiums shall prov»de guest parking at a minimum of 
one-half space per dwelling unit In excess of that required by the 
Code

3. Guest parking shall be clearly identified, easily accessible to 
guests, and shall not be in tandem

B Parking Standards for Commercial Projects

Parking for an office development shaft be at least three parking spaces
for each 1.000 square feet of floor area

6
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EX 1
Section 9. LANDSCAPE STANDARDS

A. General Requirements.

Any multiple-family or commercial Project shall provide landscaping in
conformance with the following requirements

1. A landscape plan prepared by a person licensed to prepare 
landscape plans under state law shall be submitted for 
review and approval to the Director of Planning, or his or her 
designee

2. Landscape plans shall include the approximate size at maturity, 
location of all proposed materials, the scientific and common 
names of such plant materials, the proposed irrigation plan and the 
estimated planting schedule.

3. Artificial plants are prohibited.

4. Landscaped areas shall be planted with a variety of plant matenals 
which include shrubs, trees and ground cover.

5. AH landscaped areas shall be equipped with an automatic sprinkler 
or dnp irrigation system designed to conserve water

6. AH plants and trees shall be drought-resistant.

B. Buffer Standards.

1. There shad be a five-foot buffer of plant material wherever a multipte- 
family or commercial Project is adjacent to an RW1 or more 
restnctivety zoned lot or use. The plant material shall be 
maintained at a height of not lower than six feet at maturity. 
Fifteen- gallon trees shall be planted on private property every 
twenty feet along the lot line of the property on which the Project is 
located

2. A solid, decorative, masonry block wall, a minimum of six feet in 
height, shall be constructed along any side or rear lot line of a 
multiple-family or commercial Project between any adjacent one- 
family residential use and any parking or driveway use of the 
Project, rf no wall already exists along said lot line of the Project. 
There shall be no openings, except for a lockable gate provided for 
landscape work or as may be required by the Code. Decorative 
masonry walls shall mean split-face, slump stone, plaster, brick or 
stone facing with a top cap. Both sides of the wall must be 
decorative.

C. Existing Trees and Replacement Trees.

o
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1. Existing non-fruit bearing mature trees that are at least five feet in 

height shall be incorporated into a multiple-family or commercial 
Project, except within the building area and driveway access.

2. For every tree removed due to subterranean parking facilities, a 
replacement tree shall be planted on a 1:1 basis. Replacement 
trees shall be at least a 24-inch box size, not less than eight feet 
in height, with a trunk diameter of not less than two inches, and a 
minimum branch spread of five feet. All trees shall be in healthy 
growing condition.

D. Street Trees and Planting Requirements.

Any multiple-family or commercial Project shall provide street trees in 
conformance with the following requirements:

1. Shade-producing street trees shall be planted at a ratio of at least 
one tree for each 30 lineal feet of street frontage when no 
obstructions are present.

2. The minimum size for street trees shall be 10 feet in height and two 
inches in caliper at the time of planting.

3. Street trees shall be approved by the Street Tree Division of the 
Bureau of Street Maintenance.

E. Landscaping Requirements.

1. In addition to the other landscaping standards provided in Section 
9 of this ordinance, any multiple-family Project shall provide 
landscaping in conformance with the following requirements:

a. The area from the lot line to the building shall be landscaped 
with live plant materials and/or ground cover, except for 
required exit-ways, walkways and driveways.

b. Front, rear and side yards shall be landscaped using similar 
materials so that the total development creates a consistent 
landscape theme.

c. A minimum of 50 percent of the total required front and rear 
yards shall be planted.

2. In addition to the other landscaping standards provided in Section 
9 of this ordinance, any commercial Project shall provide 
landscaping in conformance with the following requirements:

a. At least one 24-inch box shade tree shall be planted for every 
four surface parking spaces.

b. The trees shall be dispersed within the parking area so as to 
shade the surface parking area at maturity and shall be 
protected by curbing or other suitable measures, to the

Valley Village
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satisfaction of the City Planning Department. The shade trees 
may be planted along the penphery of a parking area, provided 
that the trees are planted so as to shade the surface parking 
area

c. An automatic spnnkler system shall be installed to water the 
trees.

Section 10. PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY, DEDICATIONS AND ROADWAY
IMPROVEMENTS

At least one-half of the width of any street, highway, or alley abutting a lot on 
which a Project is located shall be dedicated and guaranteed or improved for 
the full width of the lot to comply with the standards set forth in Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Secbon 17.05 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer

Any required improvements pursuant to this ordinance shall be made in 
accordance with the procedures descnbed in Secbon 12.37 D of the Code. 
The appeal procedure described in Section 12 371 of the Code may be utdized 
by any person required to make improvements by the provisions of this 
ordinance

Any RW1 or more restnctively zoned lot which abuts a local stroet shall be 
exempt from the provisions of this Section

Section 11. SEVERABILITY

If any provision of this Specific Ptan is found to be unconstitutional or 
otherwise invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall 
not affect the remaining provisions of this Specific Plan which can be 
implemented without the nvalid provision, and. to this end. the provisions of 
this Specific Plan are declared lo be severable
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EX 1a

Council File Number
95-0830

Title
CPC 94-0211 CPU

Subject
CPC 94-0211 CPU - Req Council approve amends of the plan map, and text, along with associated 
zone & height district changes for the No. Hollywood Community Plan Area. NEW COUNCIL FILE 
05-1619

Last Change Date
09/05/2008

Council District
2,4,5,7

Initiated by
City Planning

Action History for Council File 9S-0830
Date Activity
09/05/2008 File closed.

Archive History

5-10-95 - For ref
5-10-95 - Ref to Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
5-11-95 - File to Bernson Chrprsn
5-17-95 - File to Planning and Land Use Management Committee Clerk
8- 9-95 - Mayor / Planning Department report regarding General Plan Amendments for the 
North Hollywood Community Plan - to Planning and Land Use Management Committee Clerk
9- 6-95 - File to Council Districts 2, 4, 5 and 7 per Planning and Land Use Management Committee Clerk 
12-7-95 - File to Planning and Land Use Management Committee Clerk for report
1- 10-96 - Set for Planning and Land Use Management Committee on February 13, 1996
2- 13-96 - Planning and Land Use Management Committee Disposition - OK with PF plan footnote added
5-1-96 - Set for Council on May 14, 1996 ______________
5-14-96 - Council Action - ‘Motion • Wachs Mover 1996 / Ferraro - ADOPTED - The Valley Village 
Community has existed In San Fernando Valley since the 1930's. In 1991, the Council officially 
recognized Valley Village by erecting community identification sign
at various Intersections leading Into Valley Village. Further, in 1993, the Valley Village Specific Plan was 
adopted by Council to protect its existing single family characteristics.
The North Hollywood Community Plan, which now encompasses Valley Village, Is being updated to 
reflect current land use trends in the area. Since it is very clear that this plan now includes two distinct 
communities, it is appropriate to change the title of the Community Plan.
THEREFORE MOVE that the "North Hollywood Community Plan" be renamed the "North Hollywood - 
Valley Village Community Plan."
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9-14-99 - This day's Council session * Motion - Wachs Mover 1999 / Ferraro / Feuer - The Valley Village 
Specific Plan was adopted by the City Council in 1993 In order to curtail adverse impacts created by 
commercial and multiple residential uses in a traditionally single family zoned neighborhood. Such 
impacts have been excessive traffic, crowded parking on adjoining resident ail streets, inappropriate 
and undesirable commercial uses that are incompatible with the surrounding area, and commercial and 
residential developments built to a scale that are incompatible with adjoining residential neighborhoods. 
To curtail such negative impacts, the plan prohibits certain commercial uses, restricts the height of any 
building near single family zone neighborhoods, restricts the use of balconies and rooftop recreation 
area,s prohibits ay new off-site or roof top signs, provides landscape standards for new development, 
and guarantees street improvements for any new project to be at standards as set up in the municipal
code.______________
Members of the Valley 
including: language to
restrictions on signage, building design standards, utility under grounding, prohibitions of certain 
commercial uses, additional provisions for landscape improvements, and restrictions on the location and 
camouflaging of satellite dishes and cellular telecommunication facilities In Valley Village.
THEREFORE MOVE, that the Planning Dept consult with representatives of the Valley Village community, 
and the Council Offices representing Valley Village, to address the above mentioned concerns, and, 
with the assistance of the City Attorney, amend the Valley Village Specific Pan accordingly.
9-14-99 - Ref to Planning and Land Use Management Committee
9-14-99 - File to Planning and Land Use Management Committee Clerk
9-23-99 - Set for Planning and Land Use Management Committee on September 28, 1999
9-28-99 - Planning and Land Use Management Committee Disposition - Referred to Plan staff
9-29-99 * File to Plan; Attn: Community Planning per Planning and Land Use Management Committee
Clerk req
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North Hollywood - Valley Village
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EX 2

North Hollywood - Valley Village 

ACTIVITY LOG

Adoption Date Plan Council File No. CPC File No.

May 14, 1996 North Hollywood Community Plan Update 95-0830 94-0211 CPU

Feb. 23, 1993 Valley Village Specific Plan 91-0911 S2 86-0243

May 31, 1995 NoHo Commercial and Artcraft District 93-2134 94-0042 SUD

Adoption Amendment Council File No. CPC File No.
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Community Plan
Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION

Community Background

O

PLAN AREA The North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan Area is located 
approximately 15 miles northeasterly of downtown Los Angoles. It is bounded 
on the east by the City of Burbank. south by Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca 
Lake, north by Sun Valley and west by Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks 
community plan areas. The area is compnsed of several subareas, the most 
prominent of these areas being Valley Village, North Hollywood Community 
Redevelopment Area, and the Valley-Laurel Plaza regional shopping area

• Valley Village is bounded by the Hollywood Freeway on the east, Ventura 
Freeway on the south, Burbank Boulevard on the north, and the Tujunga 
Wash on the west. In Apnl of 1993, the Valley Village Specific Plan 
became effective, affording the area protection from the adverse impacts 
caused by the development of multiple family and commercial properties 
Commercial development is located manly along Laurel Canyon Boulevard, 
with local commercial centers developed along the main artenals. The 
majority of the area is developed with sngle-famrty homes along the interior 
streets with multiple residential acting as a buffer from the mam artenals.

• The North Hollywood Redevelopment Area is generally bounded by 
Hatteras on the north, Sarah Street. Camarillo Street and the Ventura 
Freeway on the south, Tujunga and Camellia on the west and Cahuenga 
on the east The redevelopment area contains the central business district 
for the North Hollywood community with the main focus of development 
located along Lankershim Boulevard
The North Hollywood Redevelopment Ptan was adopted by the City Council 
in February. 1979, and subsequently amended 1980 and 1988, and 1995, 
respectively The most recent amendment establishes a special omphasrs 
on attracting and retaining the arts and entertainment industry in the area 
The Redevelopment Project Area is outlined on the Community Plan Map. 
The primary objective of the Redevelopment Plan is the preservation and 
enhancement of the Project Area as a diverse community with active 
residential, commercial and Industnal sectors. The R©development Plan 
establishes a framework implementing community revitalization activities 
All development, including the construction of new buildings, and the 
remodeling and expansion of existing buddings must conform to the 
Redevelopment Plan and all budding permits must be submitted to and 
approved by the Community Redevelopment Agency.

No«r» Houypop • Vuut Viuam
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Metro Rail/Metrolink - The Metro Red Line now runs 4.4 miles from 
Union Station in downtown Los Angeles to MacArthur Parti in the Westtake 
district. Construction is under way to extend the subway to the M»d- 
Wilshire district in 1996. to extend to Hollywood Boulevard and Vine StreeL 
The Valley's first subway segments of the Rod Lne will be located at 
Universal City and North Hollyod

Although, the Valley is served by the Metrollnk Commuter rail service, the 
Red Line will provide more local, frequent service tanking the Valley, 
Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles throughout the day

On October 26, 1994. the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
voted to approve the nud-valey subway option along Burbank and Chandler 
Boulevards. Additionally, an alternative West Valley alignment running 
north along Lankershim Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to a 
proposed stabon at Los Angeles Valley College wHI also be studied The 
adoption of the proposed subway corridor w* now enable the MT A to move 
forward w4h the environmental studies that must be conducted to qualifying 
the protect for Federal Funds The North Hollywood transit station will 
initially serve as the starling point for valley service to downtown Los 
Angeles

'NoHo" Arts District - The 'NoHo’ Arts Distnct within the Redevelopment 
Area with its collection of live theaters and store front artisan community 
is becoming the focal point of the area The City Counci recognizing the 
importance of this district has requested that a Commercial and Artcraft 
District be formed for the area The City Planning Commission on February 
9.1995 recommended approval of the creation of a commercial and artcraft 
distnct. however City Council has not finalized the commission 
recommendation This district will be focused along the commercial 
corridors of Lankershim between Camanllo Street and Cumpston and 
Vineland between Camanllo and Magnolia This will include a pedestnan 
link between the Commercial Core and North Hollywood Park along 
Weddmgton Street between Lankershim and Tujunga.

The Valley-laurel Plata Regional Stropping Area provides the 
community with retail uses contained in two mails located north and south 
of Victory Boulevard along Laurel Canyon Boulevard. On December 6. 
1994. the City Council approved a new community redevelopment Project 
Area for the Laurel Canyon commercial comdor The area is generally 
bounded by Vanowen on the north. Burbank on the south using Laurel 
Canyon as the mam focus Portions extend to the west of Whitsett. and 
to Lankershim to the east The mam focus of the redevelopment area is 
to assist in the rebuilding of structures damaged in the January 17. 1994 
earthquake Additionally the Los Angeles City Planning Commission has 
approved an expansion of (he Laurel Plaza Regional Shopping Center

or amendment of the general plan, the planning agency shall provide 
opportunities for the involvement of citizens, public agencies, public utility

COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION

The State of CaMomla requires citizen participation m the preparation of the 
General Plan. Government Code Section 65351 reads "During the preparation

1-2
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companies, and civic, education, and other community groups, through public 
hearings and any other means the city or county deems appropriate *
The initial formation of the North Hollywood Plan involved members of the 
community who helped to identify and define the needs, desires, resources 
and the unique nature of the community Subsequent changes in the Plan have 
served to broaden the community participation that took place with the formation 
of the original plan Community participation through an open house held on 
August 29. 1994 and public heanngs. have helped to update the current plan

housing, as well as housing and occupancy factors including years at the same 
address. Additionally, information is given concerning social demographics.

The following sections of the Plan summarize the most significant planning land 
use issues and opportunities facing the North Hollywood-Vailey Village 
Community.

residential neighborhoods while providing a variety of housing opportunities with 
compatible new housing.

Issues

• Need to preserve single family neighborhoods.

• Cumulative effects if development exceeds infrastructure capacity

• Need for more affordable housing

• Lack of open space In apartment projects

Opportunities

• Access and proximity to employment.

• Potential for residential and mixed use development along commercial

• Establish appropriate transitions between commercial (mixed use) and 
adjoining uses, especially residential.

• Create pedestrian/friendly shopping areas by incorporating street trees, 
benches, convenient parktngi'access and mantainmg commercial frontage 
at ground level.

• Complement any unique existing developments/uses.

COMMUNITY
PROFILE

The Community profile contains a series of charts depicting such subjects as 
population and household growth rate comparisons, household size, age of

Community Issues and Opportunities

RESIDENTIAL Preservation and enhancement of the positive characteristics of existing

corridors

HaiBHminpm Yimr tutu 
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COMMERCIAL Improve the function, design and economic vitality of the commercial corridors.

Issues

• Lack of continuity and cohesiveness along commercial frontages.

• Lack of overall parking and access within commercial strips due to 
physical constraints.

• Unsightliness of newer construction due to the lack of landscaping, 
architectural character and scale.

• Inadequate transition between commercial and residential uses.

• Establish appropriate transitions between industrial, commercial and 
residential uses.

• Provide adequate industrially zoned land that generates employment for 
the local work force.

Opportunities

• Ensure appropriate transitions between commercial (mixed use) and 
adjoining uses, especially residential.

• Createuser friendly shopping areas by incorporating street trees, benches, 
convenient parking access and maintaining commercial frontage at ground 
level.

• Complement existing developments/uses.

INDUSTRIAL To encourage the inclusion of environmentally sensitive industrial uses within
the industrial areas.

Issues

• Intrusion of commercial uses within the industrial base, and in particular 
those properties fronting along the Sherman Way industrial corridor from 
Coldwater Canyon to Clybourn Avenue.

• Lack of continuity and cohesiveness along industrial frontages.

• Cost to mitigate any hazardous waste contamination.

Opportunities

• Excellent access to regional freeways and rail services.

• Manufacturing uses that generate employment for the local work force.

• Availability of sites planned for job producing uses that improve the 
economic and physical condition of the area.

North Hollywood - Valley Village
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EX 2
TRAN SPORTATION • Maximize the development opportunities of the future rail transit system

while minimizing any adverse impacts.

Issues

• To provide the community with a detailed plan that establishes the 
corridors for the proposed transit line.

• Ensure that the proposed transit line along Chandler Boulevard in North 
Hollywood does not create a division within a well established residential 
community.

• To provide a range of density that would encourage a mix of multiple 
housing opportunities, without impacting adjacent uses.

Opportunities

• The potential for joint development between private and public funds to 
integrate, optimize and coordinate new construction in conjunction with 
the development of the transit station.

• The potential to deter mine the intensity and density of development in 
proximity to the transit stations stops.

• The potential to incorporate needed facilities conveniently near transit 
station stops, such as child care, senior housing, and an arts and craft 
district.

• The potential to determine the transit line that will best serve the valley 
communities whether it turns out to be the proposed route along Chandler 
Boulevard, or the alternative route along Oxnard Street.

• Preservation of historic structures or districts.

Maj or Development Opportunity Sites

Plan the few remaining sites for major development for needed job producing 
uses that improve the economic and physical condition of the community.

Issues

• For industrially planned areas, costs to remove existing hazardous wastes.

• Intrusion of commercial uses in the industrially planned properties facing 
major access roads.

• Proximity to nearby residential uses.

• Inconsistent incremental development.

North Hollywood - Valley Village
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EX 2
Opportunities

• Expand manufacturing uses mat generate employment for me local work 
force.

• Attract desirable ('clean') industrial uses, thus generating less harmful 
pollutants and lower noise levels

• Potential of joint public and private development around transit stations 
stops

NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER

Preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing uses which provide 
me foundation for community identity, such as scale, height bulk, setbacks 
and appearance

Issues

• Scale, density and character of multiple dwelling housing adjacent to 
single-family homes.

• Impact on street parking from new high density apartments

• Affects of residential development on commercial corridors

• The need to preserve and rehabilitate historic areas with a sensitivity to 
the character of the established neighborhood.

• New development that complements significant histone structures

Opportunities

• Development of areas adjacent to transit station stops provide opportunities 
to reflect enhance community identity.

• Potential for appropriately scaled new housing in proximity to transit 
facilities.

Inclusion of mixed use development In commercial areas adjacent to transit 
station stops.

Develop specific design guidelines for areas located adjacent lo commuter 
rail service and transit station stops

Nffe Hgunmo • Vailm Vmiai
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EX 2 Chapter II
FUNCTION OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN

O

Statutory Requirements

California State Law (Government Code 65300) requires that each city prepare 
and adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for its physical development
It must contain seven mandatory elements Including land use, circulation, 
housing, conservation, open space. noise, and safety In the City of Los Angeles 
thirty five community plans comprise the City's Land Use Element

State of California law requires that the Land Use Element be prepared as part 
of the city's General Plan, and that the Land Use Element be correlated with 
the Circulation Element.

The Land Use Element has the broadest scope of the General Plan elements 
required by the State. Since it regulates how land is to be utilized, many of the 
issues and policies contained in all other plan elements are impacted and/or 
impact this element

Government code 65302(a) states that a land use element designates the 
proposed general distribution and general location and the extent of the uses 
of land for housing, business, industry, open space, including agriculture, natural 
resources, recreation, and enjoyment of scenic beauty, education, public 
buildings and grounds, solid and liquid waste disposal facilities, and other 
categories of public and private uses of land. The land use element shall include 
a statement of the standards of population density and building intensity 
recommended for the various districts and other territory covered by the plan. 
The land use element shall identify areas covered by the plan which are subject 
to flooding and shall be reviewed annually with respect to those areas.

The North HoHywood-Valley Village Community Plan consists of this text and 
the accompanying maps. The Community Plan text states the Community's 
goals, objectives, policies and programs The Community Plan Map outlines 
the arrangement and intensity of land uses, the street system, and the locations 
and characteristics of public service facilities.

The Community Plan addresses all the Elements of the General Plan and ts 
internally consistent with the Citywide Elements of the General Plan. The 
Citywide Elements take precedence except where unique needs and 
requirements of the community are called out in the district.

Role of the Community Plan

The General Plan is the fundamental land use policy document of the City of 
Los Angeles It defines the framework by which the City's physical and 
economic resources are to be managed and utilized over time. Decisions by

Mourn HfturrfrM - Vauit Viiiii
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EX 2
the City with regard to the use of land, design and character of buddings and 
open space, conservation of existing housing and provision for new housing: 
provisions for the continued updating of the infrastructure; protection of 
environmental resources, protection of residents from natural and man-made 
hazards, and allocation of fiscal resources are guided by the Plan

The Community Plans are intended to promote an arrangement of land uses, 
streets, and services which wdl encourage and contribute to the economic, 
social and physical health, safety, welfare, and convenience of the people who 
Ive and work m the community. The plan is also intended to guide development 
in order to create a healthful and pleasant environment Goals. Objectives, and 
Policies aro created to meet the existing and future needs and desires of the 
North Hollywood community through the year 2010. The North Hollywood-Valley 
Village Plan is intended to coordinate development among the various 
communities of the City of Los Angeles and adjacent municipalities in a fashion 
both beneficial and desirable to the residents of the community.

The General Plan and the Community Plans clarifies and articulates the City's 
intentions with respect to the nghts and exceptions of the general public, 
property owners, and prospective investors and business interests. Through 
the Community Plans the City can inform these groups of its goals, policies, 
and development standards The Plans communicate what is expected of City 
government and the private sector in order to meet its objectives

The Community Plan ensures that sufficient land is designated for housing, 
commercial and industrial needs as well as educational, cultural, social and 
aesthetic neods of the residents of the community. The Plan identifies and 
provides for the maintenance of any significant environmental resources within 
the Community. The plan also seeks to enhance community identity and 
recognizes unique areas within the Community

Purpose of the Community Plan

The last update of the North Hollywood-Valey Village Community Plan was 
the AB283 Plan Consistency Program completed In 1988 Since that time, new 
issues have emerged, and new community objectives regarding management 
of new development and community preservation have evolved Consequently, 
it is necessary to update the Community Plan to reflect current conditions

This Community Plan was developed in the context of promoting a vision of the 
North Hollywood area as a community that looks at its past with pride and 
approaches its future with eagerness, while maintaining its individual identity 
by;

• Preserving and enhancing the positive characteristics of existng residential 
neighborhoods while providing a variety of housing opportunities with 
compatible new housing.

• Improving the function, design and economic vitality of the commercial 
corridors

Maximizing the development opportunities of the future rail transit system 
while minimizing any adverse impacts

HotitwflM ' V*an Viliam
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EX 2
• Planning the remaining commercial and industrial development opportunity 

sites for needed job producing uses that improves the economic and 
physical condition of the North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan 
area

• The development of a North Hollywood Art Craft District centered in the 
central business district along Lankershim.

Organization and Content of the Community Plan

This Plan sets forth goals, objectives, policies, and implementation programs 
that pertain to North Hollywood-Valley Village: whereas broader issues, goals, 
objectives, and policies are provided by the Citywide Framework, and the other 
mandatory and permissive Elements of the Los Angeles General Plan

The Ran is organized and formatted to facilitate periodic updates. The State 
recommends that the short-term portions of the General Plan, including the 
Community Plans, be reviewed annually and revised as necessary to reflect 
the availability of new implementation tools, changes in funding sources, and 
the results of monitoring the effectiveness of past decisions The State also 
recommends that the entire plan be comprehensively reviewed every five years 
to reflect new conditions. local attitudes, and technological advances.

The principal method for the implementation of the Land Use Map is the Zoning 
Ordinance. The City's Zoning Map must be updated to remain consistent with 
the adopted Land Use Map. Together, the Zoning Ordinance and the Zoning 
Map identify intensity of use and development standards applicable to specific 
areas and parcels of land within the community.

Relationship to other Plans/Programs

The City of Los Angeles has the responsibility to maintain and implement the 
City’s General Plan Since State law requres that the General Plan have internal 
consistency, the North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan (which Is 
a portion of the City's Land Use Element) must be consistent with the other 
elements and components of the General Plan

The Citywide General Ran Framework is the umbrella concept of the General 
Plan which will provide the overall guiding vision for Los Angeles into the 21st 
Century. It is based on a directed growth strategy which targets residential 
and commercial growth along boulevards and corridors and clustered 
development around community focal points and high activity centers The 
directed growth strategy expends the centers concept, which was adopted by 
the City Council in 1974 as the City's long-range development strategy

The General Plan Framework provides the following 2010 projections for the 
North Hollywood-Valley Village Plan area
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Population (2010) Protection 156,181
Employment (2010) Projection 57.053
Housing (20101 Projection 59.211

The above population, employment and housing numbers are provided as 
reference dunng the Community Plan Update It needs to be recognized, 
however, that these figures are only best estimates and are derived from regional 
data which are drsaggregated to the City and then the community level 
Population, jobs and housing could grow more quickly or slowly, than anticipated 
depending on economic trends Regional forecasts do not always reflect the 
adopted community plan level use capacity or buildout estimated from planned 
land use. Plan capacity or buildout is also an imprecise estimate and depends 
on specific assumptions about future density of development and household 
size, which may be more, or less, than actually occur. It should also be noted 
that the community plan capacity does not include mixed use housing in 
commercial distncts nor the current residential vacancy rate.

In addition, to the seven State mandated elements, the City’s General includes 
a service system element, a cultural element and a major public facilities areas 
element. All the provisions and requirements of these elements apply to the 
North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan.

Neighborhood plans involve the preparation of special plans which blend both 
pokey and implementation functions for unique neighborhoods within a 
community. In addition to these specific plans, overlay zones also combine 
policy and implementation functions to address peculiar to a specific 
neighborhood.

Plan Monitoring and Projection

The Plan sets forth goals, objectives, policies and programs, and designates 
a potential land use capacity larger than is anticipated to be built during the 
life of the plan (2010). During the life of the Plan, it will be monitored by 
Congestion Management Monitoring, Year 2000 Market Forecast Review, and 
other appropriate measures If during the life of the Plan, this monitoring finds 
that population, employment or housing in the Plan is occurring faster than 
protected, a revised environmental analysis will be prepared, amendments will 
be proposed and bu*dmg controls may be put into effect until the Community 
Plan is revised to reflect the change in growth patterns

PLA N CONSISTENCY Each Plan '"d'eates the corresponding zones permitted by the Plan
unless further restricted by the Plan text, footnotes, adopted Specific Plans 
or other specific limitations on discretionary approvals. The Plan recognizes 
that achieving the full residential densities and the commercial and industrial 
intensities depicted on the Plan map wifi not occur due to Plan restrictions and 
economic limitations.
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For each plan category, the Plan permits all identified corresponding zones, 
as well as those zones which are more restrictive, as referenced in Section 
12 23 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Any subsequent action that 
codifies the Plan or any monitoring review that results in changes to the Plan 
must make new Plan consistency findings at the time of the decision

Objectives of the Plan

1. To coordinate the development of North Hollywood with other communities 
of the City of Los Angeles and the metropolitan area.

2. To designate lands at appropriate locations for the various private uses 
and public facilities m the quantities and at densities required to 
accommodate population and activities projected in the year 2010

3. To make provisions for housing as is required to satisfy the needs and 
desires of vanous age. income and ethic groups of the community, 
maximizing the opportunity for individual choice.

a To encourage the preservation and enhancement of the of the varied 
and distinctive residential character of the community, and to 
preserve the stable single-family residential neighborhoods

b. To provide multiple- dwelling units for those who cannot afford or do 
not desire to own their own home, emphasizing the area surrounding 
the North Hollywood Business District.

4. To promote economic well being and public convenience through;

a Allocating and distnbutmg commercial lands for retail, service and 
office facilities, with adequate off-street parking in quantities and 
patterns based on accepted planning pnnciples and standards; 
retaining viable commercial frontages with provision for concentrated 
development and redesigning underutilized strip commercial zoning 
to more appropriate uses; and improving the appearance of 
commercial buildings along the major arteries.

b. Designating land for industrial development that can be used without 
detriment to ad|acent uses of other types and imposing restnctions 
on the types of and intensities of industrial uses necessary to this 
purpose.

5. To provide a basis for the location and programming of pubftc facilities 
services and utilities and to coordinate the phasing of public facilities with 
private development by:

Provkfeng neighborhood park and recreational facilities, including 
bicycle paths that utiize rights-of-way and other public lands where 
feasible:
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b. Enlarging and expanding library facilities and services to better serve 

tbe community;

c. Modernizing and enlarging school faculties and providing community 
education centers to help residents with special problems.

d. Improving street lighting throughout the area

6. To make provisions for a circulation system coordinated with land uses 
and densities adequate to accommodate traffic, and to encourage the 
expansion and improvement of pubfcc transportation service

7. To encourage open space for recreational uses for the enjoyment of both 
local residents and persons throughout the Los Angeles region

8 To improve the visual environment of the communrty and. m particular, to 
strengthen and enhance its image and Identity. To discourage the 
distasteful array of signs and billboards located along the major artenes 
of the community.

o
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Chapter III
LAND USE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

Policies

Land Use

RESIDENTIAL

The North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan has been designed to 
accommodate the anticipated growth in population and employment of the 
community to the year 2010 The Plan does not seek to promote nor to hinder 
growth, rather. It accepts the likekhood that growth will take place and must 
be provided for.

The Plan encourages the preservation of low density singte-famrfy residential 
areas, the conservation of open space lands and the concentration of 
commercial and residential development inlo the North Hollywood Center 
(business distort and environs); these are intended to be connected to other 
mayor Centers of the City by a rapid transit network.

The plan proposes clustering of neighborhood and community commercial 
activity to provide maximum convenience with minimum disturbance to 
residential neighborhoods Similarly, the plan proposes industrial uses m 
areas where they will not adversely affect surroundmg development

The Plan stresses the need for the improvement of existing public facilities 
and the pro vrsion of additional facsrties to satisfy the needs of both the present 
and protected populations.

The Plan provides for properties in residential rones to be developed with 
densities as designated Stabto. low-density residential areas are generally 
described as meeting these criteria;

1. Areas zoned for single• family housing and uses exclusively for that 
purpose,

2. Areas containing sngte- famfy housing hawig a useful life of 20 years 
or longer

Features

The Plan proposes (hat the low-density residential character of North 
Hoiywood-Valley Village should be preserved and that 6ingie-famfy residential 
neighborhoods be protected from encroachment by other types of uses

The Plan encourages the rehabilitation and/or rebuking of deteriorated 
single-family areas for the same use Single- family housing should be made 
available to all persons regardless of social, economic and ethnic 
backgrounds Additionally, low and moderate income housing is needed m 
all parts of the City
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EX 2 The proposed residential density categones and their capacities are 
enumerated in Table I.

o

Community Redevelopment Plan

RESIDENTIAL In order to promote revitalization and improvement of residential properties
In the North Hollywood Redevelopment Project Area, the Community 
Redevelopment Agency may, for developments that are subject to 
development and participation agreements between tho Agency and the 
owner/developer, authorize new housing:

1. To be developed with more dwelling units per acre than otherwise 
permitted m this Plan.

2. To achieve greater flexibility in housing design and well planned 
neighborhoods offenng vanety of housing and environment to all 
socioeconomic groups

3. To provide the most appropriate use of land through special methods 
of development. Agency approval of such development shall be 
contingent upon cnteria as may be negotiated between the Agency and 
the owner/ developer. The dwelling units which may be permitted to be 
developed on a parcel above that number of dwelling units provided m 
the density limits of this Plan shall be Known as bonus units. The 
owner/ developer shaH obtain all of the applicable City approvals as may 
be necessary

TABLE I

Plan Population and Dwelling Unit Capacity

Reasonable
Residential 
Land Use 
Category

Dwelling Units
Per Net Acre 

Midpoint (Range)
Net Acres

Number of 
Dwelling 

Units

Persons Per 
Dwelling Unit 

42010)

Expected
Population

(2010)

Low 6.5 (4* to 9) 2,230 14,495 255 36,947

Low Medium 1 13.5 (9+ to 18) 121 1,634 248 4,052

Low Medium II 23.5 (18* to 29) 515 12.103 2.47 29,894

Medium 42.0 (29+ to 55) 664 27,888 247 68,883

High Medium 82.0 (55* to 109) 81 6,642 247 16,405

TOTALS 3,611 62,762 156.181
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EX 2 Accordingly, the Agency, after consultation with the CRA Project Area
Committee, may authorize and approve density bonus units provided that:

• No parcel shall be developed at a residential density which exceeds more 
than 25 percent of the density limitations for that parcel as set forth on 
the Plan Map

• The total number of dwelling units permitted In areas designated as 
Residential or Commercial in the North Hollywood Redevelopment Area 
shall not exceed 15.000.

• The Community Redevelopment Agency shall impose such other 
conditions as are necessary to ensure that all developments will contribute 
to a desirable residential environment and long-term neighborhood stability.

• Density bonus units shall not be authorized or approved In residential areas 
with a "Low" designation

• In no case shall this provision preclude residentially designated property 
from being developed to the density permitted on the Ran Map

o

COMMERCIAL The commercial lands (not including associated parking) designated by this 
Plan to serve suburban residential areas are adequate in quantity to meet the 
needs of the projected population.

Off-street parking shall bo provided as required by the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code Parking areas shall be located between commercial and residential uses 
where appropriate to provide a buffer and shall be separated from residential 
uses by means of at least a wall and/or landscaped setback of sufficient nature 
to retain the aesthetics of the residential areas

Within the neighborhood and highway-ohented commercial areas, the height 
of commercial buildings shall be restricted to 45 feet unless governed by Section 
12.21.1A10 (Transitional Hoights).

Features

The Plan provides approximately 554 acres of commercial and related parking 
uses The economic health of North HoUywood-Valley Vilage depends on the 
vitality of. first, the core of the North Hollywood Center (North Hollywood 
Business District) and second, the Valley-Laurel Plaza regional shopping area 
The North Hollywood Business District the historical focal point of the 
community, should be developed with professional offices, artists in residence, 
other retail stores, financial establishments and entertainment facilities It should 
be served by a rapid transit station.

The Plan proposes that the quantity of strip commercial zoning along certain 
streets outside the North Hollywood Businoss District and Valley Laurel Pla2a 
be reduced by redesigning underutilized and unneeded commercial zones for
residential use.
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Hgh-medium and medutn density residential areas will be encouraged around 
the North Hollywood Business Oistrict. and in the area sunrounding the transit 
station

IN DUSTRIAL industrial lands are located on a citywide basis without regard to the boixvdanes
In individual communities or districts, under the general principle that such 
employment should be a variable wilhm a reasonable commuting d stance from 
residential locations. Industrial lands should be accessible to railways, public 
utwties and transportation

Ort-streel parkng tor general industrial lands shafl be provided as requred by 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Off- street parting areas shall be located in 
the peripheries of industrial sites to serve as butters and shall be separated form 
adjacent private and public uses by a wall and/or landscaped setback

Within limited and light industnal areas, the height of industrial buildings shall 
be restricted to 45 feet

Features

The Plan designates 423 acres for light and limited industnal uses. Industnally 
designated land is located in two areas: along the railroad tracks m downtown 
North Hollywood and north of Sherman Way and Vanowen Street in the northern 
portion of the plan area

The light industrial areas north and south of Sherman Way are proposed to be 
buffered by limited industnal uses, parking and landscaping around the 
periphery.

The Plan discourages strip industnal uses along major artenes

CIRCULATION Highways and local streets shown on this Plan shall be developed in accordance
with standards and criteria contained in the Highways and Freeways Element 
of the General Plan and tho City’s Standard Street Dimensions Plan

Street aesthetics should be emphasized by street trees and planted median 
strips and by paving. Streets, highways and freeways, when developed, should 
be designed and improved in harmony with adjacent development and 1o facilitate 
driver and passenger orientation

Adequate highway improvements shall be assured prior to tho approval of zoning, 
permitting intensification of land use in order to avoid congestion and assure 
proper development.

Features

The Plan incorporates tho Highways and Freeways Element of tho Lo® Angeles 
General Plan Collector streets are shown to assist traffic flow toward ma|or 
and secondary highways.
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EX 2 The Plan proposes;

• The improvement of Tujunga Avenue between Burbank Boulevard and the 
Ventura Freeway and Vineland Avenue as a modified secondary highway

• Special emphasis on the improvement of the south side of Magnolia 
Boulevard between Lankershm Boulevard and Vineland Avenuo to a 
secondary highway.

• The Improvement of Chandler Boulevard from Camellia to Lankershim on 
the north side of the railroad tracks, and from Camellia to Vineland on the 
south side of the railroad tracks to collector street standards

The circulation system in the industrial areas should be designated to
accommodate the industnal traffic and discourage disturbance to residential
areas In order to alleviate the industnal circulation problem, the following
improvements aro proposed

• Construct a railroad crossing at Riverton Avenue for additional access 
across the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR).

• Open Chandler Boulevard as a collector street south of the SPRR from 
Vineland Avenue to Clyboum Avenue.

• Construct railroad crossings for Auckland Avenue. Strom Avenue and Biloxi 
Avenue from Chandler Boulevard

• Restrict vehicular traffic to residential vehicles from Magnolia Boulevard 
north to Margate Street on Auckland. Strom and Biloxi Avenues

o

PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION

In order to facilitate the movement of shoppers between Valley-Laurel Plaza 
and the transit station located in the North Hollywood Business District, mini-bus 
service is recommended This service will also provide easier access between 
the more dense residential areas and those commercial areas.

The Red Line transit station locatod under Lankershim Boulevard on the north 
side of the SPRR tracks at Chandler Boulevard will serve as an introduction 
of subway service for the entire Valley. Although the Valley is served by Metro 
Link Commuter rail service, the Red Line will provide frequent service linking 
the Valley. Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles throughout the day

OPEN SPACE AND 
PUBLIC FACILITIES

The public facilities shown on this plan are to be developed in accordance with 
the standards for need, site area, design and general location expressed in the 
Service System Element of the General Plan Such development shall be 
sequenced and timed to provide a workable, efficient and adequate balance 
between land use and service facilities at all times.

Open space and public facilities zones have been enacted to reflect both current 
and future public uses within the North Hollywood-Valley Village Community 
Plan area
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EX 2

The Ml residential commercial and industnal densities and intensities proposed 
by the Plan are predicated upon the provision of adequate public service 
facilities, with reference lo the standards contained m the General Plan No 
Increase in density shall be effected by Zone change or subdivision unless it 
is determined that such facilities are adequate to serve both the community 
and the proposed development

PARKS AND Criteria
RECREATION

The Plan designates two standard types of local parks. Neighborhood 
Recreational and Community Recreational, which are developed to the standards 
as detailed in the Public Recreation Plan, a portion of the Service System 
Element of the Los Angeles General Plan At times <t will be necessary for 
portions of recreational sites to be used for public right-of-way and easements

In accordance with standards found in the Pubtic Recreation Plan of the General 
Plan, two community parks and a series of properties adjacent to the 170 
freeway have been developed as pocket parks fo serve tho community

The Recreation and Parks Department should work with the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to develop shared programs to fu»y utikze each of their respective 
sites

Features

The Plan urges the continued improvement of park and recreational facilities 
so as to maximize their utility. It also proposes utilization of flood control and 
power line nght- of-ways for open space purposes andfor hiking and bicycle 
trail where appropriate.

SCHOOLS Elementary schools should be located on sites that are safe, conveniently
accessible and free from heavy traffic, excessive noise and incompatible land 
uses Wherever possible, schools and local recreational facilities should be 
located near each other

Features

To provide opportunities for the development of school sites as needed.

Tho Ptan proposes dual use of school facilities for tho general public after hours 
and on weekends. School grounds should be landscaped so as to facilitate 
a Iter-hour recreational use Elementary school recreational faculties would more 
likely be used by neighborhood children of both elementary school and preschool 
ages The more extensive facilities of pmor and senior high schools can be 
used by all age groups, ncluding the continued use of school auditonums for 
community meetings,

The Plan encourages the location of chddcare centers on or near school sites 
in order to provide for the needs of working mothers and single- parent families
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LI8RARIES in accordance with the standards established in the Public Libraries Plan a
service element of the General Plan two libranes are located with the 
community

The Plan recommends tho enlargement of the North Holly-wood Regional Library 
facilities to better serve the increased population of the East San Fernando 
Valley, the expansion of bookmobile services to 
remote portions of the communrty and the use of supervised school library 
facilities by the general public
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HEALTH FACILITIES The Plan proposed that adequate 24-hour emergency treatment facilities.
including emergency prescriptions be provided to serve the convnunsy

AIRPO RT Thrs plan supports the continued effort to reduce noise emanating from airport
operations at the Burbank-Glendale- Pasadena Airport The City of Lo® Anpeies 
shall continue to assure compliance with a> provisions and standards now 
included in the Department of Aeronauts Ncuse Standards Regulations, as 
adopted November 10. 1970, Tide 21. Subchapter 6. of the California 
Administrative Code of Regulations. In accordance with Division 9. Part 1 
Chapter 4. Article 3 of the Cafctorma Public Utilities Code Repeal or amendment 
of these regulations by the State shall not affect this section of the Plan

Burbanfc-dendate-Pasadena Airport flight patterns should be restneted from 
residential areas to the maximum extent possible.

EX 2
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Chapter IV

COORDINATION OPPORTUNITIES OF 
PUBLIC AGENCIES

PROGRAMS These programs establish an outline tor guiding development of the North 
Hollywood-Valley Village community in accordance wrth the objectives ol the 
Plan In general, they indicate those public and private actions which shoUd 
take place following adoption of the Plan Tho described actions will require 
the uso of a variety of Implementations methods

PUBLIC
IMPROVEMENTS

Circulation

To facilitate local traffic circulation, relieve congestion and provide mobdlty for
all citizens, the following are required

• Continued development of the highway and street systems in conformance 
existing programs

• Continued planning of and enprovements to the public transportation 
system in the community

• Continued planning of street alignments that do not impact residential 
areas located adjacent to industrially developed properties

Recreations. Parks and Open Space

The City shot*) accelerate acquisition, expansion and improvement of needed
local parks though out the community.

• Site acqusiticn and development ol neighborhood parks at appropriate 
locations m the community should take precedence over that of community 
parks Tho central portion of the community shoufcj be given first 
consideration

• The City should encourage continuing efforts by the County. State and 
Foderat agenoes to acquire lands for publicly owned open space Also, 
a concerted program should bo established for boautificat>on and 
mulbpurpose use. including bikeways, and open space along freeways 
and on other public properties

Schools

To improve fuftse school facilities the following «recommended

• Initiate site acquisition for the expansion of existing facilities at Oxnard 
Street. Victory Boulevard and Toluca Lake Elementary Schools

• The development of school facilities should be sequenced and timed to 
provide a balance between (and use and pubbc services at all times
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Other Public Facilities

The development of other pubfcc facilities should be sequenced and tuned to 
provide a balance between land use and public services at all times

New power lines should be placed underground and a program tor the 
undergrounding of existing lines should be developed

A bidding setback line along the railroad rights-of-way should bo misted to 
aid in the beautification of the communrty by eliminating billboards and other 
unsightly structures thoroin

A study should be initiated by the local public health planning agency to 
determine adequacy of existing 24-hour emergency and drug prescription 
facilities and the need for additional facilities.

PRIVATE
PARTICIPATION Citizen groups, •ncludng the North Hollywood Chamber of Commerce are

encouraged to undertake private action in concert with the Community 
Redevelopment Agency In its project area for community improvements, such 
as:

• Initiation by property owners and merchants of programs to rehabilitate 
commercial improvements and vi crease off-street parking facilities, 
partxxftarty along Lankershim Boulevard

• Promoting street tree planting m commercial areas throughout the Plan 
area

• Programs to improve tho general environment. parbcUarty to cncourago 
landscaping programs along railroad rights-of-way and die flood control 
channel

• Sponsoring industrial and commercial promotional programs to market 
new sites.

• Establishment of a development corporation to channel private 
development, interest and resources towards the vnplementation ol the 
North Hoiywood Center

PLANNING
LEGISLATI0 N Planning provtsrons of the Municipal Code and other legislation are continuafty

beng reviewed and amended The foaowtng studies for amendments are 
suggested to aid in the implementation of the Plan

• Encourage and create an ovortay District to allow for artists in residence 
within the boundaries of tho North Hotywood Community Redevelopment 
Project Area

• Design Require that ai new and rebuilt public and private facilities observe 
improved site design standards

• Buffer Stop Zoning: Separation of Incompatible uses particularly residential 
uses from industrial and freeways by some form of buffering, preferably 
of a type which could also serve for recreational, parking or other use 
purposes
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ZONING ACTIONS Zoning is Che primary legal tool by which the development of private property
can be directed toward the Implementation of Che Plan Two distinct situations 
are nvotved;

• In addition to public faoMies and open space zones, the City can initiate 
redesignation to zones appropriate to the Plan

• Property owners, under the procedures established by the Los Angeles 
City Charter and the Los Angeles Municipal Code, may apply for a change 
of zone and or a Plan Amendment

• IniHalo changes to industrial zones to redassrfy these zones to the MR 
zone category to protect the Industnal area from the intrusion of 
commercial type uses

CODE ENFORCEMENT A code enforcement program should be applied to the North Hotywood-Valtey
Village community to ensure proper maintenance ol the Community's housing, 
commercial and industrial supply.
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EX 2

All Interested Parties:

RAS INTERPRETATION TO COMMUNITY PLAN FOOTNOTES 
DIRECTOR’S INTERPRETATION

Attached t* a copy of the Deportment of Ctfy Planning's interpretation of Ordinance 174,999, effective 
January IS. 2003. which established the RAS Zones. Thu published interpretation becomes final and 
effective 20-day* from the date of this communication unless an appeal to the City Planning Commission 
is filed within tins time period Appeals shall be filed in duplicate on forms provided at any of the 
following public offices of the Department of City Warming, along with the required filing fee:

Planning Department - Public Counter San Fernando Valley Office
201 North Figueroa Street, 3** Floor 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Van Nuys. CA 91401
Phone (213)482-7077 Phone: (818) 374-5050

If you have anv questions regarding this case, please contact Jane B lumen field at (213) 978-1372 of 
my self at (213)978-1274

Sincerely,

CON HOWE 
Director of Warming

ROBERT H SUTTON 
Deputy Director

CH/RHShkt

Attachment

cc: Council Planning Deputies
Ray Chan. Building and Safety Department 
Dawd Kabathima, Department of City Planning 
Jane Blumcnfeld, Department of City Planning

AM EQUAL (MPCOYMIKT orroSTVNITY - ammUIIVt ACTIO*) IMICOrla
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EX 2
April 21, 2005

RAS RELATIONSHIP TO COMMUNITY PLAN FOOTNOTES 
DIRECTOR’S INTERPRETATION

AH Interested Parties:

SUBJECT:

Inquiries have been made regarding potential conflicts between Footnotes on the Community 
Plans and the RAS 3 and RAS 4 (hereafter referred to as RAS) Zones.

BACKGROUND:

The Residential''Accessory Services Zones (RAS) allow a greater floor area than commercial 
zones and greater height than otherwise allowed tn height district 1VL.

”An example it:
Where a traditional C2-1 VL w ith a Commercial plan designation is limited to a I S: I 
FAR and a 45 height limit, the RAS 3-1 VL and RAS 4-1 VL shall not exceed a 3:1 FAR 
and 50 feet in height in accordance with the LAMC 12.10.5, 12.11.5 and 12.21.1.”

The Community Plans as recommend by the City Planning Commission and adopted by City 
Council arc a general guide to development for the community and city as a whole Rarely do the 
Community Plans specify special planning rights or restrictions for particular parcels.

Some community plan maps contain footnotes regarding height and floor area. Footnotes appear on 
the map legend next to the commercial land use categories or in some cases on specific properties 
or areas. The footnotes that arc attached to the commercial land use categories generally relate in 
a broad-brushed manna to all areas of the plan designated for that particular use. Typically such 
footnotes arc not site specific, and as such, do not relate to specific locations, blocks, or parcels 
within the community plan area

“An example of such a footnote w hich appears in most Community Plans reads 
Footnote 1: ‘Height District lVL’
This means all properties within the commercial land use category that have this footnote are 
limited to an FAR of 1.5:1 with a 45-foot height limit."

DISCUSSION:

When the City Council adopted the RAS Zones in 2fX)2. their purpose was to promote mixed use 
dev elopment in the city’s commercial zones, particularly in the commercial corridors which provide 
the greatest access to transit. In their adoption of the RAS Zones, the City Council recognized that
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the additional floor area and height allowed by the RAS zones arc necessary to make such primarily 
residential projects viable. However to protect the integrity of the Community Plans, the Council 
limited the residential density permitted in the RAS 3 and RAS 4 Zones to correspond to the 
residential densities permitted in the R3 and R4 Zones, respectively. Thus, they permitted RAS 3 
and RAS 4 Zones in Plans that permit R4 and higher zoning but only permitted the RAS 3 Zone 
(and not RAS 4) in Plans that previously had R3 as the highest zoning category.

In one particular plan, the Plan Footnote on a Neighborhood Commercial area states:

“Floor Area Ratio 1:1 ”

In this specific situation it cannot be the intent of Council to allow a 3:1 FAR since they knowingly 
restricted the property to a 1:1 FAR.

INTERPRETATION:

It is hereby interpreted that the RAS Zones can exceed a Community Plan Footnote when that 
footnote is general in nature and generally refers to all parcels under that plan category. Where there 
is a specific footnote that refers to (a) specific parcel(s) that is more restrictive, the RAS Zone would 
not be permitted without a corresponding Plan Amendment.
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The City of Los Angeles continues to grow, and with that growth comes the need 
for more housing - not only more units* but a broader array of housing types 
to meet evolving household types and sizes, and a greater variety of housing 
price points that people at all income levels can afford. We must accommodate 
this residential development in a sustainable way that respects the collection of 
unique neighborhoods that characterizes Los Angeles, while at the same time 
ensuring all residents a high quality of life, a vibrant economy, and accessibility 
to jobs, open space, and urban amenities. The City's General Plan lays out the 
strategy to meet this challenge, by directing growth to transit-rich and job-rich 
centers and supporting the growth with smart, sustainable infill development 
and Infrastructure investments. By integrating the City's housing strategy with 
its growth strategy the City supports economic development, reduces housing 
costs, minimizes environmental impacts and enhances the quality of life. At the 
core of this strategy are complete mixed-use, mixed-income neighborhoods 
strategically located across the City that provide opportunities for housing, 
fobs, transit and basic amenities for all segments of the population.

This 2013-2021 Housing Element of the General Plan is the City's blueprint for 
meeting housing and growth challenges. It identifies the City's housing conditions 
and needs, reiterates goals, objectives, and polities that are the foundation of 
the City’s housing and growth strategy, and provides the array of programs 
the City has committed to implement to create sustainable, mixed-income 
neighborhoods across the City. The 2013-2021 Housing Element updates the 
previous 2006-2014 Housing Element, keeping its general structure in place.

Housing Crisis in Los Angeles
The Los Angeles region has been at the fore of the nation's recent housing 
and economic crisis. Elevated unemployment, foreclosures and continuing 
levels of unaffordability have altered the City's housing context since the 
previous Housing Element Update in 2008. The number of renters has increased 
significantly, putting upward pressure on rent levels Housing prices have begun 
to rebound from the crash that began in 2007, yet hundreds of thousands of 
AnqeJenos are 'underwater' (owing more than what the bouse is currently 
valued at) on their mortgages and many will be unable to stay in their homes 
The rapid run-up in housing prices in the 2000s has meant that 60% of Los 
Angeles residents are paying more than they can afford for housing.

EX 3a
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From 2000 to 2010, rents have increased by 31% in real terms, while incomes 
have only risen 1.2%. This helps explain why nearly a half million (62%) 
los Angeles renters paid mote than what they can afford for their rents in
2011 and are considered "cost burdened’ (paying more than 30% of their 
income for housing costs). Approximately 275.000 Angelenos are paying 
half their income for rent, a level considered by the federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development, to be unsustainable for most families.

While a household earning a median income in Los Angeles today can afford 
a home worth about $190,000, median home prices had reached more than 
$400,000 by the end of 2012. Many families who managed to purchase 
homes within the past decade may face possible foreclosures due to the 
combination of then mortgage being underwater and subprime adjustable- 
rate mortgages that could escalate beyond the affordability of the mortgage 
holders. Workers such as teachers, police officers, healthcare professionals and 
childcare workers have been priced out of the City’s homeownership market.
In addition, tightened credit standards, lack of for-sale supply and continued 
economic difficulties have made homeownership more difficult to attain The
37% homeownership rate in Los Angeles, well below the national rate (65%). 
is evidence of the challenges to achieving homeownership rn this Crty.

While residents are paying more of their income for housing costs than ever, the
resources and tools to address the housing problem have diminished dramatically.
Federal entitlement spending from the CDBG and HOME programs is down
39% from 2010 to 2012 ($47M). The 51% reduction in HOME funds has hit 
particularly hard, as 70% of the City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) is 
comprised of HOME dollars. The dissolution of the Community Redevelopment
Agency (CRA/LA) resulted in the State appropriating approximately $ I04M in 
unencumbered low- and moderate-income housing funds, in addition to annual 
losses of between $23M and $50M of tax-increment financing for affordable 
housing, Prior to dissolution, the CRA/LA contributed an additional 5% of tax 
increment directly to the AHTF, which resulted in a total contribution of $57.2M 
since 2005; this annual contribution no longer exists. The expiration of significant 
one-time sources of housing funding, like statewide Propositions 46 and 1C, as 
well as federal housing programs like the Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
(NSP) funded by the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA), further 
exacerbate the loss in housing funding. Finally, tools to create affordable housing 
and leverage private investment, such as tax-increment financing (through 
redevelopment) and neighborhood-level affordability reguirements in new 
construction (i.e. inclusionary zoning) are no longer available to policymakers.

The loss of existing rental units with affordability covenants also aggravates the 
shortage of affordable housing Thousands of units made affordable through 
federal, state, and local government subsidies are likely to convert to market-rate 
rents because the covenants governing affordability will expire before 2021.
Between September 30, 2003 and September 30,2013, there were 4,552
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Housing Element 2013-2021 Executive Summary

housing units located in 325 projects whose affordability restrictions expired or 
were terminated. Another 19,888 affordable units are eligible for conversion 
to market-rate in the next ten years. Replacement of these units is particularly 
challenging in today’s environment, given the high costs of development 
and shrinking resources. However, the Los Angeles Housing and Community 
Investment Department is committed to identifying financial resources and 
employing non-financial strategies to preserve as many units as possible.

The number of low-income households and the pervasiveness of poverty in 
Los Angeles are so much greater than most urban areas, that making housing 
affordable in Los Angeles requires far greater subsidies than other cities 
generally require. Further exacerbating the situation are high development 
costs for both new construction and rehabilitation, which increases the 
need for public subsidies at the same time these sources are shrinking. 
Development costs for multifamily affordable housing have increased from 
approximately S 190,000/unit in 2003 to $358,000/umt in 2012 for new 
construction Costs for preserving an existing affordable housing unit through 
moderate rehabilitation are comparatively less at approximately $180,000. 
Given the substantial cost benefits to preserving existing units as opposed to 
constructing a new unit. Los Angeles has long been committed to monitoring, 
notification, funding, and outreach activities that support the preservation of 
affordable housing. In the last eight years, with the formal establishment of 
the Los Angeles Affordable Housing Preservation Program (AHPP). a dramatic 
increase in preservation activity has occurred. From 2003-2011, the City of Los 
Angeles provided $37.5 million in local subsidies to support the preservation 
of 1,226 at-risk, HUD assisted apartments in 15 developments. Additionally, 
from 2004-2012 the City of Los Angeles issued $134.7 million in tax exempt, 
multi-family housing bonds to finance the preservation of 2,297 at-risk units.

While rising housing costs impacts all segments of the housing market, it is 
particularly dire for those with low incomes, the homeless, and those with 
special needs. These populations frequently face discrimination, disabling 
conditions, lack of transportation, and unemployment that exacerbate difficulties 
in accessing permanent housing. The 2011 Greater Los Angeles Homeless 
Count by the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) estimated the 
homeless population in Los Angeles to be 23,539 persons on any given night.

Additional funding must be identified at all levels of government - local, state, 
and federal - to support the development and preservation of more affordable 
housing and to keep pace with the City’s housing needs. Considering that the 
City is expected to need an additional 82,002 new units through 2021, of which 
46,590 units (57%) are designated for very low* and low-income households 
based on the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), the City will face 
significant challenges in meeting its RHNA income distribution if it is not able to 
secure additional funding for affordable housing production and preservation.
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The City of Los Angeles, through its housing objectives, policies and programs aims 
to treat housing as central to the City's future. The need for affordable housing 
will only intensify as the City's population continues to grow. However progress 
has recently been made to address the housing crisis through the mobilization 
of leadership from the City and the housing community. Good news has also 
come in the form of increased commitments to end homelessness. Los Angeles 
stands as a leader in having decreased homelessness in recent years, although 
much more has to be done. Also, sustained residential code enforcement has 
led to significant reductions in overcrowding and poor housing conditions.

A rebounding housing market in 2013 bnngs additional pressure on 
affordability, but also many opportunities. The next eight years of the 
Housing Element (2013-2021) will witness rapid build-out of the region's 
transit network, much of it concentrated in the City of Los Angeles. New 
sources of funding related to addressing climate change and health, as 
well as potential new state and federal housing funding, potentially offer a 
way forward in line with the City's smart growth approach to housing.

Housing Element: Purpose and Process
Housing Element and the General Plan

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

The General Plan is a city's "constitution for development." the foundation 
upon which all land use decisions are to be based. The City of Los Angeles' 
General Plan consists of a Framework Element and twelve issue-focused 
Elements. The Framework establishes the vision for the City's future, and the 
long-range strategies, goals, objectives, and policies to implement that vision. 
Each of the toprc-specific elements provides a more detailed expression of that 
vision. While the Framework Element includes chapters that address multiple 
urban issues, the Housing Chapter specifically addresses housing issues, and 
establishes the City's goals and policies to address these issues and to guide 
future actions.The 2013-2021 Housing Element update embodies these 
goals and policies and identifies the more detailed strategies the City will 
implement to achieve them. The update also ensures that housing goals are 
integrated and consistent with all of the other Elements of the General Plan.
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Housing Goals, Objectives,
Policies and Programs
Los Angeles' housmg goals, objectives, policies and programs 
are guided by the City's overall housing vision:

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

The Housing Element policies and objectives are 
organized under the following four goals:

Goal 1: A City where housing production and preservation result in an 
adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is safe, healthy 
and affordable to people of all income levels, races, ages, and suitable 
for their various needs.

Objectives withm the housing supply goal are divided into five 
areas: producing rental and ownership housing, preservation of 
rental and ownership housing, forecasting changing housing needs, 
distributing affordable housing citywide, and reducing barriers.

The policies and programs for production mdude bond financing for rental 
housing, targeted loan programs for homeowners and land use changes to 
increase opportunity sites. Preservation programs include funding incentives 
to rehabilitate and maintain the housing stock, outreach and education as 
well as mechanisms to extend the affordability terms of units facing expiring 
covenants. The City will track its efforts through monitoring programs which 
assess production and preservation accomplishments against forecasted 
housing needs. Financing incentives and land use policies and programs, 
such as density bonus and allowing second units on single-family tots will 
be pursued to encouiage the development of affordable housing across 
the City. And finally, the wholesale revision of the City's Zoning Code 
amendments and case processing streamlining through the realignment of City
Departments will facilitate housing production and preservation in general.

Goal 2: A City in which housing helps to create safe, livable and 
sustainable neighborhoods.
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Objectives within this goaf are delineated into the followng four areas 

of focus: promoting safety and health, promoting neighborhoods 

with mixed-income housing, jobs, amenities, services and transit, 

promoting sustainable buildings, and promoting neighborhoods with 

a mix of housing types, quality design and unique character

Rokies and programs to improve safety and health include designing to prevent 

enme, and providing access to amenities, such as well-lit walkways to recreational 

spaces Sustainable neighborhoods will be facilitated by mixing uses within 

projects, providing mixed income neighborhoods, locating housing in proximity to 

a ma of uses, and developing Transit Oriented District plans. The City will require 

buildings of a certain size to meet sustamabrlity standards, will provide financial 

incentives to vain developers in green building techniques and materials, and 

encourage the development of higher levels of sustainable buildings. Policies and 

programs to support livable neighborhoods and preserve then unique character 

include the development of new urban design standards and new Community 

Plans that accommodate growth while continuing to serve exiting residents.

Two objectives will guide the policies and programs that 

implement this goal: ensuring access to housing without 

discrimination and promoting fair housmg practices.

Polices and programs to address dfccnmination in housing include resolving 

discrimination cases m the rental or sale of housmg, facilitating physical 

modifications to housing units to better serve persons with disabilities, and 

encouraging responsible lending practices, fair housmg practices will be encouraged 

through policies and programs such as providing easy access to information 

regarding avalaWe housing and tenants' and buyers' rights as well as conducting 

outreach and education with residents, developers and owners of all housing types.

Goal 4 A City committed to ending and preventing homelessness.

The issue of homelessness is divided into two areas of focus: providing 

an adequate supply of housing and services to homeless persons and 
persons with special needs, and promoting outreach and education 

in support of homeless persons and persons wrth special needs.

An adequate supply of housmg for homeless persons will be pursued through 

a vanety of policies and programs, from short-term housmg such as shelter for 

victims of domestic violence and other homeless persons, to long term solutions 

such as rental assistance foi homeless peisons and the development of permanent 

supportive housing. Efforts also include improved coordination and planning for 

housing and services as well as pursuing new resources Nicies and programs
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In addition to the required RHNA allocation, the City intends to rehabilitate 
and conserve/preserve existing housing stock. Rehabilitation mdudes light 
moderate and substantial physical rehabilitation of existing housing units in 
order to improve the condition of the housing units. Conservation includes 
the preservation of existing housing through activities that prevent the 
loss of housing unit* such as zoning that ensures continued residentiaf 
use. funding strategies and inspections through the Systematic Code 
Enforcement Program (CSEP). Conservation aiso includes the preservation 
of affordable housing at risk of losing government subsidies and converting 
to market rate housing. Units that are listed for rehabilitation may also 
be counted as units under conservatiom/preservation and vice-versa.

TABLE ES.2
Quantified Objectives: Rehabilitation and Conservation/Preservation

Income level Rehabilitation 
(# of Units)

Conservation/ Preservation 
(# of Units)

Extremely Low-Income 2.123 2,373

Very low-income 1,048 2.432

Low-Income 1.001 2,948

Moderate-Income 300 100

Above Moderate Income 740,000 250

Total 744,472 6,103
t rw pftm to IN# imI« W Uyun Malt imfMttrl rrftp turn ywi« part «l Km tplMulK [a* tnhrtmaal 
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Housing Production Likely
Insufficient to Meet
Future Needs

• The City needs about 
10.250 units/year to keep 
pace with projected growth, 
according to the RHNA*.

• The City has been producing 
an average of 6,000 units/ 
year since 2006,

• The City's RHNA calls for 
about 5,700 units/year 
affordable to moderate 
income households or below

• The City has been 
producing an average ol 
1,100 affordable units/year 
since 2006

In addition to the housing units reflected m the above tables, the City 
is committed to implementing a number of programs that preserve and 
maintain significant additional housing that cannot be quantified using 
the State’s definition. These include the maintenance and conservation of 
multi-family buildings by preserving residential and SRO hotels, completing 
urgent repairs and enforcing nuisance abatement. In addition, these 
numbers do not reflect the funding and maintenance of short-term housing 
for homeless persons or rental subsidies provided through various U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) funding sources.

Conclusion

Housing is critical to the economic and social well-being of the City 
and its residents. Where we live and how much we have to spend 
on housing affects the economy, our mobility, health, access to jobs, 
amenities, educational opportunities and just about everything else.

c-xxfl Adopted December 3. 2013 Los Angeles Department ofa277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 3a

Homing dement 20U 2021 EhmuUw Summary

planted on with a focus housing preservation issues to a committee of 
community organisations representing some of the most impoverished Los 
Angeles neighborhoods organised by Community Health Councils, Inc.

The draft Housmg Element Update was made available fa 72 days fa pub'* comments 
and review Neat the conclusion of the comment period a combined Open House/
Public Hearing was held on Saturday Ally 27, 2013, along with a webinar video feed 
to encourage the greatest amooit of pamopaocn. The Open House.'PuWc Hearing 
was advertised wa special maAngs to community and business organisations as well 
as interested parties, to die members of the Board of OreCtors of the 95 Certified 
Neighborhood Cornells in the City, and to approximately 140 news pubkaocns, 
induing those cnenled towards the City's ne^hboihoods and rthnic commiwties. 
Fifteen mfamation boaids were created which attempted to summarise the ma)a 
themes of the Housmg Dement. The Boards were converted to PDfs. optimised 
far ntemet viewing and posted on the protect website fa the public's benefit

Approximately 4 7 members of the public attended the Open House/Public 
Hearing for the draft Housmg Element. The Pubi< Hearing featured 26 
speakers* including housmg advocates* members of Certified Neighborhood 
Councils* disability rights advocates and the public at large. An audio 
recording of the Pubhc Hearing was made public and posted on ihe project 
website, at the request of those who could not attend the event.

In addition to the 26 comments made at the Public Hearing, an additional 
28 letters and emails were received during the initial comment penod. The 
major issues raised by the public were summarised in detail m the Staff 
Reoort to City (fanning Commission, which was also made available on 
the project website Commemers were concerned about various issues*

near lir^tt-rall transit lines), the protection of neighborhood character, issues 
around accessibility and affordability of housmg for persons with disabilities* 
concerns around ihe inventory of sites for housing and locating new funding 
sources to produce affadablc housmg Many of the concerns were addressed 
in a revised verson of the Housing Element draft, with changes identified 
in a 'track change* document prior to City Planning Commission.

Following the staff public hearing a staff report was prepared and submitted to 
the City Planning Commission and the Affordable Housing Commission. Additional 
public heawigs were held before the City Planning Commission and the Affordable 
Housing Commission, the City Council's Panning and land Use Management 
Committee, the City Council's Housing Committee and the City Council
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1. Housing Growth
There were 1,413,99597 housing units in Los Angeles in 2010, according to 
the U.S. Census. In 2000, there were 76,327 fewer units (1,337,706)98, which 
represents an increase of 5.7% over ten years. The percent increase in housing 
units is more than twice the increase in total population over the same period 
(2.7%), which would normally indicate a slackening of demand and therefore 
lower housing costs. However, this has not been the case in Los Angeles (see 
Section D. 1, Housing Costs, below). Part of the reason for this is that much of 
the increase in housing units occurred in vacant units (44% of the total). The 
result is that occupied housing units increased by only 3.4% since 200099. Chart 
1.13 shows the distribution of the increase in housing units from 2000-2010. 
Another reason may be due to the historical deficit of housing growth compared 
to population. Overall, the rate of population growth has exceeded housing 
growth by 42% from 1980 to 2010. It has only been since 2000 that growth 
in units has outpaced growth in population, as can be seen in Chart 1.14.

1*34 AdoptedDacern ber3, 201 3 No Angelea Departs
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EX 3c

TABLE 3.1
Summary of Sites with Housing Capacity by Community Plan Area

CPA Sites Net Units Acres

Arleta - Pacoima 92 308 47.6
Bel Air - Beverly Crest 39 241 115.7
Boyle Heights 593 2,805 157.8
Brentwood 64 1,211 222.2
Canoga Park 402 60,750 883.5
Central City 443 17,893 123.3
Central City North 453 11,490 179.6
Chatsworth 76 860 164
Encino - Tarzana 181 1,355 224.4
Granada Hills 27 240 49.3
Harbor Gateway 168 1,346 77.5
Hollywood 2,024 24,185 662.1
Mission Hills 214 3,872 225
North Hollywood 1,193 8,726 329.5
Northeast Los Angeles 425 6,018 276.4
Northridge 124 350 79.4
Palms - Mar Vista 721 9,263 237.3
Reseda 168 1,344 107.4
San Pedro 190 4,137 92.4
Sherman Oaks 283 2,895 150.3
Silverlake - Echo Park 476 3,732 148.2
South Los Angeles 1,729 6,405 386
Southeast Los Angeles 1,691 8,405 413.5
Sun Valley 254 1,267 144
Sunland - Tujunga 47 443 65.6
Sylmar 105 690 123.1
Van Nuys 444 2,542 254.3
Venice 190 907 46.4
West Adams 1,456 8,368 417.3
West Los Angeles 629 10,862 268.6
Westchester 371 12,645 291.7
Westlake 1,853 39,506 500
Westwood 170 1,261 46.1
Wilmington 22 241 30.8
Wilshire 4,019 51,490 1,014.2

TOTAL 21,336 308,052 8,554.3

3-4 Adopted December 3, 2013 Los Angeles Department of City Plann 114 0f 277
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EX 3c

Character* Program 60 'Implement CEQA Streamlining Measures* aims to 
facilitate the utilization of Statewide CEQA streamlining measures, including 

those transrt-onented projects that implement the regional Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. Program 68 'Reduced 'Trips’ for Housing near Transit and/ 
or with Affordable Housing' and Program 73 'kJbs/Housnvg Balance Incentives: 

Residential Exemptions in Transportation Specific Plans' both provide incentives 

for transit-oriented development. Program 69 'Transit Oriented District Studies' 
calls for conducting studies to identify housing opportunities and market potential 
for the neighborhoods around rail and bus rapid transit stops in the City.

While City poticy dictates that housing units, w general, be located sttategically. 
rather than dispersed evenly throughout the Crty, affordable housing should be 
Aspersed throughout the City, per Objective 2.S. Affordable housing is needed in 

all communities and must be made available in an parts of the city. Nevertheless 
land use and planning tools to generate avoidable housing are severely limited 
with the demise of the Community Redevelopment Agency. In addrtjon, following 

the Palmer vs, City of los Angeles court decision, the City has no ability to 
require property owners to build rental housing that is affordable to people of 

all income levels’’4. Substantial public dollars are required to eliminate the gap 
between real housmg costs and affordable tents The Housing Element includes 
Program 98. ‘Community Level Affordable Housing Programs' that will establish 
affordable housing goals based on RHNA for each major community planning 
effort lhat enables or facilitates residential development. These targets will serve 

as affordability goals for new development in each Community Plan Area, so that 
new housing construction strives to meet the same income targets as the City's 
RHNA allocation. In the process of revising each Community Plan, neighborhood- 

specific tools and incentives can be incorporated to implement these goals that 
wiH work m each community While a broad citywde policy can be developed to 
address affordability, a one-sue-fits-all implementation strategy is not possible for 

ihe diveise communities of this city. In order to be effective, unique, neighborhood- 

specific implementation tools must be developed at a Community Plan level that 
reflect local circumstances and the particular character of each neighborhood

The City also recognizes the importance of ensuring that sites are adequately 

zoned and available for the development of emergency and temporary 
shelters Since 1986, the City has permitted the establishment of shelters 

for homeless people by-nght in the R4, RS, C2, C4. C5 and CM Zones 
(Ordinance 161,427). Of the 21,336 parcels listed m RHNA Inventory 
of Sites for this Housing Element Update, 13.281 sites, ranging from 

0.02 to 28.6 aces in size, have one of these zoning designations

C. Sites Suitability Analysis

.* >n the Cay of Los Angeles 15.467 acres representing only 51% of the C*y’s total
acreage, is classified as vacant, undeveloped land As the City is essentially butit-out.

los Angles Department of City Planning Adopted December 3, 2013 3-7
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EX 3d

Housing Element 2013-2021 Chapter 6 Housing Goals, Objectives, Policies and Programs

95. Neighborhood Preservation - Downzoning

Preserve stable multi-family residential neighborhoods that provide older, 
and therefore, relatively affordable, but high quality housing stock. Evaluate 
the feasibility of downzoning such neighborhoods to approximate the 
existing densities in order to eliminate the incentive to demolish and 
replace such neighborhoods with higher density, more expensive, new 
construction. Assure that there is no net loss of capacity in the Community 
Plan by assuring that any such downzoning occurs only when accompanied 
with a corresponding shift of the capacity that would have been created 
in the downzoned neighborhood to other areas of the Community Plan 
where the additional housing units can be better accommodated.

page 6-59
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— 91604 * (Bleeds into CD4)
YEAR TOTAL POPULATION TOTAL HOUSING UNrTS OWNER-OCCUPIED RENTER-OCCUPIED VACANT FOR RENT
2010 29.034 15.373 6.853 7,439 1 081 500
2011 27.107 15.164 6.647 7,008 1 509
2012 28,323 15.333 6.730 7.184 1.439
2013 28.468 15.242 6.856 7.017 1.369
YEAR BUILT 1939 OR EARLIER BUILT 1940-1949 BUILT 1950-1959 BUILT 1950-1969 BUILT 1970-1979
2011 1,150 1,911 2.575 2.041 2.506
2012 1.192 1.859 2.625 1.976 2.544
2013 1.212 2.106 2,592 1,831 2,428

P- 91605 * (20% CD6)
YEAR TOTAL POPULATION TOTAL HOUSING UNITS OWNER-OCCUPIED RENTER-OCCUPIED ■OR RENT
2010 56,343 16.199 6.234 9,123 842
2011 54.052 16.296 6.043 9.091 1.162
2012 55.313 16.347 6 ' >4 9 101 i rj H
2013 55.793 16 502 6.018 9 4/3 1.011
YEAR BUILT 1939 OR EARUER BUILT 1940-1949 BUILT 1950-1959 BUILT 1960-1969 BUILT 1970-1979
2011 1.443 2.168 4,803 2,736 2.807
2012 1.360 2,213 4465 9 R5C 2.756
2013 867 2.015 4,843 2.918 2 84 7

r— 91606 *
YEAR TOTAL POPULATION TOTAL HOUSING UNITS OWNER-OCCUPIED RENTER-OCCUPIED VACANT FOR RENT
2010 44.958 15.676 5,010 9.893 773 482
2011 45,897 16.035 5 128 • C - 9G 611
2012 46,880 16 153 5 224 •0 3C 2 027
2013 45,788 15 852 5.027 10,155 670
YEAR BUILT 1939 OR EARLIER BUILT 1940-1949 BUILT 1950-1959 BUILT 1960-1969 BUILT 1970-1979
2011 1.333 3.466 3.489 2.880 2.946
2012 1.249 3.649 3,295 2.211 2.860
2013 1,154 3.431 2,974 2.334 3.196

— 91607 *
YEAR TOTAL POPULATION TOTAL HOUSING UNITS OWNER-OCCUPIED RENTER-OCCUPIED FOR RENT
2010 2 7 027 13.841 4.163 8,696 982 612
2011 28,346 13,896 4.527 8.559 810
2012 28.821 I , l: 50 4.438 ool 9 2 ‘
2013 28.993 14.111 4.331 8.758 1.022
2014 29.591 14.112 4.275 9.047 790
YEAR BUILT 1939 OR EARLIER BUILT 1940-1949 BUILT 1950-1959 BUILT 1960-1969 BUILT 1970-1979
2011 S j8 1.934 2,964 2.652 2.740
2012 947 1.746 3,026 2.565 2.637
2013 1.036 1.888 2.871 2.546 2.689
2014 934 1.798 3.084 2460 2 74 9
★ Indicates where CD2 covers more than an

estimated 90% of the area where snared. nnpyrtactlinder census gov/
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EX 3f

2011 Zip Code 91607
Subject ZCTA5 91607

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of 
Error

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units 13.696 ♦1-388 13.896 (X)

Occupied hoosmg unis 13.085 ♦1-397 94 2% ♦1-2.0
Vacant housmg vxiits 810 ♦/-262 58% ♦A2.0

Homeowner vacancy tale 10 W-1 6 (X) (X)
Rental vacancy rale 42 ♦1-2.0 (X) tx)

.
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT

Total housing units 13.896 ♦1-389 13,896 (X)
224 ♦MOO 1 6% ♦AO. 7

Butt 200010 2004 321 ♦A153 *3% ♦A1 1
Built 1990 to 1999 579 ♦A 164 42% ♦1-1 2
Butt 198010 1969 1.584 ♦1-291 11.4% W-2.1
Bull 197010 1979 rentcontro4 | 2.740 ♦1-328 197% ♦1-2 4
Suit 1960 lo t969 2,652 ♦1-346 19,1% W-2.3
Bull 195010 1959 2.964 ♦1-358 21 3% ♦1-2 5
Bull 1940 to 1949 1.934 ♦1-253 13.9% ♦A16
Bull 1939 or earlier 696 ♦1-218 6 5% ♦1-1.6

!
MOUSING TENURE

Occupied housing unit* 13.086 ♦1-397 13.086 <X)
Owner-occupied 4.527 ♦1-348 34 6% ♦1*25
Renter-occupied 8550 ♦1-438 65 4% W-25

YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT
Occupied housing units 13086 ♦1-397 13,086 <X)

Moved in 2005 or later 5889 ♦1-439 450% W-29
Moved in 2000 to 2004 2.702 ♦1-376 20 6% ♦1-28
Moved m 199010 1999 2.633 ♦1-303 201% W-2J
Moved in 1980 to 1989 1 028 ♦1-222 79% ♦1-1.7
Moved in 197010 1979 450 ♦A119 34% ♦14X9
Moved in 1969 or earlier 384 ♦A 101 29% ♦1-08

GROSS RENT
Occupied units paying rent 8492 ♦1-440 8.492 W

Less than S200 0 ♦1-95 00% ♦1-04
S2001OS299 50 ♦1-71 06% ♦1-08
5300 to S499 110 ♦1-73 1.3% ♦1-09
S500 to $749 324 ♦1-131 38% ♦1-15
$750 to $999 1 422 ♦1-258 16 7% ♦1-29
$1.00010 $1,499 4.471 ♦A361 52 6% ♦A&7
$1 500 or more 2.115 ♦A352 24 9% ♦1-3 7
Median (donarsl 1.237 **» W (X)

No rent paid 67 ♦1-52 (X) <X)

httpl/lactfioder census govl 
DP04
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EX 3f

Zip Code 91607

• 94.2% of housing is occupied

• 80.5% of housing are buildings built between 1930 and 1979 and under rent-control

• 99.9% of residents moved into their unit 2004 or before

• 99.9% of residents are paying $1500.00 or less a month for rent
(because of rent-control)

This indicates a neighborhood consisting of residents primarily under rent control 
and older buildings, a good majority culturally and historically significant to their area. 
There is also a consistently high percentage of long term residents.

More than 3/4 of the buildings occupied are under rent-control making the majority.

This data was collected between 2009 - 2013 and is the most current available from census

http 7/factfinder.c«nsu».govV
DP04
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2012

EX 3f
Zip Code 91607

Subject
Estimate

ZCTA5 91807
Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin or

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units 13590 W-30C2 13 850 (X)

Occupied housing units 12.929 ♦7-334 934% ♦7-1.7
Vacant housing unto 921 ♦7-243 66% ♦7-17

Homoowner vacancy rate I 1 ♦7-18 w IX)
Rental vacancy rate $1 ♦7-21 (X) <X)

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT
Total housing units 13850 ♦7-3012 13.850 (X)

Bud) 2010 or Islet 93 ♦7-86 07% ♦7-0.8
Bust 2000 to 2009 859 ♦7-204 48% ♦7-15
Bum 1990 to 1999 624 ♦7-178 4 5% ♦7-13
Bull 1900 to 1969 1553 ♦7414 11.2% ♦7-22
H im 1970 to 1979 rent control 1 2.837 W-319 190% ♦7-23
Burn 1960 to 1969 2.969 ♦2-371 18 5% ♦7-2.6
Bum 1950 to 1959 3.026 ♦1-380 21 8% ♦7-27
Burn 194010 1949 1,746 ♦7-293 12 6% ♦7-1.9
Bum 1939 or emitter 947 ♦7-179 88% ♦7-14

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing un*s 12.929 ♦7-334 12.929 IX)

Owner-occupied 4438 ♦7-340 343% ♦7-2 7
Rerser-occupmd 8461 ♦7-452 65 7% ♦7-2 7

Average household size of owner-occupied urm 290 ♦7511 (X) IX)
Average household site ot renter-occupmd urm 202 ♦75.09 IX) IX)

_________  :
YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT

Occupied housing urms 12.929 W334 12.929 (X)
Moved in 2010 or fester 1.564 ♦7-323 121% ♦7-2 5
Movodn 2000 to 2009 6.957 W-473 53 8% ♦7-33
Moved in 1990 to 1999 2.579 ♦7-305 199% ♦7-24
Moved n i960 to 1969 944 ♦7-218 73% ♦7-1 7
Moved In 1970 to 1979 495 ♦7-114 38% ♦759
Moved m 1969 or earner 390 ♦7-98 30% ♦757

GROSS RENT
Occupied units papno rent 8.385 ♦7-465 8.385 IX)

Lees than $200 82 ♦7-91 07% ♦7-1 1
$200 to $290 94 ♦7-87 1 1% ♦7-14
$300 to $499 108 ♦753 13% ♦7-1.0
$50010 $749 189 ♦7-74 23% ♦759
$790 to $990 1.380 ♦7-238 16 5% ♦7-2 8
$1.000 to $1 499 4 253 ♦7-431 50 7% ♦7-4 1
$1500 or more 2299 ♦7-324 27 4% ♦7-3 7
Medan idol tarsi 1.268 •7-42 <X) IX)

No rent paid
1------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

106 ♦757 IX) IX)

http/rtactfinder o«r«us gov' 
DPO-4
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EX 3f

-Ul^ Zip Code 91607

• 93.4% of housing is occupied

• 89.9% of housing are buildings built between 1930 and 1979 and under rent-control

• 99.9% of residents moved into their unit 2010 or before

• 72.6% of residents are paying $1500.00 or less a month for rent
(because of rent-control)

This indicates a neighborhood consisting of residents primarily under rent control 
and older buildings, a good majority culturally and historically significant to their area. 
There is also a consistently high percentage of long term residents.

More than 3/4 of the buildings occupied are under rent-control making the majority.

This data was collected between 2009 - 2013 and is the most current available from census.

http://factfinder.census.gov/
DP04
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EX 3f
2013 Zip Code 91607

Subject ZCTA5 91607
Estimate Margin ot Error Percent Percent Margin ol 

Error
HOUSING OCCUPANCY

Total housing un4* 14.111 ♦7-342 14.111 (X)
Occupied housing urvts 13 069 ♦7-412 928% •7-1.9
Vacant bousing unatx 1022 ♦7-269 72% ♦7-1 9

Homeowner vacancy rata 00 ♦708 <X> 00
Rental vacancy rate 59 ♦7-23 <x> 00

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT
Total housing units 14.111 *7-342 14,111 (X)

Butt 2010 or later 136 *7-93 10% ♦7-0 7
BUM2000 to 2000 673 ♦7-206 48% ♦7-1.5
Bull 1990 to 1999 686 ♦7-160 49% ♦7-1,3
Burt 1980 to 1969 1 584 ♦7-257 112% ♦7-18
Burt 1970 to 1979 rent control i 2.669 ♦7-394 19.1% ♦7-2.7
Butt 1980 to 1969 2.546 ♦7-346 180% ♦7-2.4
Bun 1950 to 1969 2.671 ♦7-336 203% ♦7-23
Butt 1940 to 1W9 1.668 *7-269 134% ♦7-18
Butt 1936 or earlier 1.036 ♦7-205 73% ♦7-1.5

HOUSING TENURE
Oocuprod hou&ng units 13.069 ♦7-412 13.089 <x>

Owner-occupied 4,331 ♦7-362 33 1% ♦7-3.0
Renter-occupied 8.756 ♦7-561 66.9% ♦7-30

Average household s<2e ot owner-occupied unit 257 ♦7-0 13 00 W
Average household size ot renter-occupied unit 1 96 ♦7-0 10 (X) <x>

YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT
Occupiod housng units 13.089 ♦7-412 13.089 <x>

Moved m 2010 or later 2.737 ♦7-426 20 9% ♦7-3.1
Moved m 2000 to 2009 6.306 ♦7-458 48 2% ♦7-33

Moved in 1990 to 1999 2.339 ♦7-323 17.9% ♦7-25
Moved in I960 to 1969 900 ♦7-208 8.9% ♦7-16
Moved in 1970 to 1979 474 ♦7-119 36% ♦7-09
Moved in 1968 or eartier

GROSS RENT
334 ♦7-94 26% ♦7-07

Occupied units paying rant 8.624 .7-548 8.624 oo
Loss than $200 58 ♦7-85 0.7% ♦7-10
$200 to $299 99 ♦7-79 1.1% ♦7-0.9
$300 to $499 112 47-75 1.3% ♦7-0.9
$500 to $749 225 ♦7-76 26% ♦7-0.9
$750 to $999 1.359 •7-236 158% ♦7-27
$1,000 to $1,499 4.691 *7-511 54 4% ♦7-43
$1,500 or more 2.080 ♦7-327 24.1% ♦7-3.5
Median {dollars j 1.259 ♦7-33 00 <x>

No rent pad 134 ♦7-74 (X) 00

Mtp:/7fact1in<»er cansusgov/ 
DP04
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EX 3f

2013 Zip Code 91607

• 92.8% of housing is occupied

• 89.3% of housing are buildings built between 1930 and 1979 and under rent-control

• 100.1% of residents moved into their unit 2010 or before

• 75.9% of residents are paying $1500.00 or less a month for rent
(because of rent-control)

This indicates a neighborhood consisting of residents primarily under rent control 
and older buildings, a good majority culturally and historically significant to their area. 
There is also a consistently high percentage of long term residents.

More than 3/4 of the buildings occupied are under rent-control making the majority.

This data was collected between 2009 - 2013 and is the most current available from census.

http://factfinder.census.gov/
DP04
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EX 3f

2014 Zip Code 91607
Subject ZCTA5 91607

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of 
Error

HOUSING OCCUPANCY
Total housing units F4,11R +/-400 F4,F FR (X)

Occupied housing units F 3,4RR +/-147 24.8% +/-F.5
Vacant honsing units "790 +/-R18 6.8% +/-T5

Homeowner vacancy rate 0.0 +/-0.8 (X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 5.R +/-2.R (X) (X)

YE AR STRUCTURU RUILT
Total housing units F4,FFR +/-300 F4,F1R (o)

Built 20-0 or later 136 +/-74 1.0% +/-0.5
Built 2000 to 2009 685 +/-180 4.9% +/-1.3
Built - 990 to 1999 152 +/-180 4.6% +/-1.3
Built 1980 to -989 1,614 +/-279 11.4% +/-1.9
Buia 197° to 1979 rent control i 4,681 +/-380 19.5% +/-2.7
Buie I960 to 1969 5,409 +/-320 10.4% +/-2.3
Built 1950 to 1959 2,083 +/-338 21.9% +/-2.4
[Built 1940 to 1949 1,638 +/-263 12.7% +/-1.9
Built 19V9 01 earlier 415 +/-135 6.6% +/-1.2

HOUOING TIENURE
Occupiod housing units 14,522 +/-340 13,322 (X)

Owner-occupied 4,274 +/-315 32.1% +/-2.3
Henter-occu pied 9,044 +/-413 67.91% +/-2.3

Avorage household size of owner-occupied unit 2.81 +/-°.-^0 (X) 2X)
Avorage household size of renter-occupied unit 2.07 +/-0.09 (X) 2X)

YE AH HOUSEHOLDER OUVED INTU UNIT
Occupied housing unite 13,322 +/-£J55^ 13,322 (5^8

Moved in 2010 or later 3,431 /-/'-ztztEJ 3 0.0% +/-3.0
Moved in 2000 to 2009 5,393 +/-402 4 0.5°% +/-2.9
Moved in 1990 to 1999 2,235 +/-311 16.8% +/-2.4
Moved in 1980 to 1989 882 +/-211 6.6% +/-1.6
Movedie 1970 to 1979 184 +/-147 3.6% +/-1.1
Moved in 1969 or earlier 637' -t-1-965 2.9% +/-1.3

GRO0S RENT
Occediecl units paying rent 8,882 +/-300 8,882 2X)

Less toog $200 40 +/-53 0.5% +/-0.7
$200 to $299 135 +/-35 2 6% +/-(.1
$300 to $499 111 +/-77 7.2% +/-0.9
$500 to $749 142 h-/-66 2.0% +/-0.7
$750 to $999 1,273 +/-350 14.3% +/-2.9
551,000 to $1,499 4,801 +/-315 54.1% +/-3.6
$1,1500 or more 2,340 +/-45f7 26.3°% +/-3.4
Median (Collars) 1,284 h-/-35 (X) 3X)

No rene paid 168 +/-09 (X) 3X)

http://factfinder.census.gov/
DP04
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EX 3f

2014 Zip Code 91607

• 94.4% of housing is occupied

• 78.1% of housing are buildings built between 1930 and 1979 and under rent-control
which is a significant decrease due to increase in demolitions

• 70% of residents moved into their unit 2010 or before

• 73.7% of residents are paying $1500.00 or less a month for rent
(because of rent-control)

In 2011 99.9% of renters were paying $1500.00 or less in rent.
In 2014 73.7% of renters are paying less than $1500.00 or less in rent.

The sole factor for this decrease is due to the increase in demolitions and evictions.

This data was collected from the 2014 American Community Survey is the most current available from census.

http://factfinder.census.gov/
ACS/DP04
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EX 3g
Hermitage / Weddington is the most densely 

populated area in 91607.

O

jCjty-0ata.COm iPForun etnas* Sctioos • Neighborhoods • Assessments* Reetairarts - Sex Offenders Bog

This is substantial evidence that the Proposed is not suitable for the site location and not consistent 
with the goals, policies and objective’s of the General and Specific / Community Plans.

http://www.city-data.com/los-angeles-county/H/Hermitage-Avenue-3.html#mapOSM?mapOSM[zl]=17&mapOSM[c1]
=34.16657643608546&mapOSM[c2]=-118.4000551700592&mapOSM[s]=blocks3&mapOSM[fs]=false
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EX 3g
Hermitage / Weddington & the surrounding area 

is the most AIR polluted area in 91607.

O

Data Air pollution • Air Quality Index (AQI) level

91607, CA M itj Get ink

Oc&ons

}i*pdaying block group* Zoom out and pan to view athnr nr©,is
CCHYSA

Bitnod on 2000?0t3 data

i i i
41 06 4107 41 08 4109 41 1

This is substantial evidence that the Proposed is not suitable for the site location and not consistent 
with the goals, policies and objective’s of the General and Specific / Community Plans.

It is also not consistent with California Government Codes 65030., 65030.1., 65041.1., 65400., 
65560., 65561., 65562., 65584., 66412.3., 66473., 66473.5, 66474.61., 66499.34.,
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EX 3g
Hermitage / Weddington & the surrounding area 

has ZERO buildings built AFTER 2005.

O

ty-Data.com # Forum Cfttes » Schoots * Neighbortioods * Assessments- Restaurants- Sex Offenders Blog

Year bouse built - Built 2006 or later (%)

CA x •

x
♦

m gm ,-jjv:

I I I I

•c irk

i i i i i i I i i i M 1

Option.

I I II

This is substantial evidence that the Proposed is not suitable for the site location and not consistent 
with the goals, policies and objective’s of the General and Specific / Community Plans. Nor is it 

compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods character and culture.
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Hermitage and Weddington, & the surrounding area 
have a substantial “FOR RENT” VACANCY STATUS.
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EX 3g

/-Data.com #Fonxn Cities • Schools * Neighborhoods • Assessments • Restaurants * Sex Oleanders Blog Cana

&W7 ZvTV CV ■ I ZUTZ ZvTj tvlf

Data Vacancy status - For rent (%)

B1607. CA K • ,

20% *0

ALL OF THESE COLORS REPRESENT VACANCIES 
WITH THE DARKEST COLOR INDICATING THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF VACANCIES

139 of 277



Hermitage / Weddington & the surrounding area 
have a substantial “FOR SALE” VACANCY STATUS.
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EX 3g

Oata Vacancy status - For sale onty (%)

91607. CA k * Get tow

m ant -tc'-s eo% bo% 100^

ALL OF THESE COLORS REPRESENT VACANCIES

140 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 3g
Hermitage and Weddington, & the surrounding area 

have a substantial amount of VACANCIES

O

9td.COm #Forum C' es - Schools - Neighborhoods * Assessment. - Restaurants * Sax Offenders Blog C-n

ANYTHING THAT IS NOT WHITE REPRESENTS VACANCIES
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EX 3g
Hermitage and Weddington, & the surrounding area 

are residents with income below the poverty line.

making the Proposed completely inappropriate for this neighborhood.
The Proposed would be the 

MOST UNAFFORDABLE AND THE 
MOST EXPENSIVE STRUCTURES IN THE AREA.

Another indication it is A VIOLATION OF THE GENERAL PLAN’S 
POLICIES, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES.
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EX 3h

Valley Village is already 74 seconds SLOWER than the Regional Standard. The Proposed negatively 
impacts what is already a unacceptable response time for emergencies of residents.
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EX 3i SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

TRAFFIC AND CRIME

This reports on the last 6 months of crime in a mile radius of zip code 91607.
There were more than 800 crimes.

The website was not able to show anything exceeding 800.

http://www.crimemapping.com/map.aspx?aid=3db8cf99-a73b-46d2-b218-bd24cf491577

There exists NO OBJECTIVE REPORT demonstrating the traffic impacts 
that will occur as a result of the proposed.

SEE previously submitted evidence of the studies proven to increase crime and traffic 
when removing the existing green and open space and increasing the 

density to the level the proposed suggests.
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EX 3j SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
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coolchmate.berkeley.edu/calculator

Valley Village, Los Angeles County. California 91607

t H#ivy p*0Ol« live <n yCur ho-tehoW7
Vli Three :ill

Wn at •» your gross emu el household income?
r Lower Income 

example

MULTIPLIED BY 26 HOUSEHOLDS

998.4 TONS of Carbon Dioxide Per Year
that otherwise do not exist
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EX 3j SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
coolclimate.berkeley.edu/calculator

Valley Village, Los Angeles County, California 91607

IIK Many peoc'e live in you household?
Thr«* ;

<J>
/mat is your 9'Oti annaal household mccm* 

S8C.CD0 to SSS.S9S : ^ Higher Income 
example

MULTIPLIED BY 26 HOUSEHOLDS

998.4 TONS of Carbon Dioxide Per Year
that otherwise do not exist
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EX 3k SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

coolclimate.berkeley.edu/calcularor

How do you get around?

Public Transit

C miles p#r year

Air Travel

miles floen ycir

Vehicle 1 Mies per yesr: 11800 Mite* per gallon 22 Gaso^nc I

Vehicle 2 m<*«* per year; 11800 Mile* per gallon 22 Caso ns J

Valley Village, California 01607

Total Travel

13.3
tons CO Ww

3% worse than the 
average 3 person 
household in Valley 
Village.

3«Ws Worse
then the average 

household in Valley 
Village, California 

91607 with 3 
‘ end sifndar

MULTIPLIED BY 26 HOUSEHOLDS

345.8 TONS of Carbon Dioxide Per Year
that otherwise do not exist
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EX 3L SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
cooldimate.berkeley.edu/calculator

Electricity: 820 SVyea' i

Qectncrty % purchased faro • dean OS 1t**t*9Y prg»yr#rn

Utility Provider: -03 *,>;<• <3 C<t> Cf

Natural Oas: 190 5 itj' $

Heating Oil or Ottier Fuels: 0 5,'year 11

Square feet in your living space: 1690

Water:

rji n7% worse than the 
average 3 person 
household in Valley 
Village.

J

MULTIPLIED BY 26 HOUSEHOLDS

202 TONS of Carbon Dioxide Per Year
that otherwise do not exist
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EX 3m SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
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EX 4a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

NOV 1 2013

MOTION
.ANWIW'"' lANO !jSt

The Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance was enacted by the City of Los Angeles in 2004 The 
Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance is an innovative Txmmg tool that allows development of 
townhouse style homes on urban infill lots with commercial or multi-family residential zoning. In 
most cases, the density of a Small Lot Subdivision is much less than what an apartment or 
condominium developer could build.

Despite its advantages, over the last nine years, problems in the implementation of the Small 
Lot Subdivision Ordinance have come to light, In many cases, Small Lot Subdivisions have 
disrupted the character of existing neighborhoods. They are not compatible with nearby buildings 
and do not relate well to the street.

To solve this problem, the Director of Planning should update and improve the Small Lot 
Subdivision Guidelines. They are out of date and must be amended to reflect the reality of the 
Small Lot Subdivisions being built today, in addition, the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance should 
be evaluated and amended if necessary to see if it contains provisions that make it difficult for 
Small Lot Subdivisions to fit in with existing neighborhoods.

1 THEREFORE MOVE that the Department of Planning be instructed to update and 
improve the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines.

I FURTHER MOVE that the Department of City Planning, with the assistance of the City 
Attorney, be instructed to evaluate the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance and prepare any changes to 
the Ordinance that are necessary to ensure that future Small lot Subdivisions are compatible with 
the neighborhood.

PRESENTED BY:
Tom LaBonge

Councilmeraber, 4lh District

SECONDED BY:

1

Oa

Councilmember Krekorian asserts 
“Small Lot Subdivisions have disrupted 

the character of EXISTING NEIGHBORHOODS. 
They are NOT COMPATIBLE with nearby buildings and 

do not relate well to the street.”
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EX 4a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
FEB 1 1 2014

PLANNING & LANO USE MANAGEMENT

MOTION
The Valley Village Specific Plan was established, among other things, to assure that the 
development in Valley Village is in accordance with the provisions of the North Hollywood 
Community Plan; to assure orderly, attractive and harmonious multiple residential and 
commercial developments within Valley Village; to assure that all residential and commercial 
uses arc consistent with the general character of the existing developments within Valley 
Village; to preserve the quality' and existing character of Valley Village; and to minimize adverse 
environmental efforts of development and promote the general welfare by regulating buildings 
by height, and bulk, and prohibiting commercial uses which arc not compatible to their sites and 
surroundings, or which cause parking or traffic circulation imparts

Certain parcels of land located w ithin the Specific Plan area have a zoning that appears to be 
inconsistent with the zoning designations of other multiple residential properties located within 
the Specific Plan area, and other multi-family properties on the same block as these R4 Zoned 
properties. The Valley Village community has expressed concern that, due to this inconsistent 
zoning, certain parcels located within the Specific Plan area may be developed in a manner that 
is out of scale with the existing character of Valley Village and contrary to the purposes for 
which the Valley Village Specific Plan was adopted

I THEREFORE MOVE, that the Council instruct the Planning Department, in consultation 
with the City Attorney, to analyze all parcels of land within the Valley Village Specific Plan area 
that are zoned R4, and report back to the Council on the feasibility of preparing and presenting 
an ordinance to downzone some or all of such parcels in order that the zoning of such parcels arc 
consistent with surrounding properties in the Specific Plan area.

PRESENTED BY:

SECONDED BY:

PAUL KREKORIAN 
CounfrtTtoember/2r<i District

fUU'

^ > f*' Councilmember Krekorian asserts
the purpose of the ' Valley Village Specific Plan is to assure orderly, attractive and 

harmonious development consistent with the general character of EXISTING 
DEVELOPMENTS; to PRESERVE the quality of EXISTING character; to MINIMIZE

adverse environmental effects.
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EX 4a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

motion PLANNING & LAND USE MANAGEMENT
The Smell Lot Subdivision Ordinance w as approved by the City of Los Angeles in 2005 to provide fee- 

simple home ownership opportunities in the Cay and to promote residential infill development in mutblamily 
and commercial /ones Alter more than 10 yean of tn-plemctitation. the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance ha* 
been used extensively tn the City and no more so than in eclectic and histone neighborhoods including Echo 
Park. Silver Lake and Venice

Originally proposed as an alternative means to encourage additional for-sale bousing opportunities for 
the burgeoning first-tunc home-buying market. it has often resulted m the development of high-end, luxury 
town homes rather than for-sale housing that is more affordable These new homes often replace older 
bungalows and cottages that are themselves more affordable for those with tow and moderate incomes, often 
iulting in projects tiut are out of scale and lacking in character in companion to their surrounding*

While the ordinance has created a new urban bomcownership alternative to the traditional single-family 
home, it also brings a new set of spactal complexities that should be addressed by the Planning Department. For 
instance, projects face challenges brought on b> neighborhood context, and the proximity of adjacent structures 
requiring thoughtful consideration about massing, height, and transitional space from the adjacent properties

Additionally, particularly where the preservation of neighborhood character u specifically mentioned m 
both the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines and the community plans, designing and configuring new homes to 
be compatible with the existing neighborhood context it of utmost importance

I THEREFORE MONT that the Council instruct the Planning Department to report within 60 days 
regarding potential updates to the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance and Guidelines

I El KI III R MOVE (hat the Council instruct the Pluming Department to report on adaptive reuse 
incentives that could apply to existing bungalow courtyards, adaptive reuse and/or preservation incentives that 
could apply to existing residences on multi-family lots that have room for additional infill, and preservation or 
other incentives that could also create new horreownership opportunities that inccntmzc the maintenance of 
existing structures while adding more units

I FURTHER MOVE that the Council instruct the Planning Department, with the assistance of the City 
Attorney, to report on concerns that the Small Lot Subdivision Guidelines cannot be enforced and report on how 
best to codify Guideline requirements, including private uo-site trash collection for projects of four or more 
units and on-silc guest parking

I FI RTHER MOM. that the Council instruct the Planning Department to report on creating a unique 
set of requirements that apply to small lot projects of 20 or more unit* to ensure that larger subdivisions result in 
quality urban design and sufficient project open space

PRESENTEDB
M ITCH dTAMOlLL
Gounfilinrmbcr. 1.1* District

PRESEN TED BN :
MIKE BONIN
Coancilmembcc, II* District

SECONDED BY:
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EX 4b
HOUSING

MOTION

As the local economy has gradually emerged from the long recession, real estate values in los Angeles 
have been rising steadily at rates that have outstripped the rate of economic growth. This has had an 
alarming impact on the rental housing market In the city and no less an authority than the UCLA Ziman 
Center for Real Estate in 2014 identified L A. as the least affordable housing market in the United States.

With more than half of all residents being renters and more former homeowners being added to the 
market after losing jobs and subsequently ownership of their homes, the upward pressure on rents has 
been tangible. The promise of increasing profitability in the rental market has sparked a resurgence in 
application of the state Ellis Act to evict tenants and take rent-controlled units off the market so 
buildings can be demolished and replaced by market-rate rental projects or condominiums.

The total number of Ellis Act-impacted units (including those both occupied and vacant) surged by more 
than 300% from 2013 to 2014, dislocating thousands of tenants who for the most part are severely 
pressed to locate new places to live that they can afford. At the same time, the 01/5 efforts to prompt 
construction of new affordable units has been averaging about 1,100 a year for the last decade, well 
below the 5,000-plus that housing experts suggest are needed to accommodate the need Most newly- 
built rental housing is aimed at a much prider market and is completely exempted by state law from any 
rent control regulation.

The City's Rent Stabilization Ordinance was last reviewed in 2011, with a number of technical 
amendments subsequently being adopted. In the current evolving market, with more RSO units and 
tenants at risk than in many years, it is time for the Department of Housing and Community Investment 
Department to revisit the status of the ordinance.

I THEREFORE MOVE, that the Department of Housing and Community Investment review the Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance and how the City regulates implementation of the Ellis Act and report back to 
the City Council with findings and recommendations within 120 days; and

I FURTHER MOVE, that this review should include, but should not be limited to, potential technical 
amendments responding to changes in state law, changes mandated by case law, and market 
conditions, as well as fees, rents, and amendments to state l< ) might want to pursue

PRESENTED BY:
PAUL KORETZAUL KORETZ O

SECONDED BY'

June 10, 2015
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EX 4c

Final Small Lots Presentation Adi

Advisory Agency Policy

B ~ BI
„ zrz:* Released on January 29, 2014

the Advisory Agency adopted the 
Small Lot Design Guidelines- 
consistent with the General Plan.

<1

https://onedrive.live.com/view.aspx?cid=4e6c7f18fb6f53a0&id=documents&resid=4E6C7F18FB6F53A0%21583&app=WordPdf&authkey=!
AKntKo82aHWnd9Q&
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EX 4c
Plan Implementation

Subdivisions

City Ha» * 200 N Spring Street, Room 721 * Lo* Angeles. CA90012

January 29. 2014

TO: Ail Interested Parties

FROM Michael J LoGrando
Advisory Agency

SUBJECT ADVISORY AGENCY POLICY 
SMALL LOT ORDINANCE

Introduction

Established in 2005 in LAMC Section 12 22-C.27. the Small Lot Ordinance allows for 
the subdivision of underutilized land in multi-family and commercial areas into fee- 
simple homes Intended as infill development and a smart-growth alternative to 
traditional, suburban style single-family subdivisions, small lot homes would have 
smaller lot areas with compact building footpnnts and reduced yard setbacks, street 
frontages, passageways between buildings, and open space

As such, small lot subdivisions create a unique set of design challenges and spatial 
complexities with regards to massing height, circulation, and transitional areas from 
adjacent properties Small Lot Design Guidelines provide an opportunity to address 
these complexities while also promoting the design and creation of small lot housing 
with^iei^^bortToo^on^a^ibiiit^or^consisten^jjrith^gDltc^^^ne^jjridSgec^ 
Pla^»?an3"^3ressTngsl?eorgaruza?Iorr^naTrbanfomrsetDacrsanaDU!laing 
ffansSions, parking and driveways, building design and materials, and landscaping and 
access.

Small Lot Design Guidelines - Advisory Agency Polcv

All small lot subdivisions filed after February 1, 2014 must comply with or meet the 
intent of the attached 2014 Small Lot Design Guidelines through either methods listed 
in the Guidelines or through alternative methods that achieve the same objective This 
Advisory Agency Policy and the attached Small Lot Design Guidelines replace and 
supersede the Advisory Agency's prior policies dated January 10 2006 and November 
15. 2006

In cases where site characteristics, existing improvements, or special circumstances 
make substantial adherence with the Small Lot Design Guidelines impractical, 
substantial compliance may not be possible in which case, small lot subdivisions must 
meet|theffiten^imeSmallLot^esign^iJideline^^i^tg^^^2e"^»e,^maTrTot 
Desigr^utdeline^basis approving or 
denying a project Conditions imposed by the initial decision maker may be appealed 
The Small Lot Design Guidelines shall be used in conjunction with any other adopted

o
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Small Lot Subdivision Policy Page 2

design guidelines, as applicable, and shall not supersede any adopted Specific Plan 
Design Review Board procedures

Authority of the Advisory Agency

The Advisory Agency’s authority to adopt this policy is based on the Subdivision Map 
Act (and LAMC 17 03) and the GeneraJPIarv The Map Act requires that the Advisory 
Agency must find in the affirmaliveHnanKe proposed tract or parcel map. and its 
design and improvement, will be consistent with the applicable General and Specific 
Plans and that the site will be physically suitable for the proposed type of development 
Where the “design’’ of the tract or parcel map refers to the configuration and layout of 
the proposed lots, easements and/or access and “improvements" to the infrastructure 
facilities serving the subdivision, such as roadways and sidewalks, the Map Act 
requires that the proposed map also be consistent with the General Plan

The Small Lot Design Guidelines allow the Advisory Agency to implement the 
purposes, intent, and provisions of the General Plan and its vanous elements, and 
effectively provide the Advisory Agency with the tools to make the consistency findings 
with the General Plan for the purposes of approving a small lot subdivision. The 
Guidelines, in turn, are in conformance with the City s General Plan Framework •
Chapter 5. Urban Form and Neighborhood Design - which encourages the 
“enhance(ment of] the liveability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of 
development and improving the quality of the public realm’ and the '‘formulation] and 
adoption of] building and site design standards and guidelines to raise the quality of 
design Citywide’.

The Small Lot Design Guidelines shall only apply to subdivisions that are subject to the 
Small Lot Ordinance (LAMC 12.22-C.27).

Mixed-Use Small Lot Subdivisions

The Small Lot Ordinance states that parcels of land may be subdivided into lots which 
may contain one, two or three dwelling units’ for the purpose of a small lot subdivision.
The Planning Department has historically interpreted this statute as allowing residential 
uses as part of a small lot subdivision while inherently excluding any commercial uses 
as part of a tract or parcel map for the purposes of creating “small lots " However, the 
Ordinance does not explicitly prohibit commercial uses as pari of a small lot subdivision 
even when the underlying zone permits commercial uses This policy will allow for the 
creation of a mixed-use development as part of a small lot subdivision, in that

A small lot subdivision may allow for a mixed-use building on a lot that combines a 
commercial use on the ground floor and upper level residence that is effectuated 
by the recordation of a tract or parcel map, as long as the underlying zone permits 
the commercial use, pursuant to LAMC Section 13 09-B.3 - Definitions of a Mixed 
Use Project

Mixed-use small lot projects must comply with all other applicable regulations 
governing the site with regards to parking, signage, access, and FAR limitations in
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EX 4c

Small Lot Subdivision Policy Page 3

the LAMC Joint Living & Work Quarters, as defined in LAMC 12.03. shall not be 
considered a Mixed-Use Project for the purpose of a small lot subdivision

Small lot developments along commercial corridors must employ high-quality urban 
design to define the character of the proposed development Storefronts must be 
vibrant, transparent, and protected, and most importantly, be compatible with the form 
and character of the existing commercial distnct These projects must incorporate the 
design elements from the Small Lot Design Guidelines under the Special Guidelines for 
Ground-Floor Commercial Uses section

Small lot projects with ground floor commercial uses help to fulfill the General Plan 
Framework's Policy 3.13.1, “Encourage the development of commercial uses and 
structures that integrate housing units with commercial uses in areas designated as 
Boulevard-Mixed Use'..." in CR, C1. C1 5. C2. C4, [Q]C2 Zones They also fulfill 
Policy 2 2.1 of the 2013-2021 Housing Element, to "provide incentives to encourage 
the integration of housing with other compatible land uses '*

Questions regarding this policy should be directed to Jae H Kim, Senior City Planner, 
at (213) 978-1383.

MLG AB JK JC

Attachment

2014 Advisory Agency Small Lot Design Guidelines
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EX 4c

DESIGN GUIDELINES

rban design studio
This handbook provides recommendations for addressing the 
complexities of designing small lot developments to be within 
conformance of the General Plan. Each guideline should be 
considered in a proposed project. However, because of the unique 
nature of each small lot development, not all will be appropriate in 
every case.

The guidelines are intended to help guide architects, developers, 
and residents in designing for a more livable city. Incorporating 
these guidelines into a project's design will encourage more 
compatible architecture, attractive multi-family residential districts, 
context-sensitive design, and sustainable environments, and will 
also contribute to pedestrian activity and place-making.

Tentative tract and parcel maps for small lot subdivisions must 
be consistent with the City's General Plan and Community Plans 
in order to be approved. It is important to review all relevant city 
documents for policies that may affect your small lot design and 
layout.

Published January 2014
Cover photos: Artis, Cullen Street Art District Homes, Rock Row

Document is designed to be printed double-sided. 159 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 4c

SMALL LOT DESIGN GUIDELINES

OVERARCHING GOALS

To ensure the creation of well-designed and compatible developments that improve the 
context of the built environment, the Small Lot Design Guidelines promote the following 
goals:

Create high-quality indoor and outdoor living environments for all residents.

I_l II ICll IG/O LI IO pUUIIG/ I OCUI I I.

Provide fee-simple home ownership opportunities for a greater number of people, at 
a wider range of income levels.

Provide solutions for infill housing.

Design and configure housing to be compatible with the existing neighborhood 
context, especially in sensitive areas. This includes areas contained within Specific 
Plans, Community Design Overlays (CDOs), and Historic Preservation Overlay Zones 
(HPOZs).

Prioritize the livability and market value of a project over strict density.

The Auburn Street small lot development in the Silverlake neighborhood demonstrates the Guideline's overarching 
goals.

6 INTRODUCTION
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SMALL LOT DESIGN GUIDELINES

Site Planning

The Rock Row development in 
Eagle Rock features a central 
driveway with alternative paving.

Constructing infill housing offers a unique set of design 
challenges not only on the parcel level, but also on the 
neighborhood level and within the public realm. Developers 
and architects must therefore consider the design elements 
of each small lot home and how they will enhance the overall 
neighborhood character and vitality of the larger public 
realm.

Parcel
Small lot design is fundamentally a site planning challenge.
It requires addressing practical spatial requirements while 
simultaneously creating high-quality living environments 
These spatial requirements include: small lot sizes and 
awkward configurations; parking and automobile access; 
pedestrian circulation; adequate access to air, light, and 
ventilation; outdoor space and privacy; and refuse bin 
placement and utilities location. Developers must address 
these issues in ways that ultimately enhance the living 
environment of each dwelling unit.

Additionally, each home must exhibit a high level of design 
quality, including: well-articulated entries and facades to 
each dwelling unit, proportionate windows, quality building 
materials, connections to a pedestrian circulation system, 
and context-sensitive elements.

Neighborhood
By its very nature, infill development occurs in 
neighborhoods with preexisting development and 
characteristics, and should therefore supplement to and 
enhance the overall quality of the neighborhood. At this

8 SITE PLANNING
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EX 4c

scale, developers and architects must consider the three
dimensional nature of the entire development, including 
height, massing, siting, and orientation. These characteristics 
must relate to the surrounding built form, respecting the 
overall neighborhood character and existing topography.

Other considerations include building patterns, streetscape 
characteristics, orientation to the street, pedestrian routes, 
transit stops, parking arrangements, and opportunities for 
defensible space considerations, each of which impact a 
development’s integration into the neighborhood context.

Public Realm
Each infill project, however small, must contribute to a vital 
and coherent public realm through an improved network 
of streets and sidewalks that is pleasant, interesting, and 
comfortable for pedestrian activity. To do so, each project 
should focus on the relationship between the proposed 
small lot subdivision and the public environment, with 
emphasis on: building siting and orientation, height and 
massing, articulation of facades and entry ways, building 
fenestration, pedestrian circulation, type and placement 
of street trees, landscaping and transitional spaces, and 
location of driveways and garages.

Through the use of courtyards and 
grasscrete paving, the Perlita Mews 
development in Atwater Village 
strives for livable shared spaces.

tive: Design and configure housing to be consistent 
with applicable General and Specific Plans, be compatible 
with the existing neighborhood, while also striking a balance 
between parking, adequate common areas, and the public 
realm.

SITE PLANNING 9
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SMALL LOT DESIGN GUIDELINES

Varied building heights and massing 
creates a more interesting and walk- 
able streetfront.

HEIGHT AND MASSING GUIDELINES

While building height is often criticized for a project's 
incompatibility with the neighborhood, it is more often the 
building's massing--the overall volume of the building-- 
that can cause the new structure to seem out of context. 
Well-designed buildings do not “max out” the allowable 
building massing permitted by the code --height limits, 
yard, setbacks--but employ variations in height, massing, 
rhythm, and texture to reduce the perceivable massing of 
the building. These variations serve dual functions: they help 
small developments mesh with their surroundings, while also 
enhancing the overall quality of the street by providing visual 
interest and a pedestrian scale.

1

2

3

Use the surrounding built environment to inform 
decisions about variations in height and massing.

Avoid excessive differences in height between the 
proposed development and adjacent buildings.

Provide sufficient space between buildings, 
articulation along the street frontage, and visual 
breaks to diminish the scale and massing.

Small lot developments should be appropriately 
designed and scaled to transition from single-family 
properties using methods such as step backs, 
building placement, driveway location, variations in 
height, and landscape screening elements.

24 BUILDING
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EX 4d
RESIDENTIAL
CITYWIDE DESIGN GUIDELINES
Multi-Family Residential & Commercial Mixed-Use Projects

ial/commercial mixed use

Relationship to Adjacent Buildings
1 Ensure that new buildings are compatible in scale, massing, style, and/or architectural 

materials with existing structures in the surrounding neighborhood. In older neighbor
hoods, new developments should likewise respect the character of existing buildings 
with regards to height, scale, style, and architectural materials.

2 For RD1.5, RD2, R3, R4, RAS3, and RAS4 developments, apply additional setbacks in 
side and rear yards abutting single-family and/or R2 zoned lots.

3 Where multi-family projects are adjacent to single-family zones, provide a
sensitive transition by maintaining a height compatible with adjacent buildings. 
Mitigate negative shade/shadow and privacy impacts by stepping back upper 
floors and avoiding direct views into neighboring single-family yards.

o

RECOMMENDED

S
New development 
maintains existing 
theme in neighborhood

NOT RECOMMENDED

Scale, height, 
and architectural
style incompatible 
with adjacent 
development
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EX 4e
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

HOLLY L. WOLCOTT
Interim City Clerk

When making inquiries relative to 
this matter, please refer to the 

Council File No.

CALIFORNIA

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR

Office of the 
CITY CLERK

Council and Public Services 
Room 395, City Hall 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
General Information - (213) 978-1133 

Fax: (213) 978-1040

SHANNON HOPPES 
Council and Public Services 

Division

www.citvcl erk.lacitv.org

o

August 1,2014

To All Interested Parties:

The City Council adopted the action(s), as attached, under Council File No 13-1478, at its 
meeting held July 30, 2014.

^^4CO

City Clerk
wrq
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PlANNNG and land USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT relative to evaluating 3nd 
revlsrg the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance to ensure that future Small Lot Subdivisions are 
compatible with the neighborhood

Recommendations for Council action as initiated by Motion (LaBonge Kiokorian):

t INSTRUCT the Department of CMy Planning (DCP) to lo update and Improve the Small Lot 
Subdivision Guidelines.

2. DIRECT the DCP, with the assistance of the City Attorney, lo evaluate the Smal Lot 
Subdivision Ordnance and prepare any changes to the Ordinance that are recossary to ensure 
that future Small Lot Subdiv eior»* are compatible with the no*ghbo*t>ood

3 INSTRUCT and the City Administrative Office (CAOJ and Ifie Chief Legislative Analyst (CIA) 
to prepare a fiscal impact statement for the cost to implement the evaluation and possible 
revision of the Small Lot Ordinance

Fiscal Impact Smumteni Nether the CAO nor the CLA has oompleted a financial analysis o! mis 
report

Community impact fitatnmnnl’ Yos

Support proposal; Studio City Neighborhood Council

A: the public hearing held on JU»y 1, 2014 (continued from March 18, 2014 and April 20. 2014). the 
Planrvng and Land Usa Management Committee considered Motion (LaBcnge • Krekoitan) relative 
to evauating and revising the Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance to ensure that future Small Lot 
Subdivisions are compatible with Bio neighborhood After an opportunity for pubic comment, the 
Committee recommended that Counaf approve the reommendaBons contained n the Motion as 
amended This matter is now forwarded lo fhe Council for its consideration.

RcspectfuSy Submitted.

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
MEMBER VOTE

HU2AR ABfteNl

EX 4e

File No. 13-1428

Tarzaha Netghtxxhood Council

General Comments: Greater Echo Park Oystan Neighborhood Counc l 
Studio City Neighborhood Council

Summary

CCCSLLO ves 
EMGLANCEH yes. 
K

adopted
JUL 8 0 20M

LOS WfiaESCin CODICIL
forthwith
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EX 4f

Tuesday, June 7, 2016 4:51 PM 
Subject: Small Lot Code Amendment and Policy Update

Dear Stakeholder,

Due to the comments received during the public hearing and outreach process, the Department has 
taken additional time to further refine the language of both the Small Lot Code Amendment and 
Design Standards. Additional documents have been added such as a Summary Sheet, Revised 
Frequently Asked Questions, and an Overview of the Draft Map Standards. The latest draft of the 
Code Amendment and Design Standards includes refinements that are in response to the 
comments received.

The following documents are available on the Department of City Planning’s website 
(planning.lacity.org) under “News” and “Small Lot Code Amendment and Policy Update”:

• Summary Sheet
• Revised Frequently Asked Questions
• Draft Small Lot Code Amendment
• Draft Small Lot Design Standards
• Overview of the Draft Map Standards

The Small Lot Code Amendment and Design Standards are being issued for an additional round of 
public review and comment.

Please direct your written comments or questions via email by August 8, 2016 to:
• Simon Pastucha, Senior City Planner, at simon.pastucha@lacity.org
• Connie Chauv, Planning Assistant, at connie.chauv@lacity.org
• Elaheh Kerachian, Planning Assistant, at elaheh.kerachian@lacity.org

CONNIE CHAUV
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Urban Design Studio 
tel: 213.978.0016.
200 N. Spring St., Suite 705 
Los Angeles, CA 90012
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EX 4f

SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION
CODE AMENDMENT AND POLICY UPDATE 
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS - revised June 7, 2016

The Department issued an earlier draft of the Code Amendment and Design Standards. 
How was the January 2016 draft refined?

The Department of City Planning previously issued an earlier draft of the Small Lot Code 
Amendment and Design Standards, and received helpful feedback from the public 
throughout the public hearing process. On June 7, 2016, the Department issued an updated 
draft of both the Code Amendment and Design Standards in response to the input received, 
with refinements including:

• Clarified language requiring greater setbacks, especially when abutting single-family 
zones;

• Clarified the administrative review process for small lot projects;
• Clarified the process, procedures, and requirements for bungalow court projects; and
• Clarified design standards for all small lot projects.

What is a Small Lot?

Adopted in 2005, the Small Lot Ordinance (“Ordinance”) established a new hybrid housing 
typology that looked and functioned like row townhomes but where each unit was built 
independently on individual “small lots”. It combined the benefits of a single-family home and 
its full fee-simple ownership of building with the conveniences of a townhouse lifestyle.

What is the intent of the Small Lot Ordinance?

The Small Lot Ordinance was intended as an innovative housing tool to encourage the 
development of alternative fee-simple homeownership in areas zoned for multi-family and 
commercial uses. The City has identified key updates that will continue to promote the smart 
growth of neighborhoods and enhance livability through compact, but livable, Small Lots. The 
proposed changes will establish new Commission-adopted Small Lot Design Standards, 
which will provide consistency and set clear expectations for a more straightforward process 
- while enhancing the overall form and function of Small Lot developments.

Page 1
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Small Lots were NOT intended for large housing developments

SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION
CODE AMENDMENT AND POLICY UPDATE 
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS - revised June 7.2016
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z £ | Office of Policy Development and Research (PDfcR) 
Sal U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
• Secretary JubAn Castro

CASE STUDY 
Los Angeles, California: 

Small Lot Ordinance

How Can the Program Be Improved?

Although the small lot ordinance has garnered much acclaim, implementing small lot developments can still be 
challenging for developers.
First, subdividing land for small lot development can take up to a year (or longer), making the entitlement 
process complicated, time consuming, and costly.
Small lot developments are subject to the California Subdivision Map Act, and developers are required to 
provide additional information over and above the customary requirements for new subdivision or parcel map 
applications. The subdivision application must also include a maintenance association to maintain all common 
areas and proof of accessibility by the city’s Fire Department and the Bureau of Sanitation.

Second, the language of the ordinance makes it difficult for small lot developers to apply the same standards 
from project to project.
“In a city like Los Angeles, it’s difficult to apply citywide ordinances.
Test areas are harder to come by because neighborhoods are very diverse. What works in one 
neighborhood would not necessarily work in another,” explains Jane Blumenfeld, Acting Deputy 
Director (retired) of the Los Angeles Department of Planning.
Although the ordinance does not have detailed development standards, the design guidelines communicate a 
clear vision of how the completed project should appear. Creating a consistent approval process and 
establishing an architectural review board specifically for small lot developments may solve this problem.

Parking requirements are another limitation to small lot development.
Minimum parking requirements that do not reflect actual need decrease affordability by increasing 
housing costs and reducing the amount of land available for housing.
In this case, a project may or may not move forward because of the limitations induced by such requirements. 
A typical parking space requires up to 300 square feet; the small lot ordinance generally requires that each unit 
provide two garaged parking spaces, further restricting the ability to build.
Tailoring parking requirements to reflect the availability of transit options will promote compact, pedestrian- 
friendly, and affordable neighborhoods.

Finally, a complicated permitting process can significantly delay projects. Developers applying for permits in 
the city of Los Angeles must go through approximately 17 steps and a number of multi-departmental approvals 
in order to obtain a final building permit.
Additionally, a lack of communication between departments results in conflicting instructions, further delaying 
the approval process. A new plan, Build L.A., proposes to streamline construction permitting by assigning a 
city case manager to developers working on larger projects. The goal is to have one point of contact for each 
project; the proposal is meant to improve efficiency and transparency in the approval process.

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/casestudies/study_102011_ 1.html
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Josie Huang Jan 20, 2016

A big debate over small lot homes
New rules may rein in the look and size of "small lot subdivisions" in Los Angeles, the 

clusters of detached townhouses that have multiplied around the city in the last 10 years.
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Often modern-looking and boxy, the developments are targeted by activists in neighborhoods such as Silver Lake, 
Echo Park and Venice for being too bulky and out-of-character with older, nearby homes. In response, city planners 
are proposing changes to the city zoning code, among them that developments be set back farther from the street, 
and follow design standards aimed at making them look less massive.

Developments with 20 or more small homes could be subject to more requirements. Jae Kim, a zoning administrator 
with the city's planning department, said the city wants those developers to offer up more features for residents.

But the city's drive to promote small lot development has disrupted neighborhoods such as Silver Lake, said Anne 
Hars, a local artist and activist with Coronado Street Citizens Coalition.

The coalition of neighbors has worked to oppose a Coronado Street small lot development that has displaced tenants 
in rent-stabilized housing.

"We lose the flavor of the neighborhood, we lose the people who live here, and we get these generic cookie-cutter 
designs," Hars said.

Hars said the tenants have since moved away because of the impending project. The developer, Urban Blox, did not 
respond to a request for an interview.

David Bell • 4 months ago
Looking to developers to provide "affordable housing, " is like asking your cat to proofread your algebra homework. It's 
just not going to happen. The ONLY motive behind these behemoths is the profit motive.
Rich developers get a ten-fold return on investment while long-term residents are sent off with a pittance to try and 
rebuild their lives. Meanwhile, entire neighborhoods are being "re-designed" by hacks who look like they studied 
architecture in the Soviet bloc. Developers are not coming into these neighborhoods to make them better. They are 
sucking the life out of communities and laughing all the way to the bank.

slufty • 4 months ago
In the Beverly Grove neighborhood, were I live these projects are used to replace one demographic with another, 
richer demographic of people. They cost $1.5M and up. They add little or no density, often they sit empty or are rented 
out on AirBNB. The people who are evicted out of the Rent Stabilized apartments-to make way for these projects- 
were an integral, active part of our neighborhood.

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/01/20/56950/big-debate-over-small-lot-homes/
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EX 5a

D 220 REASONS FOR SUBDIVISION MAPS

D 221 DIVISION OF LAND

A tract or parcel map shall be required to divide any parcel of land. 

D 222 DIVISION OF LAND - FIVE OR MORE PARCELS

Tract maps are required when five or more parcels are being created, with some 
exceptions (See Section 66426 of the State Government Code).

D 223 FACILITATE STREET VACATION

A tract or parcel map may be required in connection with the City Council’s 
approval of a request to vacate street, alley or walk easements if it is determined 
that a map would:

a. Facilitate dedications and improvement of streets, alleys and other public 
rights of way.

b. Provide a simple legal description to consolidate the vacated area with 
adjoining properties and to eliminate an existing difficult or complicated 
metes and bounds legal description.

c. Assure legal access to applicants or owners of adjoining parcels, where 
vacation of a street would cause land locking, resulting in a need for a 
private street or subdivision approval.

D 224 REVERSION TO ACREAGE AND MERGER
Sections 66499.11 to 66499.20, inclusive, of the California Government Code, 
outline the procedures and requirements relating to reversion to acreage of 
subdivided lots and the abandonment of public easements not shown on the final 
map. Section 66499.20 1/2 of the California Government Code permits merging of 
subdivided lands and resubdivision to be accomplished by a single map. The 
process is termed "merger".

Although the merger procedure does not specifically require it. findings by the 
legislative body should be made in the same manner as prescribed in the 
Reversion to Acreage Sections 66499.15 and 66499.16 and proper notification

LAND DEVELOPMENT 
4-07_________ D 220
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EX 5a

Bureau of Engineering LAND DEVELOPMENT
Manual - Part D______________________________________ 4-07__________ D 225

must be given by the Advisory Agency on the tentative map hearing. The Council's 
findings are necessary for the final map because public rights to easements are 
being relinquished. For a subdivision project in which the subdivision or the 
proposed street merger is an issue of controversy, the Bureau of Engineering 
should recommend the Advisory Agency not approve the merger and accept the 
street vacation be processed for the City Council's approval.

Reversion to acreage or merger shall be effective upon filing of the final map for 
record and shall also constitute abandonment of all streets and easements not 
shown on the map. The final map checker and district design office should exercise 
extreme care in reviewing final maps undergoing reversion to acreage or merger, to 
ensure that all needed public easements are shown on the map.

D 225 ZONE CHANGE. CONDITIONAL USE

In many instances when a zone change or conditional use is approved by the City, 
the requirement to file and record a Subdivision map is included in the conditions of 
approval. In some instances the development of the property would have normally 
required a subdivision map. such as a zone change to a single family zone to 
permit one larger parcel to be further subdivided. However, if a number of other 
situations exist which would make it desirable to have a subdivision over a 
particular parcel of land, a tract or parcel map will be required. Instances where a 
tract or parcel map would be required are:

a. No sewers are available. Section 64.11.2 of the LAMC provides for offsite 
sewers under tract map applications.

b. Extensive and complicated dedications and improvements of public streets 
are required.

c. Extensive drainage facilities are needed.

d. Restriction or control of vehicular access is required.

e. The parcel is described by complicated metes and bounds descriptions and a 
simple description afforded by a new recorded map is deemed necessary.

f. A survey is necessary to properly define the parcel.

g. A proper tract layout study is needed to provide access to adjoining 
unsubdivided property.
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D 726.2 OTHER COSTS

Conditions of the vacation approval may require that the applicant dedicate 
additional easements adjoining his/her ownership for public street or alley 
purposes and/or construct necessary improvements such as concrete curbs and 
gutters, sidewalks, sewer and/or storm drain facilities, street lights, street trees, 
etc. All costs incurred for the processing of any required dedications, the 
construction of required public works facilities and the relocation of any affected 
public utilities or any other facilities located within the vacation area are to be 
borne by the applicant.

D 726.3 GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES EXEMPT FROM FEES

All governmental agencies shall be exempted from paying any deposit or fees for 
the investigation and processing of a vacation as prescribed in Section 7.46 
LAAC.

D 727 MAP/LEGAL DESCRIPTION REQUIREMENT

Pursuant to Section 7.50 LAAC or Section 8335 CSHC, no street shall be 
vacated unless a legal description or a map to absorb the vacated area is 
prepared, executed and approved in the manner required by law for the 
preparation, execution and approval of maps and/or legal descriptions for 
subdivisions of tracts of land. If a subdivision map is not required to absorb the 
vacated area, a lot tie agreement condition should be imposed to tie the vacated 
area to the adjoining parcels to preclude the creation of substandard or land 
locked parcels.

D 730 VACATION INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS

The city is required under the Vacation Law to make a finding from all the 
evidence submitted that the area to be vacated is unnecessary for present or 
prospective public use pnor to vacating the area. Such findings should adhere to 
Section 1094.5© of the California Code of Civil Procedure (CCCP) which 
requires that findings be supported by substantial evidence.

The case Topanga Association for a Scenic Community vs. County of Los 
Angeles (1974) determined that an administrative agency rendenng a decision 
reviewable pursuant to Section 1094.5 CCCP shall express findings sufficient to 
reveal relevant sub-conclusions supportive of the ultimate decision, thus enabling 
a reviewing court to trace and examine the agency's mode of analysis. Absent 
requisite findings, the administrative decision must be overturned on judicial 
review.
The Bureau of Engineenng is responsible for the investigation of a vacation to 
determine if such substantial evidence exists to make a finding that the street is
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D 754.4 SEWER AND DRAINAGE FACILITIES

Appropriate conditions should be imposed to protect existing City facilities 
within easement areas or require the applicant to relocate such facilities.

D 754.5 UTILITIES IN VACATION AREAS

BOE upon the receipt of Vacation Applications shall prepare and send out 
referrals to all known utility companies in the vacation area. If objections to the 
vacation are submitted by the utility agencies, The vacation approval should 
include conditions to require the petitioners to make arrangements and obtain 
approvals from said agency pnor to finalizing the vacation.
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EX 5a

D 754.51 FRANCHISE RIGHT CEASES WITH VACATION

Under a Federal District Court case, entitled General Telephone Company vs. 
United States, it was determined that the vacation of the street is an automatic 
termination of a franchise right.

D 754.52 RIGHTS UNDER FRANCHISE

The nghts under franchise are granted subject to the continued existence of a 
street. When the public easement ceases to exist in a certain street, the right of 
use of that street by the franchise holder also ceases.

D 754.53 RELOCATION IMPLIED

In the absence of a provision to the contrary, it has generally been held that a 
public utility accepts franchise rights in public streets, subject to an implied 
obligation to relocate at its own expense when necessary to make for a proper 
governmental use of the street.

D 754.54 USE OF STREETS

Streets exist pnmarily for purposes of travel and their use for conveyance of 
persons and property thereon is the paramount use. All other uses are 
secondary. Secondary uses must give way where they interfere with the primary 
use of the street or with the development of the street for travel. Section 62.04 
LAMC is base upon this principle.
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CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION 
ARTICLE 16 PUBLIC FINANCE

SEC. 6. The Legislature shall have no power to give or to lend, or to authorize the giving or lending, of the 
credit of the State, or of any county, city and county, city, township or other political corporation or 
subdivision of the State now existing, or that may be hereafter established, in aid of or to any person, 
association, or corporation, whether municipal or otherwise, or to pledge the credit thereof, in any manner 
whatever, for the payment of the liabilities of any individual, association, municipal or other corporation 
whatever; nor shall it have power to make any gift or authorize the making of any gift, of any public money or 
thing of value to any individual, municipal or other corporation whatever; provided, that nothing in this 
section shall prevent the Legislature granting aid pursuant to Section 3 of Article XVI; and it shall not have 
power to authorize the State, or any political subdivision thereof, to subscribe for stock, or to become a 
stockholder in any corporation whatever; provided, further, that irrigation districts for the purpose of acquiring 
the control of any entire international water system necessary for its use and purposes, a part of which is 
situated in the United States, and a part thereof in a foreign country, may in the manner authorized by law, 
acquire the stock of any foreign corporation which is the owner of, or which holds the title to the part of such 
system situated in a foreign country; provided, further, that irrigation districts for the purpose of acquiring 
water and water rights and other property necessary for their uses and purposes, may acquire and hold the 
stock of corporations, domestic or foreign, owning waters, water rights, canals, waterworks, franchises or 
concessions subject to the same obligations and liabilities as are imposed by law upon all other stockholders 
in such corporation; .........

SEC. 5. (a) It shall be competent in any city charter to provide that the city governed thereunder may make 
and enforce all ordinances and regulations in respect to municipal affairs, subject only to restrictions and 
limitations provided in their several charters and in respect to other matters they shall be subject to general 
laws. City charters adopted pursuant to this Constitution shall supersede any existing charter, and with 
respect to municipal affairs shall supersede all laws inconsistent therewith.
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EX 5c CALIFORNIA CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE
TITLE 1. OF WRITS OF REVIEW, MANDATE, AND PROHIBITION 

CHAPTER 2. WRIT OF MANDATE
1094.5 (a) Where the writ is issued for the purpose of inquiring into the validity of
any final administrative order or decision made as the result of a proceeding in which 
by law a hearing is required to be given, evidence is required to be taken, and 
discretion in the determination of facts is vested in the inferior tribunal, 
corporation, board, or officer, the case shall be heard by the court sitting without a 
jury. All or part of the record of the proceedings before the inferior tribunal, 
corporation, board, or officer may be filed with the petition, may be filed with 
respondent's points and authorities, or may be ordered to be filed by the court. Except 
when otherwise prescribed by statute, the cost of preparing the record shall be borne 
by the petitioner. Where the petitioner has proceeded pursuant to Article 6 (commencing 
with Section 68630) of Chapter 2 of Title 8 of the Government Code and the Rules of 
Court implementing that section and where the transcript is necessary to a proper 
review of the administrative proceedings, the cost of preparing the transcript shall be 
borne by the respondent. Where the party seeking the writ has proceeded pursuant to 
Section 1088.5, the administrative record shall be filed as expeditiously as possible, 
and may be filed with the petition, or by the respondent after payment of the costs by 
the petitioner, where required, or as otherwise directed by the court. If the expense 
of preparing all or any part of the record has been borne by the prevailing party, the 
expense shall be taxable as costs.

(b) The inquiry in such a case shall extend to the questions whether the 
respondent has proceeded without, or in excess of, jurisdiction; whether there was a 
fair trial; and whether there was any prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of 
discretion is established if the respondent has not proceeded in the manner required by 
law, the order or decision is not supported by the findings, or the findings are not 
supported by the evidence.

(c) Where it is claimed that the findings are not supported by the evidence, in 
cases in which the court is authorized by law to exercise its independent judgment on 
the evidence, abuse of discretion is established if the court determines that the 
findings are not supported by the weight of the evidence. In all other cases, abuse of 
discretion is established if the court determines that the findings are not supported 
by substantial evidence in the light of the whole record.

(d) Notwithstanding subdivision (c), in cases arising from private hospital 
boards or boards of directors of districts organized pursuant to the Local Health Care 
District Law (Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 32000) of Division 23 of the Health 
and Safety Code) or governing bodies of municipal hospitals formed pursuant to Article 
7 (commencing with Section 37600) or Article 8 (commencing with Section 37650) of 
Chapter 5 of Part 2 of Division 3 of Title 4 of the Government Code, abuse of 
discretion is established if the court determines that the findings are not supported 
by substantial
evidence in the light of the whole record. However, in all cases in which the petition 
alleges discriminatory actions prohibited by Section 1316 of the Health and Safety 
Code, and the plaintiff makes a preliminary showing of substantial evidence in support 
of that allegation, the court shall exercise its independent judgment on the evidence 
and abuse of discretion shall be established if the court determines that the findings 
are not supported by the weight of the evidence.

(e) Where the court finds that there is relevant evidence that, in the exercise 
of reasonable diligence, could not have been produced or that was improperly excluded 
at the hearing before respondent, it may enter judgment as provided in subdivision (f) 
remanding the case to be reconsidered in the light of that evidence; or, in cases in 
which the court is authorized by law to exercise its independent judgment on the 
evidence, the court may admit the evidence at the hearing on the writ without remanding 
the case.
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EX 5d SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

that Weddington Street is in use, 
both presently and prospectively. 

Evidence of future use can be based off of the last 
82 years of consistent use.

Weddington Street is overly flooded with cars, people are stack parking in private driveways
This is evidence of use
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EX 5d SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

that Weddington Street is in use, 
both presently and prospectively. 

Evidence of future use can be based off of the last 
82 years of consistent use.

4 guests forced to park stacked at 9:00pm on a weeknight 
1 car double parked, blocking access to 2 parked cars 

This is evidence of use
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EX 5d SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

that Weddington Street is in use, 
both presently and prospectively. 

Evidence of future use can be based off of the last 
82 years of consistent use.

8 utilized public parking spots on one side of Weddington, one car 
stack parked due to lack of available spots 

This is evidence of use
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EX 5d SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

that Weddington Street is in use, 
both presently and prospectively. 

Evidence of future use can be based off of the last 
82 years of consistent use.

Due to Weddington St. and Hermitage Ave. being full, people 
are forced to park illegally on the corner.
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EX 5d SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

that Weddington Street is in use, 
both presently and prospectively. 

Evidence of future use can be based off of the last 
82 years of consistent use.

Weddington Street is the safest 
street and used regularly by kids 
and the public.
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of case claw specifying that no road may be abandoned 
without a finding that the road is 

unnecessary for present or prospective public use.
We have already proven use exists.

County of San Diego v. Cal. Water etc. Co. , 30 Cal.2d 81 7

[7] Here, however, we are directly concerned with strong considerations of policy.

The Legislature, for the protection of the public, has declared that a road may not be abandoned 

without notice, a hearing, and a finding that the road is unnecessary for present or prospective 

public use. Enforcement of a bare promise to abandon would not only mean a complete disregard 

of these salutary legislative requirements but would also be inconsistent with the additional policy 

against the making of contracts by a public body to exercise [30 Cal.2d 827] its discretionary 

governmental powers in a particular manner. By indirect enforcement of such a "contract" the 

needs of persons using the highway might be ignored, and a method would be afforded by which 

officials and persons dealing with the agency could evade the law. (Cf., Miller v. McKinnon, 20 Cal.2d 83, 

88-90 [124 P.2d 34, 140 A.L.R. 570].)

Finally, the court stated that it was never contemplated that the city commission could thus 

"circumvent the statute and deprive the people of their right expressly granted by statute to 

approve or reject the proposed abandonment of a portion of the street which was in active use as 

a public thoroughfare." (1 56 F.2d at p. 71 2.) [30 Cal.2d 828]

In State v. Castle, supra, it was held that there could be no estoppel because "no law ... authorizes 

the supervisors ... to discontinue a highway by contract with the parties interested." (44 Wis., at p. 677.) 

The court suggested that the contract amounted to a surrender of legislative discretion, adding 

that it was at least questionable whether the making of the contract would not have rendered the 

closing of the road void even if the procedure had otherwise been regular, on the ground that the 

supervisors may have been influenced by the performance on defendants' part rather than by a 

consideration of the public good with respect to the road.
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Chapter 1 The General Plan System 

INTERNAL GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY
According to CGC §65300.5, a general plan must be integrated and internally consistent, both among the elements 
and within each element. This requirement applies to any optional Elements adopted by the City as well as the 
mandatory elements.

The internal consistency requirement also applies to the community plans which collectively comprise the City's Land 
Use Element. All principles, goals, objectives, policies, and plan proposals set forth in the general plan must be 
internally consistent.

All adopted elements have equal status and no element may be made subordinate to another.

1. The General Plan Framework Element and Its Relationship to the General Plan
The Framework Element is a special purpose element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan that establishes the 
vision for the future of the City of Los Angeles and the direction by which the citywide elements and the community 
plans shall be comprehensively updated in harmony with that vision. The Framework Element establishes 
development policy at a citywide level and within a citywide context, so that both the benefits and challenges of growth 
are shared.

Given the size and complexity of the City, the process of updating the community plans and the citywide elements 
takes time. The Framework Element's Long-Range Land Use Diagram and associated land use policies take effect 
incrementally, as each comprehensive community plan update is adopted.

The Framework Element replaces Concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan. This element enables a citywide 
perspective, to determine the most effective distribution of growth in relationship to environmental and economic 
goals, to enhance the environment and protect the quality of life, and to determine citywide policies and standards that 
can be implemented at the local level through a community planning process.

The citywide elements address functional topics that cut across community boundaries, such as transportation or 
public services. The citywide elements address these topics in more detail than is appropriate in the Framework 
Element, which is the "umbrella document" that provides the direction and vision necessary to bring cohesion to the 
City's overall general plan.

The community plans are oriented towards specific geographic areas of the City, defining locally the more general 
citywide policies and programs set forth in the Framework Element and the citywide elements with more specificity 
than is appropriate at the citywide level. This differentiation is necessary because of Los Angeles' varied topography, 
development patterns, diverse cultural and ethnic communities, and other variations which require that policies, 
standards, and programs developed at the citywide level be tailored to meet community and neighborhood needs.

2. The General Plan Framework Element and Its Relationship to Other Elements
The Citywide General Plan Framework Element establishes the standards, goals, policies, objectives, programs, 
terms, definitions, and direction to guide the update of citywide elements and the community plans.

While the Long-Range Land Use Diagram in the Framework Element generally describes the centers, districts, and 
mixed-use boulevards to give a citywide perspective, the community plans will contain specific land use designations, 
intensities, and standards.
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3. The General Plan Framework Element and its Relationship to Community Plans 
Community plans apply the growth and development policies defined in the Framework Element and the other 
citywide elements as they relate to a smaller geographic area. Community plans are more detailed and specific than 
citywide elements and are necessary due to the size, complexity, and diversity of the City of Los Angeles. The
community plans are tailored to local conditions and needs.
Adoption of the Framework Element neither overrides nor mandates changes to the community plans. The 
community plans reflect appropriate levels of development at the time of the General Plan Framework 
Element's adoption. As community plans are updated utilizing future population forecasts and employment goals, the 
Framework Element is to be used as a guide -- its generalized recommendations to be more precisely determined for 
the individual needs and opportunities of each community plan area. Nothing in the Framework Element suggests that 
during the Community Plan Update process, the areas depicted as districts, centers, or mixed-use boulevards in the 
community plan must be amended to the higher intensities or heights within the ranges described in the Framework 
Element. The final determination about what is appropriate locally will be made through the community plans 
-- and that determination may fall anywhere within the ranges described.

As the City evolves over time, it is expected that areas not now recommended as neighborhood districts, community 
and regional centers, and mixed-use boulevards may be in the future appropriately so designated; and areas now so 
designated may not be appropriate. Therefore, the Framework Element long-range diagram may be amended to 
reflect the final determination made through the Community Plan Update process should those determinations be 
different from the adopted Framework Element.

4. The General Plan Framework Element and Its Relationship to Specific Plans
The City has a number of adopted specific plans which set detailed development regulations for local areas and 
include various types of regulatory limitations. Examples of these limitations include "trip caps," design review boards, 
density/intensity limits, maximum heights, landscape, lot coverage, etc. The General Plan Framework Element is 
consistent with and does not supersede nor override these local requirements.

/CONTENTS/EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW/Chapter 1 General Plan System

Chapter 1

The General Plan System

Environmental Quality
Environmental quality means cleaner air, enhanced mobility, and accessible open space, and is a foundation 
for attracting and retaining economic investment and improving neighborhood liveability. Limited resources 
should be used wisely so that the needs of today can be met without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet the needs of tomorrow.

Clear and Consistent Rules
Clear and consistent rules governing both public and private sector development are necessary to expand 
economic opportunity and protect the character of residential neighborhoods. These rules should provide 
predictability to anyone who develops property, including small businesses and individual homeowners.
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EX 7a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

From Magnolia to Weddington Street:
15 out of 16 existing structures were built between 1935 and 1973

30 out of 32 STRUCTURES ARE EXISTING MULTI-FAMILY OR BUNGALOW’S 
NATIVE TO THE BLOCK & THE FOUNDATION OF THE CHARACTER & IDENTITY TO THE AREA,

CONSISTENT WITH THE ADJOINING STREETS

WEDDINGTON
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EX 7a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
12247 Magnolia Blvd. -1948 12255, 12257, 12259 Magnolia Blvd. -1954

YearBuilt1^PWj973

5216, 5218 Hermitage Ave. -1948 5217, 5227, 5321 Hermitage Ave. -1954. 1973

5228 Hermitage Ave. -1963. 1970

5327, 5239 Hermitage Ave. -1963

5241,5243 Hermitage Ave. -1941, 1964
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EX 7a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

5238, 5240 5242 Hermitage Ave. - 1951

5246, 5248 5250 Hermitage Ave. - 1948. 1953

5245, 5247, 5349 Hermitage Ave. -1957. 2004
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EX 7a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

From Weddington Street to Chandler Blvd:
15 out of 16 existing structures were built between 1934 and 1972

»
WEDDINGTON

5306 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1961

m
5306, 5310 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1961

4E
5312, 5315 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 2011 h

E 
R 
M 

I
5320, 5322 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 1972 T

A 
G 
E

m

4E
5328 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 1972

m
5330, 5332 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 1972

5336, 5338,5340 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 1953

»
fflk

5303, 5305 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1934

»
1
§
S

5311 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1964

»
5317 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1964

5323 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1957

5327 Hermitage Ave. - Year Built 1934, 1949, 1961

»
5333, 5335 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 1934,1949

5339, 5341 Hermitage Ave. - Year built 1934, 1949

5352, 5354, 5356, 5358, 5360 Hermitage Ave. 
Year built 1954

5351, 5353, 5355, 5357Hermitage Ave. 
Year built 1954

CHANDLER
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EX 7a SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

5306, 5310 Hermitage Ave. -1961

5320, 5322 Hermitage Ave. -1972

5336, 5338, 5340 Hermitage Ave. -1953

5352, 5354, 5356, 5358, 5360 
Hermitage Ave. -1953 5351,5353, 5355, 5357, 

Hermitage Ave. -1954
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5311 Hermitage Ave. -1964

5327 Hermitage Ave. -1957

5327 Hermitage Ave. -1934
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Hermitage Ave. -1934. 1944
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CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE
TITLE 7. PLANNING AND LAND USE 
DIVISION 1. PLANNING AND ZONING 

CHAPTER 1.5. OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
Article 2. Declaration of State Policy and Legislative Intent

65030. The Legislature finds and declares that California's land is an exhaustible 
resource, not just a commodity, and is essential to the economy, environment and 
general well-being of the people of California. It is the policy of the state and the 
intent of the Legislature to protect California's land resource, to insure its 
preservation and use in ways which are economically and socially desirable in an 
attempt to improve the quality of life in California.

65030.1. The Legislature also finds that decisions involving the future growth of the 
state, most of which are made and will continue to be made at the local level, should 
be guided by an effective planning process, including the local general plan, and 
should proceed within the framework of officially approved statewide goals and policies
directed to land use, population growth and distribution, development, open space, 
resource preservation and utilization, air and water quality, and other related 
physical, social and economic development factors.

65033. The Legislature recognizes the importance of public participation at every 
level of the planning process. It is therefore the policy of the state and the intent 
of the Legislature that each state, regional, and local agency concerned in the 
planning process involve the public through public hearings, informative meetings, 
publicity and other means available to them, and that at such hearings and other public 
forums, the public be afforded the opportunity to respond to clearly defined 
alternative objectives, policies, and actions.
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65041.1. The state planning priorities, which are intended to promote equity, 
strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and promote public health and safety
in the state, including in urban, suburban, and rural communities, shall be as follows:

(a) To promote infill development and equity by rehabilitating, maintaining, 
and improving existing infrastructure that supports infill development and 
appropriate reuse and redevelopment of previously developed, underutilized 
land that is presently served by transit, streets, water, sewer, and other 
essential services, particularly in underserved areas, and to preserving 
cultural and historic resources.

(b) To protect environmental and agricultural resources by protecting, 
preserving, and enhancing the state's most valuable natural resources,
including working landscapes such as farm, range, and forest lands, 
natural lands such as wetlands, watersheds, wildlife habitats, and other 
wildlands, recreation lands such as parks, trails, greenbelts, and other 
open space, and landscapes with locally unique features and areas 
identified by the state as deserving special protection.

(c) To encourage efficient development patterns by ensuring that any 
infrastructure associated with development, other than infill development, 
supports new development that does all of the following:

(1) Uses land efficiently.
(2) Is built adjacent to existing developed areas to the extent consistent 

with the priorities specified pursuant to subdivision (b).
(3) Is located in an area appropriately planned for growth.
(4) Is served by adequate transportation and other essential utilities and 

services.
(5) Minimizes ongoing costs to taxpayers.
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65300.5 In construing the provisions of this article, the Legislature intends that 
the general plan and elements and parts thereof comprise an integrated, internally 
consistent and compatible statement of policies for the adopting agency.

65300.7. The Legislature finds that the diversity of the state's communities and 
their residents requires planning agencies and legislative bodies to implement this 
article in ways that accommodate local conditions and circumstances, while meeting its 
minimum requirements.
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65400. (a) After the legislative body has adopted all or part of a general plan, the
planning agency shall do both of the following:

(1) Investigate and make recommendations to the legislative body regarding 
reasonable and practical means for implementing the general plan or 
element of the general plan, so that it will serve as an effective guide 
for orderly growth and development, preservation and conservation of 
open-space land and natural resources, and the efficient expenditure of 
public funds relating to the subjects addressed in the general plan.

(2) Provide by April 1 of each year an annual report to the legislative body, 
the Office of Planning and Research, and the Department of Housing and 
Community Development that includes all of the following:
(A) The status of the plan and progress in its implementation.
(B) The progress in meeting its share of regional housing needs determined 

pursuant to Section 65584 and local efforts to remove governmental 
constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development of 
housing pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (c) of Section 65583..
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65560. (a)"Local open-space plan" is the open-space element of a county or city 
general plan adopted by the board or council, either as the local open-space plan or 
as the interim local open-space plan adopted pursuant to Section 65563.
(b) "Open-space land" is any parcel or area of land or water that is essentially 
unimproved and devoted to an open-space use as defined in this section, and that is 
designated on a local, regional or state open-space plan as any of the following:

(1) Open space for the preservation of natural resources including, but 
not limited to, areas required for the preservation of plant and animal 
life, including habitat for fish and wildlife species; areas required 
for ecologic and other scientific study purposes; rivers, streams, bays 
and estuaries; and coastal beaches, lakeshores, banks of rivers and 
streams, and watershed lands.

(2) Open space used for the managed production of resources, including 
but not limited to, forest lands, rangeland, agricultural lands and 
areas of economic importance for the production of food or fiber; areas 
required for recharge of groundwater basins; bays, estuaries, marshes, 
rivers and streams which are important for the management of 
commercial fisheries; and areas containing major mineral 
deposits,including those in short supply.

(3) Open space for outdoor recreation, including but not limited to, 
areas of outstanding scenic, historic and cultural value; areas 
particularly suited for park and recreation purposes, including access 
to lakeshores, beaches, and rivers and streams; and areas which serve 
as links between major recreation and open-space reservations, 
including utility easements, banks of rivers and streams, trails, and 
scenic highway corridors.

(4) Open space for public health and safety, including, but not limited 
to, areas which require special management or regulation because of 
hazardous or special conditions such as earthquake fault zones, 
unstable soil areas, flood plains, watersheds, areas presenting high 
fire risks, areas required for the protection of water quality and 
water reservoirs and areas required for the protection and enhancement 
of air quality.

(5) Open space in support of the mission of military installations that 
comprises areas adjacent to military installations, military 
training routes, and underlying restricted airspace that can provide 
additional buffer zones to military activities and complement the 
resource values of the military lands.

(6) Open space for the protection of places, features, and objects 
described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code.
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65561. The Legislature finds and declares as follows:
(a) That the preservation of open-space land, as defined in this article, is 

necessary not only for the maintenance of the economy of the state, but 
also for the assurance of the continued availability of land for the 
production of food and fiber, for the enjoyment of scenic beauty, for 
recreation and for the use of natural resources.

(b) That discouraging premature and unnecessary conversion of open-space land 
to urban uses is a matter of public interest and will be of benefit to 
urban dwellers because it will discourage noncontiguous development 
patterns which unnecessarily increase the costs of community services to 
community residents.

(c) That the anticipated increase in the population of the state demands 
that cities, counties, and the state at the earliest possible date make 
definite plans for the preservation of valuable open-space land and take 
positive action to carry out such plans by the adoption and strict 
administration of laws, ordinances, rules and regulations as authorized 
by this chapter or by other appropriate methods.

(d) That in order to assure that the interests of all its people are met in 
the orderly growth and development of the state and the preservation and 
conservation of its resources, it is necessary to provide for the 
development by the state, regional agencies, counties and cities,including 
charter cities, of statewide coordinated plans for the conservation and 
preservation of open-space lands.

(e) That for these reasons this article is necessary for the promotion of the 
general welfare and for the protection of the public interest in open-space 
land.

65562. It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting this article:
(a) To assure that cities and counties recognize that open-space land is a 

limited and valuable resource which must be conserved wherever possible.
(b) To assure that every city and county will prepare and carry out open-space 

plans which, along with state and regional open-space plans, will accomplish 
the objectives of a comprehensive open-space program.

65567. No building permit may be issued, no subdivision map approved, and no open-
space zoning ordinance adopted, unless the proposed construction, subdivision 
or ordinance is consistent with the local open-space plan.

201 of 277



EX 8g CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE
TITLE 7. PLANNING AND LAND USE 
DIVISION 1. PLANNING AND ZONING 

CHAPTER 3. LOCAL PLANNING 
Article 10.6. Housing Elements

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

65580. The Legislature finds and declares as follows:
(a) The availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early 

attainment of decent housing and a suitable living environment for every 
Californian, including farmworkers, is a priority of the highest order.

(b) The early attainment of this goal requires the cooperative participation of 
government and the private sector in an effort to expand housing 
opportunities and accommodate the housing needs of Californians of all 
economic levels.

(c) The provision of housing affordable to low - and moderate-income households 
requires the cooperation of all levels of government.

(d) Local and state governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested 
in them to facilitate the improvement and development of housing to make 
adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the 
community.

(e) The Legislature recognizes that in carrying out this responsibility, each 
local government also has the responsibility to consider economic, 
environmental, and fiscal factors and community goals set forth in the 
general plan and to cooperate with other local governments and the state in 
addressing regional housing needs.
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65583. The housing element shall consist of an identification and analysis of 
existing and projected housing needs and a statement of goals, policies, quantified 
objectives, financial resources, and scheduled programs for the preservation, 
improvement, and development of housing. The housing element shall identify adequate 
sites for housing, including rental housing, factory-built housing, mobilehomes, and 
emergency shelters, and shall make adequate provision for the existing and projected 
needs of all economic segments of the community. The element shall contain all of the 
following:

(a) An assessment of housing needs and an inventory of resources and 
constraints relevant to the meeting of these needs. The assessment and inventory shall 
include all of the following:

(1) An analysis of population and employment trends and documentation of 
projections and a quantification of the locality's existing and projected housing needs 
for all income levels, including extremely low income households, as defined in 
subdivision (b) of Section 50105 and Section 50106 of the Health and Safety Code. These 
existing and projected needs shall include the locality's share of the regional housing 
need in accordance with Section 65584. Local agencies shall calculate the subset of 
very low income households allotted under Section 65584 that qualify as extremely low 
income households. The local agency may either use available census data to calculate 
the percentage of very low income households that qualify as extremely low income 
households or presume that 50 percent of the very low income households qualify as 
extremely low income households. The number of extremely low income households and very 
low income households shall equal the jurisdiction's allocation of very low income 
households pursuant to Section 65584.

(2) An analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including 
level of payment compared to ability to pay, housing characteristics, including 
overcrowding, and housing stock condition.

(3) An inventory of land suitable for residential development, including 
vacant sites and sites having potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of the 
relationship of zoning and public facilities and services to these sites.

(4) (A) The identification of a zone or zones where emergency shelters are 
allowed as a permitted use without a conditional use or other discretionary permit. The 
identified zone or zones shall include sufficient capacity to accommodate the need for 
emergency shelter identified in paragraph (7), except that each local government shall 
identify a zone or zones that can accommodate at least one year-round emergency 
shelter. If the local government cannot identify a zone or zones with sufficient 
capacity, the local government shall include a program to amend its zoning ordinance to 
meet the requirements of this paragraph within one year of the adoption of the housing 
element. The local government may identify additional zones where emergency shelters 
are permitted with a conditional use permit. The local government shall also 
demonstrate that existing or proposed permit processing, development, and management 
standards are objective and encourage and facilitate the development of, or conversion 
to, emergency shelters. Emergency shelters may only be subject to those development and 
management standards that apply to residential or commercial development within the 
same zone except that a local government may apply written, objective standards that 
include all of the following:

(i) The maximum number of beds or persons permitted to be served nightly by the 
facility.
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65584. (d) The regional housing needs allocation plan shall be consistent with all
of the following objectives:

(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and 
affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an 
equitable manner, which shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an 
allocation of units for low- and very low income households.

(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of 
environmental and agricultural resources, and the encouragement of 
efficient development patterns.

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and 
housing.

65913. (a) The Legislature finds and declares that there exists a severe shortage of
affordable housing, especially for persons and families of low and 
moderate income, and that there is an immediate need to encourage the 
development of new housing, not only through the provision of financial 
assistance, but also through changes in law designed to do all of the 
following:

(1) Expedite the local and state residential development process.
(2) Assure that local governments zone sufficient land at densities high enough for 

production of affordable housing.
(3) Assure that local governments make a diligent effort through the administration 

of land use and development controls and the provision of regulatory concessions 
and incentives to significantly reduce housing development costs and thereby 
facilitate the development of affordable housing, including housing for elderly 
persons and families, as defined by Section 50067 of the Health and Safety Code.

These changes in the law are consistent with the responsibility of local government to 
adopt the program required by subdivision (c) of Section 65583.
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66410. This division may be cited as the Subdivision Map Act.

66412.3. In carrying out the provisions of this division, each local agency shall 
consider the effect of ordinances and actions adopted pursuant to this division on the 
housing needs of the region in which the local jurisdiction is situated and balance 
these needs against the public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and 
environmental resources.

66418. "Design" means: (1) street alignments, grades and widths; (2) drainage and 
sanitary facilities and utilities, including alignments and grades thereof; (3) 
location and size of all required easements and rights-of-way; (4) fire roads and 
firebreaks; (5) lot size and configuration; (6) traffic access; (7) grading; (8) land 
to be dedicated for park or recreational purposes; and (9) other specific physical 
requirements in the plan and configuration of the entire subdivision that are necessary 
to ensure consistency with, or implementation of, the general plan or any applicable 
specific plan as required pursuant to Section 66473.5.

66445.
(j) Any public streets or public easements to be left in effect after the subdivision 
shall be adequately delineated on the map. The filing of the parcel map shall 
constitute abandonment of all public streets and public easements not shown on the map, 
provided that a written notation of each abandonment is listed by reference to the 
recording data or other official record creating these public streets or public 
easements and certified to on the map by the clerk of the legislative body or the 
designee of the legislative body approving the map. Before a public easement vested in 
another public entity may be abandoned pursuant to this section, that public entity 
shall receive notice of the proposed abandonment. No public easement vested in another 
public entity shall be abandoned pursuant to this section if that public entity objects 
to the proposed abandonment.
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66473. A local agency shall disapprove a map for failure to meet or perform any of 
the requirements or conditions imposed by this division or local ordinance enacted 
pursuant thereto; provided that a final map shall be disapproved only for failure to 
meet or perform requirements or conditions which were applicable to the subdivision at 
the time of approval of the tentative map; and provided further that such disapproval 
shall be accompanied by a finding identifying the requirements or conditions which have 
not been met or performed.
Such local ordinance shall include, but need not be limited to, a procedure for waiver 
of the provisions of this section when the failure of the map is the result of a 
technical and inadvertent error which, in the determination of the local agency, does 
not materially affect the validity of the map.

66473.5 No local agency shall approve a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a 
tentative map was not required, unless the legislative body finds that the proposed 
subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and improvement, is consistent 
with the general plan required by Article 5 (commencing with Section 65300) of Chapter 
3 of Division 1, or any specific plan adopted pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with 
Section 65450) of Chapter 3 of Division 1.
A proposed subdivision shall be consistent with a general plan or a specific plan only 
if the local agency has officially adopted such a plan and the proposed subdivision or 
land use is compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs 
specified in such a plan.

66473.5 No local agency shall approve a tentative 
map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map was 
not required, unless the legislative body finds that 

the proposed subdivision, together with the 
provisions for its design and improvement, 

is consistent with the general plan.
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66474.60. (a) In cities having a population of more than 2,800,000, the design, 
improvement and survey data of subdivisions and the form and content of tentative and 
final maps thereof, and the procedure to be followed in securing official approval are 
governed by the provisions of this chapter and by the additional provisions of local 
ordinances dealing with subdivisions, the enactment of which is required by this 
chapter.

(b) Local ordinances may provide a proper and reasonable fee to be collected 
from the subdivider for the examination of tentative and final maps.

66474.61. In cities having a population of more than 2,800,000, the advisory agency, 
appeal board or legislative body shall deny approval of a tentative map, or a parcel 
map for which a tentative map was not required, if it makes any of the following 
findings:

(a) That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and 
specific plans as specified in Section 65451.

(b) That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not 
consistent with applicable general and specific plans.

(c) That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.
(d) That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of 

development.
(e) That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are 

likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and 
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.

(f) That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements is 
likely to cause serious public health problems.

(g) That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will 
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access 
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. In this 
connection, the legislative body may approve a map if it finds that 
alternate easements, for access or for use, will be provided, and that 
these will be substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by 
the public.
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Article 1. Reversion to Acreage

(Subdivision Map Act)

O

66499.16 Subdivided real property may be reverted to acreage only if the 
legislative body finds that:

(a) Dedications or offers of dedication to be vacated or abandoned by the 
reversion to acreage are unnecessary for present or prospective public 
purposes; and

(b) Either:
(1) All owners of an interest in the real property within the 

subdivision have consented to reversion; or
(2) None of the improvements required to be made have been made within 

two years from the date the final or parcel map was filed for 
record, or within the time allowed by agreement for completion of 
the improvements, whichever is the later; or

(3) No lots shown on the final or parcel map have been sold within five 
years from the date such map was filed for record.

208 of 277



1 CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE
TITLE 7. PLANNING AND LAND USE 

DIVISION 2. SUBDIVISIONS 
CHAPTER 7. ENFORCEMENT AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Article 2. Remedies

(Subdivision Map Act)

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

66499.33. This division does not bar any legal, equitable or summary remedy to which 
any aggrieved local agency or other public agency, or any person, firm, or corporation 
may otherwise be entitled, and any such local agency or other public agency, or such 
person, firm, or corporation may file a suit in the superior court of the county in 
which any real property attempted to be subdivided or sold, leased, or financed in 
violation of this division or local ordinance enacted pursuant thereto is located, to 
restrain or enjoin any attempted or proposed subdivision or sale, lease, or financing 
in violation of this division or local ordinance enacted pursuant thereto.

66499.34. No local agency shall issue any permit or grant any approval necessary to 
develop any real property which has been divided, or which has resulted from a 
division, in violation of the provisions of this division or of the provisions of local 
ordinances enacted pursuant to this division if it finds that development of such real 
property is contrary to the public health or the public safety. The authority to deny 
such a permit or such approval shall apply whether the applicant therefor was the owner 
of record at the time of such violation or whether the applicant therefor is either the 
current owner of record or a vendee of the current owner of record pursuant to a 
contract of sale of the real property with, or without, actual or constructive 
knowledge of the violation at the time of the acquisition of his or her interest in 
such real property.
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81000. This title shall be known and may be cited as the "Political Reform Act of 
1974."

81001. The people find and declare as follows:
(a) State and local government should serve the needs and respond to the 

wishes of all citizens equally, without regard to their wealth;
(b) Public officials, whether elected or appointed, should perform their 

duties in an impartial manner, free from bias caused by their own 
financial interests or the financial interests of persons who have 
supported them;

(c) Costs of conducting election campaigns have increased greatly in recent 
years, and candidates have been forced to finance their campaigns by 
seeking large contributions from lobbyists and organizations who thereby 
gain disproportionate influence over governmental decisions;

(d) The influence of large campaign contributors is increased because 
existing laws for disclosure of campaign receipts and expenditures have 
proved to be inadequate;

(e) Lobbyists often make their contributions to incumbents who cannot be 
effectively challenged because of election laws and abusive practices 
which give the incumbent an unfair advantage;

(f) The wealthy individuals and organizations which make large campaign 
contributions frequently extend their influence by employing lobbyists 
and spending large amounts to influence legislative and administrative 
actions;

(g) The influence of large campaign contributors in ballot measure elections 
is increased because the ballot pamphlet mailed to the voters by the 
state is difficult to read and almost impossible for a layman to 
understand; and

(h) Previous laws regulating political practices have suffered from 
inadequate enforcement by state and local authorities.
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21000. The Legislature finds and declares as follows:
(a) The maintenance of a quality environment for the people of this state now 

and in the future is a matter of statewide concern.
(b) It is necessary to provide a high-quality environment that at all times is 

healthful and pleasing to the senses and intellect of man.
(c) There is a need to understand the relationship between the maintenance of 

high-quality ecological systems and the general welfare of the people of the 
state, including their enjoyment of the natural resources of the state.

(d) The capacity of the environment is limited, and it is the intent of the 
Legislature that the government of the state take immediate steps to 
identify any critical thresholds for the health and safety of the people of 
the state and take all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such 
thresholds being reached.

(e) Every citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and 
enhancement of the environment.

(f) The interrelationship of policies and practices in the management of natural 
resources and waste disposal requires systematic and concerted efforts by 
public and private interests to enhance environmental quality and to control 
environmental pollution.

(g) It is the intent of the Legislature that all agencies of the state government 
which regulate activities of private individuals, corporations, and public 
agencies which are found to affect the quality of the environment, shall 
regulate such activities so that major consideration is given to preventing 
environmental damage, while providing a decent home and satisfying living 
environment for every Californian.

21001. The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to:
(a) Develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the future, and take all 

action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, & enhance the environmental quality of the 
state.

(b) Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and water, 
enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and 
freedom from excessive noise.

(c) Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man's activities, insure that 
fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve 
for future generations representations of all plant and animal communities and examples 
of the major periods of California history.

(d) Ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision of 
a decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall be the guiding 
criterion in public decisions.

(e) Create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony 
to fulfill the social & economic requirements of present and future generations.

(f) Require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards and procedures 
necessary to protect environmental quality.

(g) Require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors as well as 
economic and technical factors & long-term benefits and costs, in addition to short-term 
benefits & costs and to consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting the 
environment.
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21060. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions in this chapter govern 
the construction of this division.

21060.5. "Environment" means the physical conditions which exist within the area
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, 
minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.

21061.3. "Infill site" means a site in an urbanized area that meets either of the 
following criteria:

(a) The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of the following 
apply:
(1) The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with qualified 

urban uses, or at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels 
that are developed with qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25 percent of 
the site adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban 
uses.

(2) No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 years unless the 
parcel was created as a result of the plan of a redevelopment agency.

(b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.

21068. "Significant effect on the environment" means a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in the environment.
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21083. (a) The Office of Planning and Research shall prepare and develop proposed
guidelines for the implementation of this division by public agencies. The guidelines 
shall include objectives and criteria for the orderly evaluation of projects and the 
preparation of environmental impact reports and negative declarations in a manner 
consistent with this division.
(b) The guidelines shall specifically include criteria for public agencies to

follow in determining whether or not a proposed project may have a "significant 
effect on the environment." The criteria shall require a finding that a project may 
have a "significant effect on the environment" if one or more of the following 
conditions exist:

(1) A proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
curtail the range of the environment, or to achieve short-term, to the 
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals.

(2) The possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable. As used in this paragraph, "cumulatively considerable" means 
that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

(3) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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21082.1. (a) Any draft environmental impact report, environmental impact report,
negative declaration, or mitigated negative declaration prepared pursuant to the 
requirements of this division shall be prepared directly by, or under contract to, a 
public agency.
(b) This section is not intended to prohibit, and shall not be construed as 

prohibiting, any person from submitting information or other comments to the public 
agency responsible for preparing an environmental impact report, draft 
environmental impact report, negative declaration, or mitigated negative 
declaration. The information or other comments may be submitted in any format, 
shall be considered by the public agency, and may be included, in whole or in part, 
in any report or declaration.

(c) The lead agency shall do all of the following:
(1) Independently review and analyze any report or declaration required by this 

division.
(2) Circulate draft documents that reflect its independent judgment.
(3) As part of the adoption of a negative declaration or a mitigated negative 

declaration, or certification of an environmental impact report, find that the 
report or declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency.

(4) Submit a sufficient number of copies of the draft environmental impact report, 
proposed negative declaration, or proposed mitigated negative declaration, and 
a copy of the report or declaration in an electronic form as required by the 
guidelines adopted pursuant to Section 21083, to the State Clearinghouse for 
review and comment by state agencies, if any of the following apply:
(A) A state agency is any of the following:

(i) The lead agency.
(ii) A responsible agency.
(iii) A trustee agency.

(B) A state agency otherwise has jurisdiction by law with respect to the project.
(C) The proposed project is of sufficient statewide, regional, or areawide 

environmental significance as determined pursuant to the guidelines 
certified and adopted pursuant to Section 21083.

21082.2 (a) The lead agency shall determine whether a project may have a significant
effect on the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record.

(b) The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a 
project shall not require preparation of an environmental impact report if 
there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the
lead agency that the project may have a significant effect on the environment.

(c) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the 
environment, is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include 
facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts.

(d) If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead 
agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an 
environmental impact report shall be prepared.

(e) Statements in an environmental impact report and comments with respect to an 
environmental impact report shall not be deemed determinative of whether the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment.
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21083. (a) The Office of Planning and Research shall prepare and develop proposed
guidelines for the implementation of this division by public agencies. The guidelines 
shall include objectives and criteria for the orderly evaluation of projects and the 
preparation of environmental impact reports and negative declarations in a manner 
consistent with this division.

(b) The guidelines shall specifically include criteria for public agencies to follow 
in determining whether or not a proposed project may have a "significant effect 
on the environment." The criteria shall require a finding that a project may 
have a "significant effect on the environment" if one or more of the following 
conditions exist:
(1) A proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 

curtail the range of the environment, or to achieve short-term, to the 
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals.

(2) The possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable. As used in this paragraph, "cumulatively considerable" means 
that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

(3) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

(c) The guidelines shall include procedures for determining the lead agency pursuant 
to Section 21165.

(d) The guidelines shall include criteria for public agencies to use in determining 
when a proposed project is of sufficient statewide, regional, or areawide 
environmental significance that a draft environmental impact report, a proposed 
negative declaration, or a proposed mitigated negative declaration shall be 
submitted to appropriate state agencies, through the State Clearinghouse, for 
review and comment prior to completion of the environmental impact report, 
negative declaration, or mitigated negative declaration.

(e) The Office of Planning and Research shall develop and prepare the proposed 
guidelines as soon as possible and shall transmit them immediately to the 
Secretary of the Resources Agency. The Secretary of the Resources Agency shall 
certify and adopt the guidelines pursuant to Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code, which 
shall become effective upon the filing thereof. However, the guidelines shall 
not be adopted without compliance with Sections 11346.4, 11346.5, and 11346.8 of 
the Government Code.

(f) The Office of Planning and Research shall, at least once every two years, 
review the guidelines adopted pursuant to this section and shall recommend 
proposed changes or amendments to the Secretary of the Resources Agency. The 
Secretary of the Resources Agency shall certify and adopt guidelines, and any 
amendments thereto, at least once every two years, pursuant to Chapter 3.5 
(commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the 
Government Code, which shall become effective upon the filing thereof. However, 
guidelines may not be adopted or amended without compliance with Sections
11346.4, 11346.5, and 11346.8 of the Government Code.
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21100. (a) All lead agencies shall prepare, or cause to be prepared by contract, and
certify the completion of, an environmental impact report on any project which they
propose to carry out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment.
Whenever feasible, a standard format shall be used for environmental impact reports.
(b) The environmental impact report shall include a detailed statement setting forth 

all of the following:
(1) All significant effects on the environment of the proposed project.
(2) In a separate section:

(A) Any significant effect on the environment that cannot be avoided if the 
project is implemented.

(B) Any significant effect on the environment that would be irreversible if 
the project is implemented.

(3) Mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant effects on the 
environment, including, but not limited to, measures to reduce the wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.

(4) Alternatives to the proposed project.
(5) The growth-inducing impact of the proposed project.

(c) The report shall also contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons for 
determining that various effects on the environment of a project are not 
significant and consequently have not been discussed in detail in the environmental 
impact report.

(d) For purposes of this section, any significant effect on the environment shall be 
limited to substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes in physical 
conditions which exist within the area as defined in Section 21060.5.

(e) Previously approved land use documents, including, but not limited to, general 
plans, specific plans, and local coastal plans, may be used in cumulative impact 
analysis.
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15355. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
"Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.
(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number 
of separate projects.
(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place 
over a period of time.

15382. SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT
"Significant effect on the environment" means a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected 
by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic 
change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the 
physical change is significant.
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21068, 21083, 21100, and 
21151, Public Resources Code; Hecton v. People of the State of California, 58 Cal. App. 3d 653.

15384. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
(a) "Substantial evidence" as used in these guidelines means enough relevant 

information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument 
can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be 
reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment is to be determined by examining the whole 
record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 
narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social 
or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 
impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.

(b) Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; References: Sections 21080, 21082.2, 21168, 
and 21168.5,Public Resources Code; No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68; Running Fence 
Corp. v. Superior Court (1975) 51 Cal.App.3d 400; Friends of B Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 
Cal.App.3d 988.
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50079.5. (a) "Lower income households" means persons and families whose income does
not exceed the qualifying limits for lower income families as established and amended 
from time to time pursuant to Section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937. The 
limits shall be published by the department in the California Code of Regulations as 
soon as possible after adoption by the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development. In 
the event the federal standards are discontinued, the department shall, by regulation, 
establish income limits for lower income households for all geographic areas of the 
state at 80 percent of area median income, adjusted for family size and revised 
annually.

(b) "Lower income households" includes very low income households, as
defined

in Section 50105, and extremely low income households, as defined in 
Section 50106. The addition of this subdivision does not constitute a 
change in, but is declaratory of, existing law.

(c) As used in this section, "area median income" means the median family 
income of a geographic area of the state.

50053. (a) For any rental housing development that receives assistance prior to January 1,
1991, and a condition of that assistance is compliance with this section, 
"affordable rent" with respect to lower income households shall not exceed the 
percentage of the gross income of the occupant person or household established by 
regulation of the department that shall not be less than 15 percent of gross

income
nor exceed 25 percent of gross income.

(b) For any rental housing development that receives assistance on or after January 1, 1991, 
and

a condition of that assistance is compliance with this section, "affordable rent," 
including

a reasonable utility allowance, shall not exceed:
(1) For extremely low income households the product of 30 percent times 30 percent 

of the area median income adjusted for family size appropriate for the unit.
(2) For very low income households, the product of 30 percent times 50 percent of 

the area median income adjusted for family size appropriate for the unit.
(3) For lower income households whose gross incomes exceed the maximum income for 

very low income households, the product of 30 percent times 60 percent of the area median 
income adjusted for family size appropriate for the unit. In addition, for those lower income 
households with gross incomes that exceed 60 percent of the area median income adjusted for 
family size, it shall be optional for any state or local funding agency to require that 
affordable rent be established at a level not to exceed 30 percent of gross income of the 
household.

(4) For moderate-income households, the product of 30 percent times 110 percent of 
the area median income adjusted for family size appropriate for the unit. In addition, for 
those moderate-income households whose gross incomes exceed 110 percent of the area median 
income adjusted for family size, it shall be optional for any state or local funding agency to 
require that affordable rent be established at a level not to exceed 30 percent of gross income 
of the household.
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CHAPTER I GENERAL PROVISIONS AND ZONING 

ARTICLE 1.5
PLANNING COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROGRAM

o

[ J SEC. 11.5.7. SPECIFIC PLAN PROCEDURES.
A. Definition, Purpose and Objectives.

A specific plan shall provide by ordinance regulatory controls or incentives for the systematic execution 
of the General Plan and shall provide for public needs, convenience and general welfare.

B. Relationship To Provisions of Specific Plans. If any procedure established in a specific plan conflicts 
with any procedure set forth in this section, the provisions of this section shall prevail.

(d) Appellate Decision. The Area Planning Commission may reverse or modify, in whole or in part, a 
decision of the Director. The Area Planning Commission shall make the same findings required to 
be made by the Director, supported by facts in the record, and indicate why the Director erred in 
determining a project’s compliance with the applicable regulations of the specific plan.

1 SEC. 12.04.01. VIOLATIONS OF SPECIFIC PLANS.
It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any provision of any specific plan and every violation shall be 
punishable as a misdemeanor.

1 SEC. 12.31. INTERPRETATION - PURPOSE - CONFLICT.

In interpreting and applying the provisions of this chapter, they shall be held to be the minimum requirements 
for the promotion of the public health, safety, comfort, convenience and general welfare. It is not intended by 
this chapter to interfere with or abrogate or annul any easement, covenant or other agreement between parties. 
Where this chapter imposes a greater restriction upon the use of buildings or land, or upon the height of 
buildings, or requires larger open spaces than are imposed or required by other ordinances, rules, regulations 
or by easements, covenants or agreements, the provisions of this chapter shall control. Provided, that such 
provisions shall not apply to any variance or exception granted prior to the effective date of this article: (a) by 
ordinance pursuant to the provisions of Ordinances Nos. 42,666 (N.S.), 66,750, 74,140 or Chapter I of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, and which variance or exception has been utilized and not repealed by Section 12.27-B, 6 
of this chapter; (b) by determination of the Administrator or Board pursuant to the provisions of Chapter I of said 
Code; and (c) by determination of the former Board of City Planning Commissioners pursuant to the provisions of 
Ordinance No. 74,145 or Chapter I of said Code. Provided, further, that such provisions shall not be interpreted or 
construed as interfering with the continuation of those existing specific uses which heretofore were required by 
Ordinance to be located in the following special districts:
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[ [ SEC. 17.01. TRACT MAPS - GENERAL PROVISIONS.

B. Purpose. The purpose of this article is to regulate and control the division of land, within the City of Los 
Angeles, to provide for the dedication of land, the payment of fees in lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for 
the acquisition and development of park and recreation sites and facilities to serve the future inhabitants of the 
subdivision, to supplement the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act concerning the design, improvement and 
survey data of subdivisions, the form and content of Tentative Maps and Final Maps, and the procedure to be 
followed in securing the official approval of the City of Los Angeles on such maps, consistent with the 
applicable general and specific plans as well as the public health, safety and welfare.

1 SEC. 17.06. TENTATIVE TRACT MAP AND APPEALS

2. Action of Advisory Agency. (Amended by Ord. No. 143,254, Eff. 5/14/72.) The Advisory Agency shall approve, 
conditionally approve or disapprove the Tentative Map within 50 calendar days after the filing of the Map with 
the City or within such additional time as mutually agreed upon by the Advisory Agency and the Subdivider.

(a) The Advisory Agency may disapprove a Tentative Map because of the flood hazard, inundation, lack of 
adequate access, lack of adequate water supply or fire protection, insufficient sewerage facilities, 
potentially hazardous geological conditions or non-compliance with the requirements of this article, 
the Subdivision Map Act, or the standards, rules or regulations adopted by the Commission pursuant 
to the provisions of Section 17.05 of this Code.

3. Appeal to the Appeal Board. (Amended by Ord. No. 177,103, Eff. 12/18/05.) 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.

' SEC. 17.50. PARCEL MAPS - GENERAL PROVISIONS.

A. Purpose. The following parcel map regulations are intended to assure compliance with the Subdivision Map 
Act, the Comprehensive Zoning Plan of the City of Los Angeles as set forth in Article 2 of this chapter, and
the various elements of the City’s General Plan, to assure lots of acceptable design and of a size 
compatible with the size of existing lots in the immediate neighborhood; to preserve property values;

) SEC. 17.52. PARCEL MAP-AUTHORITY OF ADVISORY AGENCY.

A. Disapproval Of Maps.

1. No preliminary Parcel Map shall be approved which violates or would result in a violation of, or 
fails to comply with, the Subdivision Map Act or any other applicable law of this City or State.

2. In addition the Advisory Agency may disapprove a preliminary Parcel Map if, after investigation, it 
determines that said map does not substantially comply with the various elements of the City’s 
General Plan, or does not provide such street or alley dedication or improvements as are necessary to 
achieve the purposes of these regulations, or fails to provide acceptable lot design or lot sizes which 
closely conform to the size of the contiguous or nearby lots on the same street, or results in reorientation 
of a lot or parcel in such a manner as to be detrimental to adjoining properties or the surrounding 
neighborhood. (Amended by Ord. No. 138,800, Eff. 6/23/69.)
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

[ [ Sec. 552. Area Planning Commissions.
The Council shall adopt an ordinance creating not less than five separate bodies to be known as Area Planning 

Commissions. The ordinance shall establish the boundaries of the area to be served by each Area Planning 
Commission, which shall be drawn so that all areas of the City are served by an Area Planning Commission.
Each Area Planning Commission shall consist of five members. Members shall be appointed and removed in the 
same manner as members of the City Planning Commission, except that residency in the area served by the Area 
Planning Commission shall be a qualification for appointment. Except as provided in subsection (d), Area Planning 
Commissions are quasi-judicial agencies.

Each Area Planning Commission, with respect to matters concerning property located in the area served by the 
Area Planning Commission, shall have and exercise the power to:

(a) hear and determine appeals where it is alleged there is error or abuse of discretion in any order, requirement, 
decision, interpretation or other determination made by a Zoning Administrator;

(b) hear and make determinations on any matter normally under the jurisdiction of a Zoning Administrator when 
that matter has been transferred to the jurisdiction of the Area Planning Commission because the Zoning 
Administrator has failed to act within the time limits prescribed by ordinance;

(c) hear and determine applications for, or appeals related to, conditional use permits and other similar quasi
judicial approvals, in accordance with procedures prescribed by ordinance;

(d) make recommendations with respect to zone changes or similar matters referred to it from the City Planning 
Commission pursuant to Section 562; and

(e) hear and determine other matters delegated to it by ordinance.
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EX 11

CHAPTER II: RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT
Topics are addressed alphabetically. The emphasis, in keeping with 
state law, is on conservation and preservation of natural resources. 
Facilities and systems, including standards relating thereto, will be 
addressed by the Public Facilities and Services, Infrastructure Systems 
or other elements of the general plan.

Goal, objectives, policies and programs (an asterisk * indicates the 
program lead agency, if any). One goal applies to all sections.

Goal 1: a city that preserves, protects and enhances its existing 
natural and related resources.

page II-1

Los Angeles has encouraged
establishment and retention of rural uses. For example, small parcels 
of public land have been formally or informally opened for neighborhood 
gardens tended by local residents; special overlay districts and equine 
oriented parks and trails have been established to encourage equine 
uses; and power system rights-of-way and other public lands have been 
leased for nurseries.
Continuing issue: loss of the last remaining animal keeping, nursery 
and crop gardening uses.
Animal keeping, nurseries, crop gardens objective, policy and program:
Objective: retain, to the extent feasible, the last remaining 
agricultural features of the city as part of the city’s heritage and 
economy.
Policy: continue to encourage the retention of parcels in agricultural 
and low density land use and zoning categories that will encourage 
their retention in agricultural and related uses.

Program: community plan review and revision.
Responsibility: *Department of City Planning.

page II-2
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EX 11

SECTION 4s CONSERVATION

Conservation is the managed or controlled use of natural, cultural and 
historical resources. In Los Angeles it includes a diversity of 
programs, including acquiring, preserving and protecting large tracts 
of open space for habitat conservation, species protection, watershed 
maintenance and other purposes; acquiring, preserving and protecting 
cultural and historical resources; reducing the demand for nonrenewable 
mineral and petroleum resources, water and other natural resources; 
recycling water, wood products, metals, glass and other materials. 
Conservation is addressed by various sections of this element in 
relation to particular subject matter.
To identify, protect and preserve historic sites and structures for the 
enrichment of future aenerations various citv. state and federal 
procedures have been promulgated.

page II-6

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also protects 
significant cultural and historic resources. CEQA was revised in 1998 
to redefine "historic resource" to include resources that are presumed 
to be significant, unless the preponderance of evidence is to the 
contrary. A property no longer must be designated officially as a 
landmark or of historic importance to be considered under CEQA review.
The lead agency for permit processing may deem properties not formally 
listed and not included in historic surveys as "historically 
significant," if they meet criteria for listing in the California 
Register.
Under the city’s CEQA guidelines, an environmental assessment must be 
prepared for any proposed demolition, destruction or significant 
modification of an Historic-Cultural Monument or resource listed on the 
national or state registers, or on the CRA list, or cited as a proposed 
historical resource by a community plan or historic preservation 
overlay zone survey, or which are over 50 years old and are 
substantially intact examples of an architectural style important in 
Los Angeles or are associated with an architect or other person of 
importance in Los Angeles history. Under the 1998 amendment, buildings 
less than 50 years old may also be considered.

page II-7
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EX 11

Conclusion. The city has primary responsibility for identifying and 
protecting its cultural and historical heritage.

Continuing issues: loss of significant, important or contributory 
cultural and historical sites and structures to neglect, site 
redevelopment or damage.
Cultural and historical objective, policy and programs:

Objective: protect important cultural and historical sites and 
resources for historical, cultural, research, and community educational 
purposes.

Policy: continue to protect historic and cultural sites and/or 
resources potentially affected by proposed land development, demolition 
or property modification activities.

page II-9

SECTION 6: ENDANGERED SPECIES

Without protection of habitats suitable for species propagation, entire 
species of native plants and animals gradually will decline or become 
extinct. A couple of hundred plants and animals that live in Los 
Angeles habitats are listed on the federal and/or state endangered, 
threatened or species of special concern lists. Within the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area alone 26 plants and animals are 
classified as rare, threatened or endangered and 58 more have been 
placed on the list of species of special concern by the National Park 
Service. Within the city more than 180 plant and animal species are 
listed by the Environmental Affairs Department for the city as a whole.

page II-10
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EX 11

Species protection. Under the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(Public Law 93-205/ 16 United States Code 1531 et seq. ) the Secretary 
of the Interior or Secretary of Commerce determines which species are 
to be listed on the endangered or threatened species registers. Any 
species on these lists is protected. The current registries are 
available from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service which also maintains 
lists of sensitive species and species of special concern. Some of the 
animal species are further protected through international treaties, 
such as the migratory bird treaties that have been signed between the 
United States and Canada, Mexico and Japan and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, which is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The latter protects all common wild birds except house 
sparrows, starlings, feral pigeons and resident game birds. Under this 
act it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, possess, import or export 
any migratory bird or items associated with them, such as feathers, 
parts, nests and eggs, except by permit for scientific purposes, 
falconry, Native American ceremonial purposes or taxidermy.

page II-11

Continuing issues:

N Loss of native species unique to the Los Angeles environs.
N Loss of sensitive species.

N Loss of habitats that contribute to the healthy propagation of unique 
native and migratory species.
Endangered species objective, policies and programs (see also Habitats 
Section):

Objective: protect and promote the restoration, to the greatest extent 
practical, of sensitive plant and animal species and their habitats

page II-13
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EX 11

Policy 1: continue to require evaluation, avoidance, and minimization 
of potential significant impacts, as well as mitigation of unavoidable 
significant impacts on sensitive animal and plant species and their 
habitats and habitat corridors relative to land development activities.

Program: Permit processing, monitoring, enforcement and periodic 
revision of regulations and procedures.

Responsibility: departments of ‘Building and Safety and 
♦City Planning, Environmental Affairs and the ‘lead agency 
responsible for city project implementation.

page II-14

Habitat. Areas that support the survival of wild animals and 
native plants. These include native plant environments, (e.g., 
coastal sage scrub, oak woodlands, dunes and stream fed woodlands) 
and trees throughout the city that serve as stopovers and nesting 
places for migratory birds.

Biodiversity. The variety of living things, both plant and animal, 
in the environment.

Ecology. The relationship between living things and their 
environment. A balanced environment enables maintenance of healthy 
habitats which perpetuate biodiversity.

page II-29
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EX 11

Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic 
features. Public access to these views is from park lands, private and 
publicly owned sites and public rights-of-way.
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, 
historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are 
located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the 
LAMC, decision makers have been able to require retention and 
protection of scenic features.

page II-47

N Loss of scenic features.

N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic 
features and areas.
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs:

Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as 
irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and 
future generations.

Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent 
practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, 
bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, 
ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible public 
view or other access to unique features or scenic views.

page II-48

230 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 11

SECTION 17: OPEN SPACE/PARKS

It is important to conserve natural open space lands and enhance urban 
open spaces. "Open space" is a broad term that can include virtually 
anything from a sidewalk or lawn to the mountains and ocean. It is 
defined by the California general plan law (Government Code Section 
65560) as "any parcel or area of land or water that essentially is 
unimproved and devoted to an open-space use," whether for preservation 
and protection of natural resources or for human activity. Virtually 
every section of this element includes some aspect of open space 
protection, conservation or enhancement. The general plan Open Space 
Element will discuss the open space aspects of the city, including park 
sites and urbanized spaces, e.g., streets. The Public Facilities

page II-56
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EX 11a

Thii Open Space Plon consists of this [ext ond the accompanying mop, 
It is an element of the General Pfon of the City of Los Angelos,

CfTY PLAN CASE NO* 24533 
Jure 1 973

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
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Desirable Open Space
Deslrab/e open space is land which possesses open space 
characteristics which should be protected and where additional 
development controls such as proposed in this Plan are needed to 
conserve such characteristics. These lands may be either publicly or 
privately owned. Conservation of such characteristics is needed 
to insure the usefulness, safety and desirability of adjacent 
lands, and to maintain the overall health, safety, welfare and 
attractiveness of the community.

page 2

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN

Goals

■ To insure the preservation and conservation of sufficient open 
spoce to serve the recreational, environmental, health and 
safety needs of the City.

■ To conserve unique natural features, scenic areas, cultural and 
appropriate historical monuments for the benefit and enjoyment 
of the public.

• To provide an open space system which provides identity, form 
and a visuol framework to the City.

■ To conserve and/or preserve those open space areas containing 
the City's environmental resources including air and water.

• To provide occess, where appropriate, to open spoce lands.

page 3

POLICIES
GENERAL

* Open space areas shall be provided or developed to serve the 
needs as appropriate to their location, size and intended use 
of the communities in which they are located, as well as the 
City and region as a whole.

■ Small parks, public and private, should be located throughout 
the City. Not only should recreation activities be provided, 
but an emphasis shall be placed on greenery and openness.
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EX 11a
DENSITY AND DEVELOPMENT
a Density and intensity of development in open space areas are 

indicated on the appropriate Community, District or Area Plan. 
However, dwelling unit density and intensity of development 
indicated therein may be further reduced if dictated by the 
following land carrying capability considerations:

Topography (slope} Ground coverage of
Geoiogy (slides, soil) proposed improvements
Vehicular access Scenic values
Public facilities and Fire hazard

services (availability) Earthquake hazard

page 12

* Land, essentially in open space use, serving to enhance and
protect the public health and welfare should be considered open 
space. Those lands in impacted areas are especially important

Environmental and Ecological Balance:
w Open areas which preserve or protect environmental quality or 

the ecological balance should be considered open space.
Unique Sites:
H Scenic, historic, cultural, archaeological or geological sites and 

natural formations which are '"unique/' "one of a kind" or 
non-replaceable should be considered as open space.

page 13
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EX 11a

MULTIPLE USE OF OPEN SPACE

■ Open spoce areas meeting more than one of the above criteria / [x
are considered especially desirable and should be treated 
accordingly. Costs os well as social consequences of each action 
should be considered in any decision affecting use of these lands.

PRESERVATION, CONSERVATION, OR 
ACQUISITION - ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

The order of importance for the creation, preservation, conservation
or acquisition of open space areas or lands is as follows:
1st Areas which should be maintained as open space in order to 

provide for public health and safety. This includes lands 
needed for life support systems such as the water supply, 
water recharge, water quality protection, wastewater 
disposal, solid waste disposal, air quality protection, energy 
production and noise prevention. Natural drainage channels, 
flood plains, fire hazard areas, airport clear zones and 
geological hazard areas are also open spoce necessary to the 
maintenance of public safety.

2nd Scenic features, historic sites, natural resources, and other
significant areas which are considered unique or irreplaceable 
in nature. This includes ecologically important areas.

3rd Land well suited to recreational uses either through public 
acquisition or by privately owned and operated recreational 
facilities.

4th Those lands in open spoce use which serve to link larger open 
space areas and the community and give form and identity 
to urban areas.

page 14
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife” Yellow-rumped Warbler (on 10.13 List) 
a migratory bird dependent on residential areas for 
fruiting trees and shrubs, such as the existing dozen or 
so on the property.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition 
within the area, if removed.

‘At this time of the year, Yellow-rumped Warblers are 
considered late in the LA area. Nice find!” chic birder, 
allaboutbirds.com

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife 
utilizing existing environment
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment

“wildlife” Fledgling Mourning Dove (on 10.13 List) 
fell out of its nest in the Podocarpus macrophyllus tree, 
which is habitat and food source to several nests and 
wildlife year round.

Was kept safe on grounds for several weeks until she 
took flight.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition 
within the area, if removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife 
utilizing existing environment
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment

SEE Conservation Element of General Plan
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife” Male and Female Mallards (on 10.13 List) 
regular visitors of the property utilizing the water and 
natural resources; causing an adverse change in the 
physical condition within the area, if removed.

“Many adult ducks use swimming pools as landing 
areas and then nest in nearby shrubs. ” ca fish &
WILDLIFE

Natural resources existing on property = mallards utilizing 
existing environment
Natural resources removed = loss of mallards utilizing 
existing environment / adverse change in environment

“wildlife”
Pekin duck landed on property to utilize natural 
esources
ausing an adverse change in the physical condition 

within the area, if removed.

Natural resources existing on property = duck utilizing 
existing environment
Natural resources removed = loss of ducks utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife”
California Alligator Lizard; inhabitant of the property 
utilizing the water and natural resources; causing an 
adverse change in the physical condition within the 
area, if removed.

Natural resources existing on property = alligator lizards 
utilizing existing environment
Natural resources removed = loss of alligator lizards utilizing 
existing environment / adverse change in environment

“wildlife” Baby Allen’sHummingbird (on 10.13 List) 
still in nest attached to one of the Camellia tree leaves; 
causing an adverse change in the physical condition 
within the area, if removed.

Tree on property = bird, nest, habitat / existing environment 
Tree removed from property= loss of bird, nest, habitat / 
adverse change in environment.

238 of 277



DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL O
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND I Filed: May 27, 2016

EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

A

ft
Si

“wildlife”
Lives with 3 others in the bushes the proposed aims to 
rip out.
Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing natural 
resources.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition 
within the area, if those natural resources are 
removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife 
utilizing existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing 
existing environment / adverse change in environment.

i' v 11 "'WfepnCP
t

MUI

. .

wildlife”
Lives in the Ailanthus altissima tree. Eats from 7 
different trees on the property.

Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing 
natural resources.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition 
within the area, if those natural resources are 
removed.
Lives in the Camphor tree

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife 
utilizing existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing 
existing environment / adverse change in environment.
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife” Sceloporus occidentalis lonipipes 
Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing natural 
resources.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition within 
the area, if those natural resources are removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.

“wildlife” Stagmomantis californica

Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing natural 
resources.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition within 
the area, if those natural resources are removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife” Diedlphidae / Opossum, juvenile

lives in existing bushes with 9 siblings, all abandoned early

Removal of habitat= removal of natural habitat and resources 
for existing wildlife;
causing an adverse change in the physical condition within the 
area, if those natural resources are removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.

“wildlife” Anisoptera 
One of 7 American dragonfly families.

Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing 
natural resources.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition 
within the area, if those natural resources are 
removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife 
utilizing existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing 
existing environment / adverse change in environment.
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife” American Crow / Corvus brachyrhynchos, juvenile 
(on 10.13 List)

fell out of nest in existing trees on property.

Removal of habitat = removal of natural habitat and resources 
used by existing wildlife;
causing an adverse change in the physical condition within the 
area, if those natural resources are removed.

STILL stayed on property when released and is STILL here.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.

“wildlife” Apis

90 POUND beehive attached to Callistemon / BottleBrush tree

Removal of tree = removal of species already declining 
Removal of tree = removal of food source for humans and 
species
Removal of food source = no more food =
An adverse change in the physical condition within the area, if 
those natural resources are removed.

Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing natural 
resources.
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition within the 
area, if those natural resources are removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.
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EX 11b SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
of a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change 

in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,

(pursuant to CEQA 15382)

“wildlife” Sciurus niger / Eastern fox squirrel, juvenile

fell out of leaf nest in existing trees on property.

Dependent on food sources from 7 different trees on the 
property.

Removal of habitat = removal of natural habitat and resources 
used by existing wildlife;
causing an adverse change in the physical condition within the 
area, if those natural resources are removed.

Built nest in tree on property when released

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.

“wildlife” Diedlphidae / Opossum, juvenile

fell into rain barrel on property

Rain barrel= collects water from tree run off
Removal of tree= removal of rain barrel
Removal of rain barrel = removal of water and other uses rain
barrels have proven they serve =
An adverse change in the physical condition within the area, if 
those natural resources are removed.

Regular visitors to the property utilizing existing natural resources. 
Causes an adverse change in the physical condition within the 
area, if those natural resources are removed.

Natural resources + wildlife existing on property = wildlife utilizing 
existing environment.
Natural resources removed = loss of wildlife utilizing existing 
environment / adverse change in environment.
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EX 12 SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

ENVIRONMENT AND 
CRIME IN THE INNER CITY 
Does Vegetation Reduce Crime?

FRANCES E. KUO is an assistant professor and codirector of the Human-Environ

ment Research Laboratory at the University of Illinois, Urha na - Champa ign. Her re

search focuses on attention, defensible space, and novice-friendly information.

WILLIAM C. SULLIVAN is an associate professor and codirector of the Human- 

Environment Research Laboratory'at the University of Illinois. Urbana-Chantpaign. 
His research focuses on the psychological and social benefits of urban nature andciti- 

:en participation in environmental decision making.

ABSTRACT: Although vegetation has been positively linked to fear of crime and 
crime in a number of settings, recent findings in urban residential areas have hinted at 
a possible negative relationship: Residents living in “greener" surroundings report 
lower levels of fear, fewer incivilities, and less aggressive and violent behavior This 
study used police crime reports to examine the relationship between vegetation and 
enrne in an inner-city neighborhood- Crime rates lor 98 apartment buildings with 
vary ing levels of nearby vegetation were compared. Results indicate that although 
residents were randomly assigned to different levels of nearby vegetation, the greener 
a building's surroundings were, the fewer crimes reported. Furthermore, this pattern 
held for both properly crimes and violent crimes. The relationship of vegetation to 
crime held after the number of apartments per building, building height, vacancy rale, 
and number of occupied units per building w ere accounted for.

The highway from one merchant town to another shall be cleared so that no 
cover for malefactors should be allowed for a width of two hundred feel on ei
ther side; landlords who do not effect tins clearance w ill be aasw erublc for rob
beries committed in consequence of their default, and in case of murder they 
will be in the king's mercy.
—Statute of Winchester of 1285. Chapter V. King Edward I

-v AUTHORS' NOTE: A portion of these findings was presented m invited testimony to 

£) the Notional Urban and Community Forestry Advisory Council (NUCFAC). This

ENVIRONMENT AND BEHAVIOR, VW. 3.1 No 3. Mo 2001 343-3*7 
C 2001 Sjjc Publications. Inc

*43
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There is a long tradition of addressing crime in problem ureas by removing 
vegetation. As early as 1285. the English King Edward I sought to reduce 
highw ay robbery by forcing properly owners to clear high w ay edges of trees 
and shrubs (Pluncknctt. I960). Today, that tradition continues as park author
ities. universities, and municipalities across North America engage in active 
programs to remove vegetation because it is thought to conceal and facilitate 
criminal acts (Michael & Hull, 1994; Nasar& Fisher. 1993; Wciscl, Gouvis, 
& HarreU, 1994).

One of the settings in which crime is of greatest concern today is the 
inner-city neighborhood. To combat crime in this setting, should vegetation 
be removed? Ibis article suggests the opposite. We present theory and evi
dence to suggest that far from abetting crime, high-canopy trees and grass 
may actually work to deter crime in poor inner-city neighborhoods.

( Oi l II TIIF.RF BF, EXCFPTIOYS TO TIIF Rl LF?

As a rule, the belief is that vegetation facilitates crime because it hides per
petrators and criminal activity from view. Here, we review the evidence in 
support of this “rule” and suggest conditions under which it might not apply.

Although no studies to date have examined w hether crime rates are actu
ally higher in the presence of dense vegetation, a variety of evidence links 
dense vegetation w ith fear, fear of crime, and possibly crime itself.

It is certainly the case that many people fear densely vegetated areas. In 
research on urban parks, densely wooded areas have consistently been asso
ciated w ith fear. In one study, safely ratings for 180 scenes of urban parks 
showed that individuals felt most vulnerable in densely forested areas and 
safest in open, mowed areas (Schrocder & Anderson, 1984). And in another 
study, individuals who were asked for their open-ended responses to photo-

work was also suftporied by the C<*operative State Research. Education and Exten
sion Sen'ice, U.S. Department of Agriculture, under Project No. UJ.U-65-0.iS7.
Weanr grateful for the assistance of many individuals and other institutions as well.
John Potter and Uesette Brunson assisted in data entrs and data anal\ sis in the initial 

stages of this project. A reviewer \v suggestion substantially strengthened the analyses 
presented here. The Chicago Housing Authority and the management of Ula B. Wells 

were helpful in many ways, and the Chicago Police Department graciously gaxr us 

access to their year-end crime reports. Jerry Barrett helped produce the figures, and 

Helicopter Transjrort of Chicago doiuited the helicopter flight over Ida B. Wells. Cor- 

rvspomlence concerning this article should he addressed to Frances E. Kuo. Human- 
Enviromnent Research Laboratory. University of IIlauds, 1103 S. Domer. Urbana,

IE 6!ROE e-mail: f-kuo@uiuc.edu.
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graphs of urban parks indicated that heavily vegetated areas seemed danger
ous (Talbot & Kaplan. 1984). Although neither of these studies specifically 
probed fear of crime (as opposed to more general fear), it was clear that at 
least some participants had crime in mind; one respondent specifically sug
gested that weedy areas gave muggers good hiding places (Talbot & Kaplan. 
1984).

Dense vegetation has also been linked specifically to fear of crime. In 
safely ratings for 180 scenes of parking lots, tl>e more a photo vs as covered by 
vegetation, the lower the perceived security (Shaffer & Anderson. 1985). 
And in research examining fear of crime on a university campus, dense 
understories that reduced views into areas where criminals might hide were 
associated w ith fear of crime (Nasar & Fisher. 1993). In these and other stud
ies, view distance seems to be an important factor. Fear of crime is higher 
where vegetation blinks views (Fisher & Nasar. 1992; Kuo. Bacaicoa. & 
Sullivan. 1998; Michael & Hull. 1994).

Not only has dense vegetation been linked to general fears and to fear of 
crime in particular, but two studies have pointed more directly at a facilitativc 
role of vegetation in crime. In the first study, park managers and park police 
indicated that dense vegetation is regularly used by criminals to conceal their 
activities (Michael & Hull. 1994). In the second, burglars themselves lent 
support to this notion. In this study, automobile burglars described how they 
used dense vegetation in a variety of ways, including to conceal their selec
tion of a target and their escape from the scene, to shield their examination of 
stolen goods, and finally, in the disposal of unwanted goods (Michael. Hull. 
& Zalim, 1999). At the same time. Michael and his coauthors made it clear 
that vegetation was neither necessary nor sufficient for a crime to take place.

The clear theme in all these studies is that dense vegetation provides 
potential cover for criminal activities, possibly increasing the likelihood of 
crime and certainly increasing the fear of crime. Large shrubs, underbrush, 
and dense woods all substantially diminish visibility and therefore are capa
ble of supporting criminal activity.

But. not all vegetation blocks views. A well-maintained grassy urea cer
tainly does not block views; w idely spaced, high-canopy trees have minimal 
effect on visibility; and flowers and low-growing shrubs seem unlikely to 
provide cover for criminal activities. We suggest that although the rule that 
vegetation aids crime may hold for visibility-decreasing forms of vegetation, 
there are systematic exceptions to this rule. To wit. we propose that widely 
spaced, high-canopy trees and other visibility -preserving forms of vegetation 
do not promote crime.

o
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MIGHT VEGETATION DETER CRIME? THEORY

Furthermore, we propose that in some settings, visibility-preserving 
forms of vegetation may actually deter crime. Specifically, we propose that in 
poor inner-city neighborhoods, vegetation can inhibit crime through the fol
lowing two mechanisms: by increasing surveillance and by mitigating some 
of the psychological precursors to violence. Let's look at each of these in 
turn.

Increasing surveillance. Surveillance is a well-established factor in crimi
nal activity. Jane Jacobs (1961) suggested that the simple presence of more 
“eyes on the street” would deter crime, and this concept was prominent in 
Oscar Newman’s (1972) classic Defensible Space and appeared in Jeffery's 
(1971) Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. Since then, many 
studies have shown that perpetrators avoid areas with greater surveillance 
and greater likelihood of intervention (e.g., Bennett, 1989; Bennett & 
Wright. 1984; Cromwell. Olson, ft Avary. 1991; Poyner & Webb. 19921 

And. substantial research has shown that criminals avoid well-used residen
tial areas where their activities might easily be observed (Coleman, 1987; 
Macdonald & Gifford, 1989; Merry. 1981; Rhodes & Conley, 1981).

There is some evidence to suggest that in inner-city neighborhoods, vege
tation might introduce more eyes on the street by increasing residents’ use of 
neighborhood outdoor spaces. A scries of studies conducted in inner-city 
neighborhoods has shown that treed outdoor spaces arc consistently more 
well used by youth, adults, and mixed-age groups than are treeless spaces; 
moreover, the more trees in a space, the greater the number of simultaneous 
users (Coley, Kuo, & Sullivan. 1997; Kuo, Sullivan. Coley, & Brunson, 1998; 
W, C. Sullivan. Kuo. & DeP<x>ter, 2001). Not surprisingly then, a recent study 
found that children were twice as likely to have adult superv ision in green 
inner-city neighborhood spaces than in similar but barren spaces (A. F. Tay
lor, Wiley. Kuo. & Sullivan, 1998). Titus, in these settings, higher levels of 
vegetation not only preserve visibility but may also increase surveillance.

Perhaps just as important as actual surveillance in deterring crime is 
implied surveillance. Newman (1972) suggested that criminals might be 
deterred by environmental cues suggesting that surveillance is likely even 
when no observers are present (also see Jeffery. 1971; R. B. Taylor. 1988). 
Consistent with this, territorial markers have been empirically linked to lower 
rates of incivilities and crime (Brown & Altman. 1983; Perkins. Brown. & 
Taylor, 1996; Perkins, Wandersman. Rich, & Taylor. 1993; R. B. Taylor. 
1988). (And even those E&B readers who are not criminals may have

o
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experienced the power of implied surveillance—on the highway after pass
ing an empty police car.)

There is some evidence to suggest that residential vegetation can act as a 
territorial marker. Chaudhury (1994) show ed front view s of houses to students 
and examined howr a host of environmental features affected their ratings of 
territorial personalization. He found that the presence and maintenance of 
vegetative features was the strongest predictor of territorial personalization, 
with an /?-squared of .65. Similarly, Brown and colleagues < Brown & 
Altman, 1983; Brown & Bentley, 1993) found evidence suggesting that 
plants and other territorial markers make properties less attractive for bur
glary. We suggest that well-maintained vegetation may constitute a particu
larly effective territorial marker. Wei I-maintained vegetation outside a home 
serves as one of the cues to care (Nassaucr. 1988). suggesting that the inhabit
ants actively care about their home territory and potentially implying that an 
intruder would be noticed and confronted.

Mitigating psy chological precursors to violence. Another mechanism by 
w hich vegetation might inhibit crime is through mitigating mental fatigue. S. 
Kaplan (1987) suggested that one of the costs of mental fatigue may be a 
heightened propensity for “outbursts of anger and potentially ... violence” 
(p. 57), and three proposed symptoms of mental fatigue—irritability, inatten
tiveness, and decreased control over impulses—are each well-established 
psychological precursors to violence. Irritability is linked with aggression in 
numerous studies (e.g.. Caprara & Renzi. 1981; Coccaro. Bergeman, 
Kavoussi, & Seroczynski, 1997; Kant. Smith-Seemiller, & Zeiler, 1998; 
Kavoussi & Coccaro. 1998; Stanford. Grevc. & Dickens. 1995). Inattentive
ness has been closely lied to aggression in both children (Stewart. 1985) and 
adolescents (Scholte. van Aken. & van Leishout. 1997). And. impulsivity is 
associated with aggression and violence in a variety of populations (for 
reviews, see Brady. Myrick & McElroy, 1998; Markovit/.. 1995; Tuinicr. 
Vcrhoeven, & Van Praag. 1996).
A considerable body of studies indicates that vegetation aids in the recov

ery from mental fatigue. Contact with nature in a variety of forms—w ilder- 
ncss areas, prairie, community parks, window views, and interior plants—is 
systematically linked with enhanced cognitive functioning as measured by 
both self-report and performance on objective tests (e.g.. Canin. 1991; 
Cimprich. 1993. Hartig. Mang. & Evans. 1991; R. Kaplan. 1984; Lohr. 
Pearson-Mimms. & Goodw in. 1996; Miles. Sullivan. & Kuo. 1998; Ovitt. 
1996; Tennessen & Cimprich. 1995). To the extent that irritability, inatten- 
livcness. and impulsivity arc symptoms of mental fatigue, as first proposed in 249 of 277
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S. Kaplan (1987) and recently elucidated in Kuo and Sullivan (in press), 
reductions in mental fatigue should decrease violent behavior.

In sum. we propose that vegetation can deter crime in poor urban neigh
borhoods in any or all of the follow ing ways: by increasing residents' infor
mal surveillance of neighborhood spaces, by increasing the implied sur
veillance of these spaces, and by mitigating residents' mental fatigue, 
thereby reducing the potential for violence. Next, we review empirical work 
pointing at a negative relationship between vegetation ami crime.

Slicin' VEGETATION DETER CRIME? CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

There arc a number of scattered hints in the empirical literature that vege
tation might have a negative relationship to crime in residential settings.

A few studies have used images to examine the relationship betw een vege
tation and sense of safety in residential settings. The findings from residential 
settings arc in direct contrast to those obtained in studies of nonresidential 
settings: In residential settings, the more vegetation there is. the less fear of 
crime. One study used photographs of residential sites to examine effects of 
architectural and landscape features on fear of crime and found that higher 
levels of vegetation were associated w ith less fear of crime (Nasar. 19X2). 
Another study used drawings of residences and found that properties 
appeared safer when trees and shrubs were included than when they were not 
(Brower. Docket!, & Taylor. 1983). And. similar results were obtained from 
an experiment using computer-based photo simulations. In that study, an 
inner-city courtyard was depicted with varying densities of trees: The more 
dense the tree planting was. the greater the sense of safety (Kuo. Bacaicoa. 
ct al„ 1998).

One study used controlled comparisons of real residential settings to 
examine the relationship between vegetation and sense of safety. In a public 
housing development w here residents were randomly assigned to architec
turally identical apartment buildings with varying levels of vegetation imme
diately outside, those residents who lived in buildings with more trees and 
grass gave systematically higher endorsements to the statement “I feel safe 
living here" than did their counterparts living in relatively barren buildings 
(Kuo. Sullivan, ct al.. 1998). That is. not only do images of green residential 
settings evoke a greater sense of safety, but individuals living in such settings 
report a greater sense of safety as well.

There is some indication that this greater sense of safety is warranted. A 
few studies have examined the relationship between vegetation and “incivili
ties." R, B. Taylor. Gotlfredson. and Brower (as cited in R B. Taylor. 1988) 
compared street blocks with higher and lower levels of high-maintenance
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gardening and found fewer problems reported on street blocks w ith higher 
levels of high-maintenance gardening. And in another study. Stamen (1993) 
surveyed landscaped and nonlandscapcd areas in a community and found 
that the incidence of vandalism or graffiti in sites without plantings was 90% 
as compared to 10% in sites w ith plantings. Similarly. Brunson (1999) exam
ined both physical and social incivilities in public housing outdoor spaces 
w ith trees and grass versus in similar spaces w ithout vegetation. Resident 
reports indicated that graffiti, vandalism, and littering were systematically 
lower in outdoor spaces with trees and grass than in comparable, more barren 
spaces (Brunson. 1999). Furthermore, resident reports indicated that social 
incivilities, such as the presence of noisy, disruptive individuals, strangers, 
and illegal activity, were also systematically lower in the greener outdoor 
spaces (Brunson. 1999).

Additional evidence that vegetation may reduce crime comes from two 
studies that examined the relationship between residential vegetation and 
residents’ levels of aggression and violence. Mooney and Nicell (1992 ) com
pared violent assaults by Alzheimer patients during two consecutive sum
mers in five long-term care facilities—three without gardens and two in 
w hich exterior gardens w ere installed. In Alzheimer patients, increases in the 
number of aggressive assaults each year are typical because of the progres
sive deterioration of cognitive faculties; and indeed, in the facilities w ithout 
gardens, the incidence of violent assaults increased dramatically over time. 
By contrast, the incidence of violent assaults in the other facilities stayed the 
same or decreased slightly after gardens were installed.

Another study compared levels of aggression and violence in an urban 
public housing neighborhood where residents played no role in planting or 
maintaining the vegetation outside their apartments and were randomly 
assigned to levels of greenness. Levels of aggression and violence were sys
tematically lower for individuals living in green surroundings than for indi
viduals living in barren surroundings: moreover, lack of nature significantly 
predicted levels of mental fatigue, which in turn significantly predicted 
aggression. Mediation testing indicated that the relationship between vegeta
tion and aggression was fully mediated through attention (Kuo & Sullivan, 
in press).

In sum, there is a variety of evidence suggesting that vegetation may be 
linked to lower levels of crime in residential neighborhoods, particularly 
poor inner-city neighborhoods. Residential vegetation has been linked with a 
greater sense of safety, fewer incivilities, and less aggressive and violent 
behavior. Of these findings, the most direct evidence of a negative link 
between vegetation and crime comes from residents’ reports of illegal
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TABLE 1
Simple Ordinary Least Squares Regressions 

Using Vegetation to Predict Crimes Per Building

Total Cnmes Property Crimes Violent Crimes

Predictor R2 p p Value R2 p p Value R2 P p Value

Vegetation 08 -2.2 <.01 .07 -1.0 <.01 .07 -1.3 <.01

plans of each building type in the development, and (c) Chicago Housing 
Authority apartment vacancy records.

Number of units is the number of apartment units in a building; the range 
was from 4 to 20.

Number of occupied units is the average number of units rented in a partic
ular building during the 2 years of ihc study; the mean was 7.8. and ibe range 
was from 0.5 to 15. We w ere able to obtain data on 84 of the 98 buildings in 
this sample.

Vacancy is the 2-year average of the number of vacant apartments di vided 
by the number of units in the building; the mean w as 139fr. and the range was 
from (Ki to 92%. We w ere able to obtain data on 84 of the 98 buildings in this 
sample.

Building height is the number of'floors in a building; the range was from I 
to 4.

RESULTS

If vegetation reduces crime, then we would expect lo find (hat the greener 
a building's surroundings are, the fewer crimes reported. Perhaps the most 
straightforward test of this possibility is to conduct simple regressions with 
vegetation as the independent variable and the three summary crime indices 
as dependent variables (see Table I). Results from these ordinary least 
squares regressions indicate that vegetation is significantly and negatively 
related to each of the measures of crime. The greener a building's surround
ings arc. the fewer total cnmes; this pattern holds for both property crimes 
and violent crimes. For each of the three indices, vegetation accounts for 7% 
to 8% of the variance in the number of crimes reported per building.

Figure 3 provides a more concrete sense of the amount of crime associated 
w ith different levels of vegetation. For this figure, the continuous vegetation 
variable was rcctnled into the following three categories: low (ratings from
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0.0 up lo 1.0). medium (from 1.0 up to 2.0). and high (from 2.0 up to 3.0. 
inclusive). Figure 3 shows the average number of total, property, and violent 
crimes reported for buildings with low. medium, and high levels of vegeta
tion. Compared to buildings with low levels of vegetation, those with 
medium levels had 42% fewer total crimes. 40% fewer property crimes, and 
44% fewer violent crimes. The comparison between low and high levels of 
vegetation was even more striking: Buildings with high levels of vegetation 
had 52% fewer total crimes, 48% fewer property crimes, and 56% fewer vio
lent crimes than buildings with low levels of vegetation. Fisher’s protected 
least significant difference analyses indicate that for each measure of crime, 
low and medium buildings were significantly different at p < .05. The same 
pattern held for comparisons between low and high buildings. Although 
buildings w ith high levels of vegetation had 17% fewer total crimes. 13% 
fewer property crimes, and 21% fewer violent crimes than buildings with 
medium levels of vegetation, these differences were not statistically 
significant.

These data reveal a clear negative relationship between vegetation and 
crime and hint that this relationship is strongest when comparing buildings 
w ith low levels of vegetation to buildings w ith either medium or high levels. 
Although these findings arc exciting and intriguing, they do not control for 
other important variables. The analyses that follow provide a closer look at 253 of 277
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TABLE 2
Multiple Regressions Using Number of Units 

and Vegetation to Predict Crimes Per Building

Total Cnme Property Crimes Violent Crimes

Predictors 1* p Value P p Value P p Value

Number of units 
Vegetation

0.70
-1.44

< .0001 
<05

0.31
-0.63

< .0001 
<.05

0.39
-0.81

<.0001 
< 05

NOTE: The multiple regressions for total crimes: adjusted R = .52 (N - 98, p < .0001); tor property 
crime: adjusted R! = . 45 {N= 90. p<.0001); tor violent crime: adjusted R1 = A4(N=98,p< .0001).

the relationship between vegetation and crime, taking into account other fac
tors likely to affect the number of crimes per building.

TESTLNG POTENTIAL CONFOl NOS

Controlling for number of apartments. Perhaps one of the most important 
variables to control for in predicting the amount of crime in a setting (e.g.. a 
building, neighborhood, or city) is the number of people in that setting. 
Because more apartments per building mean more potential perpetrators and 
more potential victims, one would expect more crimes in buildings w ith more 
apartments. Indeed, previous research has shown the number of units in a 
building to be related to the number of reported crimes (New man & Franck. 
1980). Thus, it is not surprising that in this sample, strong positive linear rela
tionships exist between the number of units and the number of property 
crimes (r-.62,p< .0001), violent crimes (r = .63.p< .(XX) 1), and total crimes 
(r = .67, p < .0001). That is. the more apartments in a building, the more 
crimes reported for that building.

To examine whether the relationship between vegetation and crime still 
held when the number of apartments in a building was controlled, a series of 
multiple regressions were conducted in which both vegetation and number of 
units were used to predict the number of crimes reported per building. As 
Table 2 show s, when the number of units per building is controlled, vegeta
tion continues to be a significant negative predictor of total crime, property 
crime, and violent crime. In other words, the level of greenness around a 
building at Ida B. Wells predicts the number of crimes that have occurred in 
that building even after the number of apartments in the building has been 
accounted for.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
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TABLE 3
Intercorrelations Among Possible Predictors 

of Crime and Three Crime Scales

Number Number of
of Vacant Occupied Building Property Violent

Vegetation Units Rate Units Height Crime Crime

Vegetation 
Number ol units -.15
Vacancy rate 
Number ot

-.02 .26

occupied units .12 .82“ -.31“
Building height -.48* * .67“ .40“ .35“
Property crime -.27** .62“ .01 38“ .53”
Violent crime -.27** 63" 25“ .30“ .58“ .72“
Total crime -.29“ .67“ .16 .38“ 60" .91“ .95“
“p < .01.

Other potential confounds. To identify other potential confounds between 
vegetation and crime, correlations were conducted between vegetation and 
the following three factors that have been show n in other studies to be associ
ated w ith crime: vacancy rate (R. B. Taylor. Shumaker, & Gottfrcdson, 1985). 
the number of occupied apartments per building (Newman & Franck. 1980), 
and building height (New man. 1972; Newman & Franck. 1980). As the first 
column in Table 3 show s, vegetation is not related to either vacancy rate or 
number of occupied units but is strongly and negatively related to building 
height; the taller the building is. the lower the level of vegetation. The fourth 
column in Table 3 indicates that building height has a strong positive relation
ship to total crime, property crime, and violent crime. Thus, the relationship 
between vegetation and crime is confounded by building height: Taller build
ings are both less green and have more reported crimes than shorter buildings. 
These findings raise the possibility that vegetation predicts crime only by vir
tue of its shared variance w ith building height.

To test for this possibility, we examined whether vegetation still predicts 
crime w hen building height and number of units are controlled. Table 4 pro
vides the results of a scries of multiple regressions in which vegetation, build
ing height, and number of units were used to predict cnine. If vegetation 
predicts crime by virtue of its relationship with building height, then vegeta
tion should no longer predict crime when building height is controlled, and 
building height should predict crime w ith vegetation controlled. As Table 4

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
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other predictors. In addition, comparison of the adjusted R s of the kitchen- 
sink multiple regressions with and without vegetation indicated that the addi
tional predictive power gained by adding vegetation outweighs the loss of 
degrees of freedom incurred in increasing the total number of predictors. The 
ad justed R for the model w ith only the current arsenal of predictors w as .23; 
the adjusted R for the model with the current arsenal of predictors plus vege
tation w as .26. Although this increase represents only 3% of the total variance 
in crime, it represents a sizable proportion of the current predictive power 
(13#). Together, these findings indicate that adding vegetation improves the 
current arsenal of predictors, adding unique explanatory' power.

A Cuthbert plot (Cp) analysis yielded additional evidence of the predic
tive power of vegetation. Cp analysis is a technique for determining the most 
pow erful, most parsimonious model out of a set of multiple predictors (SAS 
Institute. 1998). Essentially, given a set of predictors. Cp analysis tests all 
possible combinations of predictors and selects the best model. An alterna
tive to comparing adjusted R s, Cp analy sis is particularly helpful w hen there 
is multicollinearity between predictors, as was the case here. Cp analysis 
indicated that the best model for predicting total crime, selecting from the 
entire set of available predictors (number of units, building height, vacancy 
rate, number of occupied units, and vegetation), comprises only two predic
tors—number of units and vegetation (Cp = 1.32). Thus, m these data, the 
best possible model of crime comprises only vegetation and one other 
predictor.

DISCISSION

This study examined the relationship between vegetation and crime lor 98 
apartment buildings in an inner-city neighborhood. Analyses revealed con
sistent. systematically negative relationships between the density of trees and 
grass around the buildings and the number of crimes per building reported to 
the police. The greener a building’s surroundings arc. the fewer total crimes; 
moreover, this relationship extended to both property crimes and violent 
crimes. Levels of nearby vegetation explained 7# to 8# of the variance in the 
number of crimes reported per building. The link between vegetation and 
crime could not be accounted for by either of the two confounding variables 
identified. Vegetation contributed significant additional predictive power 
above and beyond four other classic environmental predictors of crime. And 
out of all possible combinations of available predictors, vegetation was iden
tified as one of the two predictors in the best possible model of crime.
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ENVIRONMENT AND BEHAVIOR / May 2001

The findings contribute to our understanding of the relationship between 
vegetation and crime and suggest opportunities for intervention and future 
research.

CONTRIB1 TIOVS TO THE UNDEJtSTANMNG OF VEGETATION AND CRIME

One contribution of this work is to propose a systematic exception to the 
rule that vegetation promotes crime. The rule in both folk theory and environ
mental criminology has been that vegetation promotes crime by providing 
concealment for criminals and criminal activities. If the mechanism by which 
vegetation affects crime is indeed concealment, then one implication of this 
rule is that vegetation should not promote crime w hen it preserves visibility. 
The contribution here is simply to point out that many forms of vegetation 
preserve visibility and therefore ought not promote crime. Indeed, we found 
that in this sample of inner-city apartment buildings, buildings w ith widely 
spaced, high-canopy trees and grassy areas did not experience higher rates of 
crime. These findings suggest that at the very least, crime prevention con
cerns do not justify removing high-canopy vegetation in inner-city neighbor
hoods. They demonstrate that one of the classic suspects in environmental 
criminology docs not always promote crime.

""IHorcoveTTHirTunmg^vmcafe^arg^iniRysfemaHcanwtegafmHin? 
between levels of vegetation and police reports of crime in this setting. 
Although this is the first study to demonstrate such a link, the findings are 
consistent w ith previous work linking vegetation w ith low er levels of incivil
ities (Brunson, 1999; Stamen, Yates, & Cline, as cited in S. Sullivan, 1993) as 
well as previous w ork linking vegetation w ith lower levels of aggression and 
violence (Kuo & Sullivan, in press). The results obtained here were based on 
police crime reports, w hereas the Brunson (1999) ami the Kuo and Sullivan 
(in press) findings were based on residents’ memories and self- reports. The 
convergence of findings from such different measures lends confidence that 
in inner-city residential settings, the relationship between vegetation and 
crime is negative—the more vegetation, the less crime.

A third contribution of the work here is to help resolve a puzzle in previous 
work on residential vegetation and sense of safety. A number of studies have 
found that residential vegetation is associated with greater sense of safety 
(Brower et al., 1983; Kuo. Bacaicoa. et al„ 1998; Kuo. Sullivan, et al., 1998; 
Nasar, 1982). In combination with the old rule that vegetation promotes 
crime, such findings raised the disturbing possibility that residents systemati
cally misperceive green areas as safe. And yet other research has found good 
concurrent validity between measures of tear, perceptions of disorder, and 
media reports of crime (c.g., Perkins & Taylor. 19%). The finding here that
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vegetation is systematically linked with lower levels of crime suggests that 
individuals arc accurate in their perception of green areas as safer.

A final contribution of this work is to propose two mechanisms by w hich 
vegetation may deter crime in inner-city neighborhoods. Specifically, we 
propose that vegetation may deter crime both by increasing informal surveil
lance and by mitigating some of the psychological precursors to violence. 
Although neither of these mechanisms—nor the more general question of 
causality—can be addressed in these data, there is clear empirical support for 
these mechanisms in other work. Substantial previous research has shown 
that surveillance deters crime and that in inner-city neighborhoods, greener 
outdoor spaces receive greater use. thereby increasing informal surveillance. 
Moreover, Kuo and Sullivan's (in press! work showed that for residents ran
domly assigned to apartment buildings with different levels of vegetation, 
higher levels of vegetation systematically predicted lower levels of aggres
sion. and mediation analyses indicated that this link was mediated via 
additional functioning. In addition, we can address a number of alternative 
interpretations for the findings here. Public housing policies in this setting arc 
such that levels of income, education, and employment among residents are 
largely held constant; residents are randomly assigned to varying levels of 
vegetation; and the amount of trees and grass outside an apartment is not 
under residents' control. And the confound analyses conducted here indicate 
that the link between vegetation and lower crime could not be explained by a 
number of classic environmental predictors of crime—vacancy rates, build
ing height, the number of apartments, and the number of occupied apartments 
in a building.

POSSIBILITIES FOR INTERVENTION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The findings in this study set the stage for more ambitious explorations of 
the relationship between urban residential vegetation and crime. Now that 
there is good reason to think that visibility-preserving vegetation does not 
necessarily promote crime and may even inhibit crime in inner-city neighbor
hoods. it seems appropriate to attempt an intervention study or two. Interven
tion studies employing true experimental designs might be used to answer a 
number of important questions with regard to the effects of vegetation on 
crime. Urban public housing communities might be especially amenable 
sites for such research as housing authorities tend to have centralized control 
over landscaping for dozens and even hundreds of identical buildings.

A study in w hich identical or matched apartment buildings in a poor urban 
area were randomly assigned to receive different levels of vegetation could 
help address the question of causality and the question of the shape of the
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LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
L.A. lax on collecting developer fees By City News Service 

Thursday, November 5, 2015

and spending them, 
city controller says

LOS ANGELES — The city of Los Angeles is failing to charge 
developers tens of millions of dollars in impact fees, and 
appears in some cases to have left millions of dollars in fees 
it has collected unspent, according to an audit released today.

“Development impact fees are some of the most important 
tools the state has given us to make the infrastructure improvements our city so desperately needs,” City 
Controller Ron Galperin said. “These fees should be applied fairly and consistently, and should be spent 
wisely in the public interest.”

According to the audit, Los Angeles had $5.3 billion in permitted construction projects in the 2013-14 fiscal 
year, but collected less than $5 million in impact fees. By comparison, during that same fiscal year, San 
Francisco had $3.6 billion on construction and collected $96 million. Portland had just $1.5 billion in 
construction but collected $31 million, according to the audit.

Cities are permitted under state law to charge developers fees to the impacts of their projects -- such as 
increased police and fire protection, traffic mitigation and public facilities such as libraries, parks, public art, 
child care and affordable housing.

Galperin said the city has a “haphazard” approach to applying and collecting the fees, causing confusion for 
developers and costing the city millions.

The audit also identified $54 million in impact fees that had been collected, but the money has been sitting 
various accounts with balances that haven’t changed substantially in three years, indicating the city wasn’t 
spending the money. Leaving the money unspent could open the city to legal challenges that could require 
the funds to be refunded, according to Galperin’s office.

“The city’s haphazard application of the fees today is unfair to communities and to developers,” Galperin 
said. “Both have every expectation that the city will apply fees consistently and spend them to mitigate the 
impacts of development on our neighborhoods.”

The audit recommends that the city establish a comprehensive impact fee program and designate one 
department to take responsibility for ensuring the funds are properly used.

http://www.dailynews.com/govemment-and-politics/20151105/la-lax-on-collecting-developer-fees-and-spending-them-city-controller-says
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The Report Card at a Glance 
www.dpw.lacity.org/IRC2011.pdf
The Department of Public Works is responsible for maintaining the infrastructure systems listed below. 
This table shows each system's current grade and the recommended grade, Please note that the sections 

within the IRC are devoted to a specific infrastructure system's history, assessment, and recommendations 

(including grade determination).

~v Bridges c- B
Flood Control B- B

- Sidewalks D+ C+
■s Solid Resources B- B+
—

Streets C B
- Street Lighting C B
- Street Trees C+ B
—s.

Urban Runoff D C
—l

Wastewater Collection B- B+
Wastewater Treatment Plants B- B

http://fixthecity.org/docs%5CREPORT_CARD_INFRASTRUCTURE_2010_2011.pdf

261 of 277

http://www.dpw.lacity.org/IRC2011.pdf
http://fixthecity.org/docs%5CREPORT_CARD_INFRASTRUCTURE_2010_2011.pdf


DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION - VALLEY VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE & VTT - APPEAL
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD: DIR-2015-2697-SPP, VTT 73704, ENV-2015-2618-MND | Filed: May 27, 2016

o
EX 13c SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

ALON
The incredible shrinking megacity: PR 5' 2015 HENRY GRABAR 

How Los Angeles engineered a housing crisis
Los Angeles used to be the promised land for America's homeowners. Now it's tearing at the seams

Los Angeles is at capacity.

The Los Angeles-Santa Ana-Long Beach Metro Area is now, by one measure, the most expensive big-city 
region in the country in which to buy a home; the average home price is nine times the average income.

The tightest of these concentric circles, the City of Los Angeles, is about to hit its development limit. 
According to planner Greg Morrow, the city is now zoned to house at most 4.2 million people. The current 
population is 3.9 million.

Los Angeles and its satellites — once the land of the American homeowner dream — now form the 
most stunted urban region in the country. There were 28,000 new housing starts in the L.A.
Metro last year (pop. 13 million), versus 64,000 in Houston (pop. 2 million). There were fewer permits per 
capita in Los Angeles than in San Francisco.

This has become expensive for homeowners and tenants alike. The former spend 40 percent of their 
income on mortgage payments; the latter spend 48 percent of their income on rent. Both figures are the 
highest in the country.

Los Angeles is not the only city with a regulation-induced housing shortage. As the cover story in this 
week’s Economist attests, the problem is global: From Mumbai to the Bay Area, the magazine writes, “the 
value of housing is an ever-greater store of wealth.” According to a recent argument by Matthew Rognlie, a 
doctoral student at Harvard, the increasing global returns to capital calculated by the French economist 
Thomas Piketty in his best-selling book “Capital in the Twenty-First Century” can be explained almost 
entirely by housing wealth.

What makes this so striking, in the case of Los Angeles (the city), is how much room there is. With slightly 
more than 8,000 people per square mile, L.A. is less than one-third as crowded as New York City and less 
than half as dense as San Francisco.

And yet, L.A. is much, much closer to its residential capacity than the more compact and more populous 
NYC. Los Angeles has created a crisis of artificial scarcity; a burden for renters, a drain on 
economic growth, and an environmental disaster. The city has planned itself into a cage.

In any case, planning in Los Angeles has for decades been a fragmented affair. “L.A. is planned like 35 
separate cities,” Morrow notes. “There’s almost no coordination and almost no citywide planning.”

http://www.salon.com/2015/04/05/the_incredible_shrinking_megacity_how_los_angeles_enginereed_a_housing_crisis/
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http://real-estate-and-urban.blogspot.com/2015/03/la-has-zoned-itself-out-of-ability-to.htmlhttp://real-estate-and-urban.blogspot.com/2015/03/la-has-zoned-itself-out-of-ability-to.html
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http://www.economist.com/news/briefing/21647622-land-centre-pre-industrial-economy-has-returned-constraint-growth
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Josh Stephens | November 4, 2014

Explaining the Country's Worst Rental Market
A recent study reveals that Los Angeles is the least affordable city in the country. 

The incentives of homeowners all but ensure that the city will never have a mandate 
to increase its housing supply and restore health to the city's economy.

A UCLA study released this summer contends—probably to the astonishment of baristas in San Francisco 
and assistants at publishing houses in New York City—that Los Angeles is the least affordable rental 
market in the country. The study calculates affordability as a function of average incomes, average rents, 
and the percentage of the former consumed by the latter.

Renters don't want to buy your house. What's not fine: four people in a two-bedroom apartment, each 
paying half a month's wages for a bed. Imagine how Los Angeles would prosper if even a fraction of that 
47 percent rent burden was liberated to be spent on other things.

http://www.planetizen.com/node/71947/explaining-countrys-worst-rental-market
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UCLA study identifies UCLA Newsroom | August 12, 2014

L.A. as most unaffordable rental market in the nation
L.A. renters are paying on average 47 percent of their income on rents.
That's the highest median rent burden in the country. While L.A. residents earn a lower median income 
than their counterparts in New York or San Francisco, there's only a small difference in their median rents.

A
recent study by three researchers from the UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs found that 

Los Angeles is now the most unaffordable rental market in the country based on their analysis of 
key factors, including what portion of renters' income regularly goes to pay rent.
While researchers found that this affordability crisis has deep roots in the city's history, the disparity 
between renters and owners reflects an economic divide that has widened over the past decades.
"Our studies show a severe housing burden among poor renters has existed since 1970," said Paul 
Ong, professor of urban planning, social welfare and Asian American studies. He co-wrote the study 
with Silvia Jimenez, assistant director at the Center for the Study of Inequality at UCLA, and Rosalie 
Ray, research assistant at the center, which is part of the Luskin School of Public Affairs. The study was 
published by the UCLA Ziman Center for Real Estate.

Renters are paying more for the same quality housing, suggesting that neither market forces nor 
changing housing quality fully explain the increasing rents.
Los Angeles has a lower median income than either New York or San Francisco. But there's only a small 
difference among these cities in median rents, the researchers said. Los Angeles is also the metro area 
with the largest share of renters vs. homeowners: While U.S. rentership has fluctuated around 35 
percent, Los Angeles is at 52 percent.

Altogether, the data show that the solution to this long-term crisis is to address its root causes — low 
incomes and high rents — by increasing both renter earnings and affordable housing. Los
Angeles' affordable housing trust fund is chronically underfunded, the researchers point out, 
particularly since the dissolution of the California Redevelopment Authority and the reduction in federal 
funding.

The highest rent burden in the country
As of 2013, Los Angeles had the highest median rent burden in the nation — at 47 percent. That is, on 
average, renters in L.A. are paying 47 percent of their income for rent. The share of renters 
experiencing moderate (30 to 50 percent of income) and severe (50-plus percent of income) rent 
burden in Los Angeles has consistently outpaced the nation. Not only was a larger share of renters 
burdened, but the size of their burden was also greater, researchers found.

Of particular concern, researchers noted, are renters in the lowest quintile, or bottom 20 percent, of 
the income distribution. In 1970, 54 percent of these low-income Los Angeles renters shouldered a 
severe rent burden (devoting half or more of their income to housing), and 85 percent of them bore a 
moderate rent burden (paying 30 to 50 percent of their income). Although national figures are less 
drastic, 46 percent of the lowest quintile renters were nonetheless severely burdened, and more than 
half were moderately burdened.

Since 2000, 143,000 rental units that had been affordable to those making less than $44,000 a year 
became unaffordable.

http://newsroom.ucla.edu/stories/ucla-study-identifies-l-a-as-most-unaffordable-rental-market-in-the-nation
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10:30AM EDT 4/5/2016 MICHAEL SNYDER

The Exodus of People Moving Away 
From California Is Becoming an Avalanche

Over the past 10 years, approximately 5 million people have moved away from the state of California, and as you 
will see in this article this mass exodus appears to be accelerating. So why exactly is this happening?

Once upon a time, it seemed like almost everyone wanted to live in California. The nearly endless sunshine, the 
incredible weather, the pristine beaches and a booming economy motivated millions of young Americans to move out 
there to pursue "the California Dream." In fact, in the early 90s, I actually explored the idea of moving out there 
myself. But now the California Dream has become a nightmare. Californians are being taxed to death, traffic in the 
major cities is absolutely horrific, violent crime and gang activity are on the rise, millions of illegal immigrants are 
putting an incredible strain on social support systems, and the ultra-liberal government in Sacramento seems to have 
gone completely insane. In addition, the state faces constant threats from earthquakes, wildfires, droughts and 
mudslides, so it is quite understandable why so many people feel motivated to leave and never come back.

The No. 1 destination for people leaving the state of California in recent years has been the state of Texas. And 
according to Ali Meyer of the Washington Free Beacon, the number of people leaving California for Texas has 
reached "its highest level in nearly a decade."

The number of Californians leaving the state and moving to Texas is at its highest level in nearly a decade,
according to data from the Internal Revenue Service.

According to IRS migration data, which uses individual income tax returns to record year-to-year address changes, 
over 250,000 California residents moved out of the state between 2013 and 2014, the latest period for which data 
was available. The tax returns reported more than $21 billion in adjusted gross income to the IRS.
Of the returns, 33,626 reported address changes from California to Texas, which has been the top destination for 
individuals leaving California since 2007.

Certainly much of this exodus can be attributed to the absolutely suffocating tax rates in the state. California has a 
13.3 percent income tax, and that is in addition to a whole host of other ways that they have come up with to extract 
as much money out of the population as possible.

And of course, southern California is very much in danger as well. The San Andreas fault gets most of the press, but 
there is actually a fault line that is far more dangerous. According to one seismologist, the Puente Hills fault line could 
someday "eat L.A." and cause hundreds of billions of dollars in economic damage.

Video simulations of a rupture on the Puente Hills fault system show how energy from a quake could erupt and be 
funneled toward L.A.'s densest neighborhoods, with the strongest waves rippling to the west and south across the 
Los Angeles Basin.

There are many people out there who are concerned that the state of California will fall into the ocean someday, but 
scientists tell us that is probably not likely to happen. However, the U.S. Geological Service does admit that, one day, 
the cities of Los Angeles and San Francisco will be right next to each other.

http://www.charismanews.com/opinion/56276-the-exodus-of-people-moving-away-from-california-is-becoming-an-avalanche
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23 Jul, 2015

Los Angeles one of the top area Americans are ditching
Areas losing Americans but gaining people from outside the country

I've talked about the reality that many native Californians have been leaving the state in droves over the 

past decade. Many are moving to lower cost areas much to the dismay of locals in places like Texas.
The California effect has impacted many areas in the Southwest driving real estate prices 
higher.
An interesting article popped up in my feed this week about the top 20 areas where Americans are ditching. 
No surprise, the Los Angeles metro area is right on the list. Reasons for people leaving the area? 

Ridiculous housing prices and people not wanting to live like sardines and pretend they are 

living the highlife. The poser crap shack buyers are somehow deluding themselves thinking that all of 
this is sustainable and good for the economy but all it does is recreates a favela like atmosphere. The 
LA/OC area is already the most expensive in the nation relative to incomes and home prices. You would 

think San Francisco and New York would lead the list but people in those areas actually make higher 
incomes overall. Let us take a look at this trend more deeply.

Michael Stoll, a professor of public policy and urban planning at the University of California Los Angeles, 
has an idea. Soaring home prices are pushing local residents out and scaring away potential new 

ones from other parts of the country, he said.

When we said the middle class is disappearing in California we meant this literally.
It should be no surprise that the L.A. metro area is one of the top areas Americans are ditching.

http://www.doctorhousingbubble.com/california-texas-migration-cities-americans-are-ditching-resident-real-estate-patterns/
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California's Population Is Moving Out, Census Report Shows
By: Olga Spilewsky and Conan Nolan 

Dec 10,2012

A new Census Bureau report reveals that about 100,000 more people are leaving California than are 
coming to the state. Robert Kleinhenz, chief economist at the Los Angeles Economic Development 
Corporation says, "we're moving in the right direction" when it comes to adding jobs in California. When 
that happens, he says the migration numbers will likely turn around. Conan Nolan reports from 
Downtown LA for the NBC4 News at 5 p.m. on December 10, 2012. (Published Monday, Dec. 10, 2012)

About 100,000 more people moved away from California in 2011 than relocated to the Golden State, 
according to the latest report from the U.S. Census Bureau.

The trend can be explained, in part, in monetary terms. Even in an economic boom, the cost of living in 
California has increased, prompting people to move out, and, in recent years, unemployment in the state 
has skyrocketed.

So, where are these former Californians going?

The Census Bureau calculates that the most popular destination is Texas (58,992), a state that is luring 
California companies. That’s followed by Arizona (49,635), Nevada (40,114), Washington (38,421) and 
Oregon (34,214).

Although in smaller numbers, people are still relocating to the Golden State.
Texans make up the largest number of translates to California with 37,387 people, according to the 
report. That is followed by people from Washington (36,481), Nevada (36,159), Arizona (35,650), and 
New York (25,269).
Economic experts are optimistic that California’s economy has started picking up steam, and may reverse 
the movement out of the state.

“We expect over the next couple of years that we will add jobs,” said Robert Kleinhenz, chief economist 
with the Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation. "This year, we’ve added jobs in 
California at a faster pace than in the nation as a whole. So, we are moving in right direction. As that 
happens, we’ll see the migration numbers turn around some."

A major facet of the state's economy, the agriculture industry has been affected by fewer undocumented 
immigrants crossing the border, deterred from coming to the U.S. because of high unemployment and a 
developing middle class in Mexico.

According to the Census Bureau, 468,428 people have moved to California from other states and 269,772 
have moved to the state from other countries.

http://www.nbclosangeles.com/news/local/Californias-Population-Moving-Out-182914961.html
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Los Angeles and the Politics of Ugly
5 pet fives PjrtK

JOHN ISSAKSON 25 APRIL 2016

PLANNING GONE AWRY-If there are two words that joined together are a classic oxymoron, it is aesthetics and Los 
Angeles. Like most large cities, Los Angeles suffers from a number of forms of visual pollution, disorder and banality, 
including cheaply built buildings with mediocre to poor architectural quality, sign and billboard clutter, miles of overhead 
utility wires that further add to the clutter, a lack of consistent street trees and streetscape improvements and streets with 
cracks, fissures and broken down sidewalks. (Photo above: Walls of power lines line both sides of Lincoln Blvd.)

This ugliness is most evident in the unsightly commercial strip highways that crisscross Los Angeles, non-descript 
looking multifamily residential and commercial developments and inner city decay. As with most cities, the ugliness is not 
evenly distributed but is class based. It is tied to private incomes and wealth. Los Angeles does have a few elite 
communities for the top 1-2 percent that are gorgeous, perfect in every way, and some additional communities for the 
upper middle class that are reasonably good looking but have some flaws. But beyond these top tier communities for the 
upper 20-25% the visual quality of the Los Angeles drops off precipitously. For the bottom 75% Los Angeles is a ugly, banal, 
depressing sprawl.

The smaller cities surrounding Los Angeles are nowhere near as unattractive. Most of them have buildings with higher 
architectural quality, business identification signs are controlled and billboards are banned, the utilities are underground 
or along adjoining alleys, there is a consistent canopy of street trees and street medians are often landscaped and their 
streets and sidewalks are in a better state of repair. This results in jarring contrasts when one crosses the boundary of one 
of the smaller cities and enters Los Angeles.
Examples of such contrasts are between the banal and ugly Venice Boulevard in Los Angeles and the attractive looking 
Washington Boulevard a block to the south in Culver City.
In the San Fernando Valley there are the same jarring contrasts when one drives west from Burbank into Los Angeles along 
Magnolia, Burbank or Victory Boulevards and Vanowen Street. Indeed, one can tell when one is entering Los Angeles 
because that is where the ugliness begins.
For the most part, efforts to improve the aesthetics of Los Angeles have been sporadic and insufficient.

The City of Los Angeles has never had a deliberate, comprehensive program to improve its appearance. With the 
exception of the small fraction of the LA covered by Historic Preservation Overlay Zones and the handful of Specific Plans 
that have design standards and design review boards, architecture is unregulated in Los Angeles.

LA is a wide open free fire zone that allows the construction of buildings that are nondescript or downright ugly with the 
usual architectural “style” being the ubiquitous stucco boxes that lack the fa_ade variations, ornamentation and sloped 
roofs that make a building charming and attractive. The only requirements that most new buildings in Los Angeles have to 
meet are the engineering standards in the Building & Safety Code to ensure that buildings are structurally sound so that 
they will not fall down during an earthquake.

The planning system of Los Angeles is incapable of creating the beautiful grand boulevards that one sees in the cities 
of Europe and in some of our older, east coast cities. Creating such boulevards would require that buildings have a 
consistently high level of architectural quality and similar styles. A key question regarding aesthetics in Los Angeles is 
why have the smaller cities been so much more successful in preserving and enhancing their appearances than Los 
Angeles? Because the business interests that profit from the creation of ugliness operate throughout the Los Angeles 
region, not just in Los Angeles, the smaller cities have faced the same pressures for “uglification.” Yet, for the most part, the 
economic interests have been kept under control in the smaller cities. In Los Angeles there has been insufficient 
countervailing power to keep special interests such as developers and the sign and billboard companies in check on 
aesthetic issues.

The residents of individual communities who would like to take control of the appearance of their communities 
have been out voted by the rest of Los Angeles, unlike the residents of the smaller cities have a much greater voice 
and influence with their City Councils.
However, this explanation is unconvincing because the Los Angeles City Council in effect operates as 15 separate 
cities with residents only having to obtain the support of their local councilperson with the rest of the City Council 
deferring to what a Councilperson wants for their district, which minimizes being outvoted.
Activists opposition has been to excessive density and height and the resulting traffic congestion.

http://www.citywatchla.com/index.php/the-la-beat/10986-los-angeles-and-the-politics-of-ugly
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Lots of Angelenos Leaving LA 
for Las Vegas and Phoenix

Who wouldn't be lured by a $260k median home?
BY BIANCA BARRAGAN 
MAY 23, 2016, 3:39P

Los Angeles's high cost of living is putting the pressure on some Angelenos to start looking for greener 
(or desert-ier) pastures. New findings out from Realtor.com show that Angelenos who flee LA most often 
leave for places with lower costs of living—namely Las Vegas, where the median home costs just $260,000. 
Phoenix and Dallas are also hot spots for Angelenos on the run.

With Los Angeles rents rising and homeownership out of reach for more and more LA residents, it's not 
surprising that any place with a more manageable cost of living would seem appealing. But San Francisco 
also pops up on the list, so lower housing costs are not the sole factor motivating migrants.

Overall, Realtor.com found that LA was fifth among cities losing the most residents, after New York, Chicago, 
Detroit, and San Jose.

To arrive at its conclusions, Realtor.com looked at the most common long-distance migration routes for the 
50 largest metro areas and considered data from the US Census Bureau on migration (2009 to 2013), 
moving requests on moving.com, and "Cross-metro search traffic" on its own website.

http://la.curbed.com/2016/5/23/11753840/los-angeles-migration
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C-PRESERVE LA

South of Olympic is Under Siege 
by $1 Mil “Small Lot” Monster Complexes

Jill Stewart | Mar 31, 2016

"People have forgotten, all over Los Angeles, that the Los Angeles City Council pledged that their 
“small lot subdivision” ordinance would fuel affordable first-time home-buying on “infill” land where 
such projects would neatly fit.

But none of that was real. The small lot subdivision ordinance instead handed a high-profit gift to 
developers: they get to jam as many $1 million townhouse-style units as they can on a bit of land, targeting 
this housing, whether in Echo Park or Palms, to households approaching the $200,000 income level.

The luxury vertical homes cause a very fast domino effect: the landlords nearby jack up the rents along any 
block where these towering glassed-in cubes — the favored look — get approved by Los Angeles city 
planners.

Then the owners push out their renters to sell a perfectly good building for razing by a small lot complex 
developer. That’s not “infill.” That’s neighborhood destruction.

And what about those first-time middle-class buyers the small lot complexes were meant for? A bad joke.

Put this idea on the long list of Los Angeles City Council planning disasters, in which the council members 
try play the role of land czars, and manage to create the opposite of the results promised.

All but one member of the City Council takes money — a lot of it — from developers.

But the land-flipping and land speculation is well underway citywide, now that developers know they can jam
8 or 12 or 20 luxury units that sell for $1 million on the site of a four-plex of mere working-class renters 
who get displaced, or wipe out longtime homes for big mansions."

http://2preservela.org/south-of-olympic-is-under-siege-by-1-mil-small-lot-monster-condos/
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Actually, the SLSO divides one multi-family lot up and creates multiple single family parcels.
Effectively, its really spot-zoning.
In a sea of multi-family zoned parcels, a select one or two are converted from multi-family into single
family, chopped up into micro lots.. They don’t retain the underlying zoning since the requirements 
that go with multi-family zoning don’t apply to small lot projects.

There’s no open space requirement, since they let them shift that to the roof-top deck, which 
completely undermines the purpose of shared open space- a place for a community to enjoy, hopefully 
together.

There’s no ADA requirement, as there is for multi-family.
These things have 4 levels, making them a horrible option for aging in place. There’s no required 
guest parking like there is for condos.
But, most importantly for the developer is that they are fee-simple single family homes- not condos.
There’s no HOA to sue for construction defects 10 years later which is what this is ALL ABOUT!!! 
Get in quick- tear it down- build it fast and cheap- sell it quick- run away with the profits — never 
look back.

We need a moratorium on new small lots until the loopholes in the ordinance are fixed. Developers are 
taking advantage of the city’s inability to enforce the ordinance guidelines. the guidelines are 
generally sound but are never followed. Please sign the moratorium petition: https://t.co/nfJCacaIj4

http://www.theeastsiderla.com/2015/04/small-lot-development-in-the-works-for-victor-heights/
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LUCILLE SAUNDERS 09 MAY 2016Judge Sides with Mid City Activists,
Says LA Planning Commission and City Council 
Screwed Over Neighborhood Coalition
PEOPLE POWER--The Los Angeles Superior Court ruled the City of Los Angeles violated the rights of LA residents 
by denying their right to due process in a dispute over the City's Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. The court also 
ruled the City ordinance governing appeals of subdivision tract maps is preempted by state law, which guarantees an 
aggrieved third-party’s right to be heard by the City Council. The case, Saunders et al., v. City of Los Angeles, et al., 
(L.A.S.C., Case No. BS154147), Notice of Entry of Judgment is attached.

The lawsuit against the city was brought by the La Brea-Willoughby Coalition (“Coalition”), a group of community 
activists who reside in the Hollywood enclave referred to as La Brea-Willoughby. The court ruled the Coalition was
denied the right to due process when the City twice refused to allow an appeal of an approved small lot 
subdivision project.

The case arose from the Coalition's appeal of a small lot subdivision that had been approved by the City's Planning 
Department in the La Brea-Willoughby neighborhood - an area that consists of historical one and two-story 
affordable single family homes and garden apartments on regular sized lots. The developer of the subdivision, Jacob 
Cohen, purchased one of these garden apartment buildings regulated under Los Angeles' rent stabilization 
ordinance. He then proceeded to evict all the tenants. Cohen applied to the City Planning Department to subdivide 
the parcel into five separate small lots, pursuant to the City's Small Lot Subdivision Ordinance. The City’s Planning 
Department approved the developer’s application in violation of zoning and planning laws.

The Coalition challenged the developer's proposed project, but the Planning Department approved it anyway. The 
Coalition then complied with all filing requirements, filing an appeal to the Central Area Planning Commission (CPC). 
As the matter was not scheduled with the CPC, that appeal was summarily denied without a hearing or decision by 
the Commission itself. The City’s reason for denying the Coalition's appeal? A provision of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code which allows the Planning Commission to deny the Coalition's appeal outright if the Commission did not hold 
a hearing on the matter within thirty days.
The Coalition then appealed to the City Council. Again, the Coalition complied with the City’s appeal requirements. 
And again, the City summarily denied the appeal without the City Council ever hearing or considering it. The 
reasoning: the City Planning Department staff failed to transmit the appeal to the City Council for a hearing within 
thirty days.
Frustrated and dismayed, the Coalition retained Venskus and Associates, an environmental advocacy law firm, to file 
an action in Los Angeles Superior Court to challenge the City's denials of the appeals.

After considerable briefing and a bench trial, the Los Angeles Superior Court ruled that the City of Los Angeles 
violated the members’ right to due process because the City's Planning Commission and then the City Council failed 
to consider the appeals and instead, summarily denied them without a hearing. The Court also held that Los Angeles 
Municipal Code sections 17.06(A)(4) and (A)(5), which the City used to justify the denial of appeals, unlawfully 
conflicted with the California state Subdivision Map Act.

Under the Court's ruling, the Planning Commission and City Council must now hear and consider community 
members’ timely appeals of subdivision development approvals.
We heard of other community advocates' appeals being denied by the City for similar reasons, so we knew we had to 
take this opportunity to challenge this despicable behavior by the City in court. Attorney Venskus explained, "We are 
very pleased that because of this judgment, the City is now stopped from violating others' due process rights to have 
their subdivision approval appeals heard by the Planning Commission and City Council."

http://www.citywatchla.com/index.php/the-la-beat/11069-judge-sides-with-mid-city-activists-says-la-planning-commission-and-city-council-
screwed-over-neighborhood-coalition
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Sabrina D. Venskus (SBN 219513)
Elise Cossart-Daly (SBN 299024) 
VENSKUS & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
603 W. Ojai Avenue, Suite F 
Ojai, CA 93023 
Telephone: (213) 482-4200 
Facsimile: (213)482-4246

Attorneys for Petitioners,
LUCILLE SAUNDERS and 
LABREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual; and 
LABREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION,

Petitioners,
vs.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, et al.; 

Respondents.

JACOB COHAN, an individual; DETROIT 
VENTURES, LLC., a California Business 
Entity; and DOES 1-20,

Real Parties in Interest.

1

) CASE NO.: BS154147
)
)
) NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT
)
)
) Judge: Hon. James C. Chalfant 
) Department: 85 
) Action Filed: February 13, 2015 
)
)
)
)
3
)
)
)
)
)
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TO ALL PARTIES AND TI1E1R ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Court has entered judgment in Case Number 

BS154147, Saunders, el al. v. City of Los Angeles, el al. The Court’s final judgment and order, 

dated April 28. 2016. is attached to this notice of entry as Attachment A.

Dated: May 5, 2016 Respectfully Submitted,
Venskus & Associates. A.P.C.

Sasmia/Venskus 
Elise Cossart-Daly
Attorneys for Petitioners

______________2______________

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT
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ORDINAL
FILED

Superior Cour of California 
County of Los Angeles

APR 28 2016

ShernJXarter.E^yt.ve Officer/Clerk 
Bv uI/y/^Aar rtu/tsrjL- Deputy 

Michael Rivera

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual; and 
LABREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION,

Petitioners,
vs.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES,a municipal 
corporation; the ADVISORY AGENCY of 
the City of Los Angeles; the LOS ANGELES 
CENTRAL AREA PLANNING 
COMMISSION of the City of Los Angeles; , 
JAE KIM, an individual acting on behalf of the) 
City of Los Angeles, ^

)Respondents.

JACOB COHAN, and individual; DETROIT 
VENTURES, LLC., a California Business 
Entity; and DOES 1-20,

Real Parties in Interest.

Case No.: BS154147

Assigned to the Hon. James C. Chalfant 
Dept.: 85

-fPROPOSED]-JUDGMENT GRANTING 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
AND DECLARATORY AND 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

PETITION FILED: FEBRUARY 13, 2015 
TRIAL DATE: March 22, 2016

|riFnprV»TO| JUDGMENT granting petition for writ of mandate and declaratory and injunctive relief
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The trial on this matter came before this Court for hearing on March 22, 2016, at 1:30 pm in 

Department 85, the Honorable James C. Chalfant presiding. Sabrina Venskus and Elise Cossart- 

Daly of Venskus & Associates, A.P.C., appeared as counsel for Petitioners; Amy Brothers of 

the Office of the City Attorney for the City of Los Angeles appeared as counsel for Respondents 

City of Los Angeles, et a!.; and Lisa Weinberg of Gaines & Stacey, LLP, appeared as counsel 

for Real Parties in Interest Jacob Cohan and Detroit Ventures, LLC.

During the course of the trial, the Court heard arguments of counsel. Having considered 

all briefs, pleadings, motions, evidence, and arguments submitted by the parties, the Court 

adopted its Tentative Decision as modified at oral argument on March 22, 2016.

IT IS HEREBY ADJUDGED, ORDERED AND DECREED THAT:

1. Judgment shall be entered in favor of Petitioners in this proceeding.

2. A peremptory writ of mandate directed to Respondents issue under seal of this Court, 

commanding Respondent City of Los Angeles to set aside the "deemed approved" decisions of 

the Central Area Planning Commission and the City Council for the tentative tract map for a 

small lot subdivision development project located at 7158 West Willoughby Avenue, 

Hollywood, California 90046 (“the Project”) and commanding the Central Area Planning 

Commission to hear and determine Petitioners’ appeal of the Advisory Agency's Determination 

on the Project.

3. The Court DECLARES that Respondents violated Petitioners' right to due process when 

they:

a. Deemed denied Petitioners' appeal to the Central Area Planning Commission 

despite never having held a hearing; and

b. Deemed denied Petitioners' appeal to the City Council despite never having held 

a hearing.

4. The Court DECLARES that sections 17.06(A)(4) and (A)(5) of the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code irreconcilably conflict with the Subdivision Map Act, codified in California 

Government Code section 66452.5(d). California Government Code section 66452.5(d) 

provides an aggrieved party, who is not the subdivider or the tenant, the right to appeal a

2
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tentative map decision to the City Council and have that appeal heard and decided. It does not 

include a provision which empowers the City to deem denied an aggrieved party's appeal if the 

City Council fails to act on the appeal/whereas sections 17.06(A)(4) and (A)(5; of the Los 

Angeles Municipal Code include provisions that allow the City to deem denied an aggrieved 

party’s appeal if the City fails to act on the appeal within 30 days of the filing of the appeal.

5. The Court ORDERS that Respondent and Real Parties in Interest, and any and all of 

their assigns, agents, contractors, employees, owners, directors, partners, or any other person 

acting on their behalf are enjoined from taking any action to constructjpny portion of the Project 

oi-to develop or alter the Project site in any way unless and until lawful land use approvals are 

obtained from Respondent City of Los Angeles.

6. As the prevailing parties, petitioners are entitled to recover costs in the amount of

$__________________ .

7. The Court shall, upon noticed motion pursuant to Rule 3.1702 of the California Rules of 

Court, separately determine any claim by petitioners for recovery of attorneys’ fees.

8. This Court retains jurisdiction to oversee the compliance with this Judgment and the 

Peremptory Writ of Mandate issued.

9. Respondent City of Los Angeles shall file and serve a Return to the Peremptory Writ of 

Mandate within 120 days of the date of the writ’s issuance, which Return shall state precisely 

what Respondent has done to comply with the Writ. Any objections to the Return shall be filed 

not later than the thirtieth day after the service of the Return.

■ffWOPOeePl JUDGMENT GRANTING PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
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