Google Groups

Re: COUNCIL MEETING, AUGUST 29, 2017, AGENDA ITEM 11, COUNCIL FILE 17-
0537, CD 11, DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR-1A, CEQA No. ENV-2016-2229-MND - SUPPORT

Larry Aug 29, 2017 7:45 AM
Posted in group: Clerk-PLUM-Committee

The Honorable Mayor Garcetti

The Honorable Mike Bonin, Councilman, Mar Vista District:
City Planner: Mr. Vince Bertoni

City Clerk, PLUM Committee

1. 1 am a resident of Mar Vista and | support the Motion by our Council Member, Mike Bonin, to require that the Project
be modified to reduce its impact on the neighborhood

2. | oppose the City Planning Commission and Panning Department’s approval of the Project, as proposed, for the
reasons stated in the Appeal filed by the West Mar Vista Residents Association and the South Mar Vista Neighborhood
Association.



Kathryn M. Schwertfeger
229 Montreal Street
Playa del Rey, CA 90293

August 29, 2017

The Los Angeles City Council
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Council File Number 17-0537- August 29, 2017 Agenda 12440- 12492 Venice Boulevard
Ladies and Gentlemen:

This matter was heard by the Planning and Land Use Committee (“PLUM”) on August 22, 2017.
Subsequent to that hearing on August 15, 2017, the Applicant requested consideration of its application
and on Friday, August 25, 2017, the Los Angeles City Planning Department issued a report finding the
project is entitled to an exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under
21155.1 of the Public Resource Code (the “Exemption Application”). The PLUM waived consideration of
the Exemption Application on August 25, 2017—I note a date the PLUM was not even in session. The
City Council Clerk then placed the Exemption Application, and the City Planning Department’s over
1,000 page report on the application, on the City Council agenda for a meeting to be held a mere single
business day after the agenda was published. There was no circulated public notice of the hearing to be
held on the Exemption Application and the hearing is required by law. Functionally a gag order on the
public. Also, a deliberate evasion of due process as the Exemption Application and the Planning
Department’s in excess of 1,000 page report has been pending for months and could have been placed
on the agenda for the Planning and Land Use Committee for the August 22, 2017 hearing, with
adequate notice and opportunity to be heard given to the affected community.

| respectfully request that the City Council take one of two actions regarding the exemption
application:

1. If the City Council adopts the report and findings of the PLUM, approves a modified project
and determines the CEQA review for the project is adequate, then the City Council should
decline to act on the Exemption Application as moot. The project has environmental
clearance under CEQA and, accordingly, does not need an exemption.

2. If the City Council decides to consider the Exemption Application, then the City Council
should first refer the application to the Planning and Land Use Committee for a proper
hearing with adequate notice and opportunity for the community to respond and the City
Council to properly evaluate the application.

| also request that the arguments submitted to the City Planning Commission in my letter
delivered to James Williams on April 17, 2017 be considered in the decision to approve or deny the
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Exemption Application. | recognize the City Planning Department’s Report may have been modified but
believe the arguments still apply. | have attached a copy of my letter for your reference.

Further, | have the following additional arguments:

1.

The Applicant has produced voluminous environmental reports. These reports are
intended to satisfy the requirements for the Sustainable Communities Exemption which
requires: that the project site will not expose the occupants to environmental hazards
(Public Resource Code Section 21155.1(a) (4)) and that the project site is not subject to risk
of public health exposure in excess or legal limits (Public Resource Code Section 21155.1(b)

(5) (C)).

The Reports, however, actually explain the site is PCE contaminated. As a result, a number
of consultant’s call for ground water testing to ensure only the soil at the site is
contaminated. In fact, one of the consultant’s hired by the Applicant reviewed the
historical testing and said specifically that the ground water should be tested. Applicant did
not want to do and has never done ground water testing. In fact, based on the Reports no
ground water testing has ever been conducted at the site—this despite the fact that the
Southern California Water Quality Resource Board (SCWQRB), when consulted informally by
one of the consultant’s, strenuously recommending the testing, noting that some of the
highest levels of PCE contaminated water encountered in their experience, occurred with
low level PCE soil contamination and soils like those at the project site.

Despite, all this advice and history documented in the multiple reports, to meet the criteria
for the Sustainable Communities Exemption, the Applicant simply hired a second consultant
who wrote a limited report. This report was for a building which had a maximum
foundation depth or excavation depth, which did not reach the ground water. Accordingly,
the consultant was able to conclude that the PCE in the soil would be removed during soil
excavation for the foundation and there was no health hazard.

As modified by the PLUM, the building will need to construct underground parking. We
have no analysis of whether or not the newly configured building will reach ground water
and require dewatering. We have no analysis of the likely effects or remediation plan if
ground water is reached and is, as the SCWQRB suspected, contaminated. But more
importantly, we have no idea if the assumptions Applicant’s consultant used to conclude the
project would not expose its occupants or the public to hazards remain true for the
reconfigured project. The CEQA Errata issued by the Planning Department deliberately
avoided the issue of PCE and the likelihood of digging into the untested ground water. And,
we are outside the parameters, or assumptions of the report written by Applicant’s
consultant finding the project could meet the requirements for a Sustainable Communities
Exemption.

In addition, Public Resource Code 21155.1(a) (4) requires the assessment of whether or not
project occupants might be exposed to contaminants and then requires—prior to the
granting of the exemption—that the exposure be mitigated. Quoting the code:
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“(A) If a release of a hazardous substance is found to exist on the site, the release shall be
removed or any significant effects of the release shall be mitigated to a level of insignificance in
compliance with state and federal requirements.

(B) If a potential for exposure to significant hazards from surrounding properties or activities is
found to exist, the effects of the potential exposure shall be mitigated to a level of insignificance
in compliance with state and federal requirements.” Public Resource Code 21155.1(a)(4)(A) and

There is no basis for the City Council to reach the conclusion that the requirements of either
of these paragraphs have been met. It is imminently logical that the Sustainable
Communities Exemption does not exempt a project from CEQA, divesting the lead agency of
authority to protect the public, until after remediation is complete. The words mean what
they say—the required finding cannot be made.

| further note that this failure to consider the potential impacts of the revised
project resulting from dewatering of contaminated ground water and the secondary
impacts of any proposed remediation is another reason the environmental review
for this project is inadequate and an EIR is required.

The Project also does not comply with Public Resource Code Section 21155.1(b) (5), which
requires compliance with mitigations in prior area environmental reports, as a condition to
granting the Sustainable Communities Exemptions. Specifically, the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rey Community Plan imposed mitigations on the
Plan area, based on the then operative General Plan Framework Element, which are
reflected in the Initial Study and embodied in the text of the Community Plan. Multiple
hearing participants have commented and written regarding the failure of the Project and
the Planning process to comply with these mitigations, including limiting mixed use
development to selected areas, which do not include the project location, to avoid excess
density and provide adequate public resources in the community; requiring project reviews
to ensure that LOS for traffic meet minimum standards; requiring confirmation from the Fire
Department that fire protection resources in the area are adequate for the project; and
requiring confirmation that police services in the area are adequate for the project; and
requiring project review for adequate parking.

Finally, as the “bus route” adequacy has been much debated in this matter, | will be forwarding
additional emails from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) which reissue the
maps relied upon by the Planning Department in the Exemption Application. The new maps are
legended requiring the City to verify the schedules with the transit provider rather than simply relying
on the maps in making transit priority area, major transit stop and high quality transit area
determinations. | note that Ms. Lakisha Hull of the Planning Department received the same revised
maps—at least according to the SCAG.
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| thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,
Kathryn M. Schwertfeger X
Kathryn M. Schwertfeger

229 Montreal Street
Playa del Rey, CA 90293



KATHRYN M. SCHWERTFEGER
229 MONTREAL STREET
PLAYA DEL REY, CA 90293
April 17,2017

Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: 12444 Venice Boulevard—DIR-2016-304-DB-SPR

Ladies and Gentlemen:

| appreciate the opportunity to provide additional information related to the appeal previously
filed and in rebuttal to the information provided with the Department of City Planning Staff
Recommendation Report (the “Staff Report”).

The Planning Department has been generous enough to provide a PDF link to parts of the Planning
File. The link is http://planning.lacity.org/StaffRpt/InitialRpts/DIR-2016-304.PDF. To simplify focus on
key issues, | have selectively removed pages from the PDF file and attached them to this document, but
when | am referencing the Staff Report or the documents provided, they are all in the PDF link, whether
| have reprinted them or not.

1. Due Process and Public Hearing Concerns.

0Oddly, the applicant filed a request for Statutory Exemption as a Sustainable Communities project
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21155.1 on March 28, 2017, which the Staff issued a report
supporting on April 10, 2017 —precisely 10 days before the City Planning Commission Hearing. The
notice for the hearing had gone out earlier with reference to this request, so the Planning Department
was clearly aware of the tactic and preparing its report. As part of the request, the applicant has filed
multiple environmental consultant reports which date back to 2001 and others which were prepared as
recently as March and April 2017 and were not in the Planning Department files as of January 18, 2017
when | reviewed the files pursuant to my first public records act request. All told, it amounts to several
hundred new pages which the public is being given only 7 days from publication of and access to the
Staff Report to review, try to arrange expert opinions and then comment on—two pages and one
minute each to speak at a time-- at the City Planning Commission hearing per standing rules, effectively
a gag order.
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I note that while CEQA generally does not require public hearings—Public Resource Code Section
21155.1 expressly does. Public hearings require procedural due process. Here, however, the clear
intent of the tactic is to avoid meaningful participation by the affected public in the mandated hearing.

2. CEQA Concerns with Process.

When a lead agency issues a Mitigated Negative Declaration it does so on the basis that potential
impacts have been adequately disclosed, evaluated and mitigated. The Mitigated Negative Declaration
serves as the disclosure document which is made available to other public agencies and the public for
comment. Here, we started that process with a very limited Mitigated Negative Declaration dated
September 16, 2016 (the “MND”). Nonetheless, to justify the decisions of the Los Angeles Planning
Department in having approved the MND in the first place, the applicant is now submitting multiple
consultant’s analysis—which again were not available at the time of the original decision or the time
when the public was commenting on the MND. At the time the MND was prepared and circulated the
information on which it was based, simply looking at the voluminous new materials and consultant’s
reports, was inadequate. The public is now allowed 7 days to respond once again via two page
submissions and one minute public comments. This is not the process or sequence contemplated to
give the decision maker, other agencies and the public opportunity to participate in the disclosure,
comment, evaluation and review process which is the heart of CEQ. CEQA is a guardian of transparent,
participatory government, which this process has completely subverted, violating CEQA and due process
yet again.

By way of example, as to how the ball has been significantly hidden, | note we have toxic PCE
contamination, in excess of residential acceptable limits, first disclosed in the Staff Report. Several
consultants, including applicant’s own, have recommended reporting the contamination to the RWQCB-
but that has not been done over a period of years. Nor has there been any groundwater testing, which
several of the consultants have recommended on the basis that proper characterization requires
characterization of the groundwater. Moreover, the applicant’s soils geology reports indicates that the
piles may very likely drive into groundwater, depending on seasonal variations, requiring dewatering in a
potentially contaminated body of water. Suffice it to say, there would be more to say, even just cross
referencing applicant’s own reports if there was more time.

3. Project Does Not Qualify for the Statutory Exemption Sustainable Communities Project
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21155.1.

A. The Projectis Notin a “TPA” or Transit Priority Area as Defined.

There are so many what’s required as far as transit definitions (all a little different)—to qualify
for a particular exemption, incentive or exception— that for each finding you need to check your
bearings. Here, the Sustainable Communities Strategy Exemption prepared by the Planning Department
dated April 10, 2017 starts with the proposition that: “The site is within 350’ of the corner of Venice and
Centinela—a Major Transit Stop.” Sustainable Communities Strategy Exemption Checklist, page 1.
Under Public Resources Code Sections 21055/21055.1, you look to a Public Resources Code Section
21064.3 to determine what is a MajorTransit Stop. The provision is as follows:
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Major transit stop means a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal
served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning
and afternoon peak commute periods.

There is a dispute between Planning and appellants regarding the meaning of this provision.
Planning has somehow concluded that the intersection between Big Blue Route 14 and Metro Route
733, at Centinela and Venice, qualifies as an intersection with two bus routes at 15 minute intervals
during peak morning and afternoon commute times. The West Mar Vista Residents Association
submitted bus tables which show that there is only one bus route which hits the required threshold of
every 15 minute service and then only in the morning—Santa Monica “Big Blue” Route 14. Otherwise,
none of the individual bus routes which go in different directions, with different stops have the required
15 peak commute interval for either morning or afternoon commutes based on the materials submitted
by the Mar Vista Home Residents Association. Metro Route 733, specifically, operates at 19 and 27
minute intervals morning and afternoon. | note the statute looks at bus route schedules, not how many
buses going in different directions, on different routes, might stop at a given intersection, within a given
time. Planning is relying on the “combined frequency of service” of Big Blue Bus Route 14 and Metro
Rapid 733 (Staff Recommendation pg. A-9), a standard which is at odds with the plain language of the
statute and is not a metric useful to anyone trying to go in a specific direction, toward a given
destination, from a given intersection. And, hence, at best a tortured interpretation of what the
Legislature meant.

Our analysis should stop right here and we should go back to reviewing CEQA. | might add that
the same Public Resource Code provision is operative under SB 743 for determining whether aesthetic
impacts, traffic and parking are considered under CEQA and for the same reason, the project is not
located near a Major Transit Stop, and all of these impacts must be analyzed.

B. The Approved 2016 RTP/SCS Is Not Adequately Clear to Support the Required Finding of
Consistency.

In order to be considered a “sustainable communities” project—the project also must qualify as
a “transit priority project” which meets the following standards:

(a) This chapter applies only to a transit priority project that is consistent with the
general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for
the project are in either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning
strategy, for which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) or
paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted
a metropolitan planning organization’s determination that the sustainable communities
strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the
greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets. Public Resource Code Section 21155(a).

The Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”), the metropolitan planning
organization which includes the City of Los Angeles, has in fact adopted such a plan, the 2016 RTP/SCS
Plan, which has been certified by the State Air Resource Board (the “RTP/SCS Plan”). The RTP/SCS Plan,
however, does not provide adequate definition of the “general use designation, density, building
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intensity and applicable policies” to enable the required finding that this project is consistent with the
plan.

On January 20, 2016, the Los Angeles City Planning Department submitted a letter to the SCAG
which addressed this exact point in great detail (“Planning RTP/SCS Comment Letter”). See Attachment
1. The letter is incorporated herein by reference and highlights a myriad of issues that prevent the City
from making any fact based determination that the project is consistent with the RTP/SCS Plan.

The final RTP/SCS Plan, as approved by the State Air Resources Board, did not address these
fatal flaws highlighted by the Los Angeles City Planning Department’s comment letter. | have attached
as Attachment 2 selected pages, from the final RTP/SCS Plan materials located on the SCAG website,
which still contain the same material flaws the City critiqued. The final materials are located at these
links:
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS 05 RoadToGreaterMobilityAndSustainableG
rowth.pdf and the Appendixes referenced in the City’s letter are located at
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS SCSBackgroundDocumentation.pdf.

| further note that there is no meaningful analysis of how the Los Angeles Planning Department
has made the finding required by Public Resource Code Section 21155(a) in the Checklist analysis
included in the April 10, 2017 data dump. In other words, you have no factual basis to make the finding
and certainly no rebuttal to the Planning RTP/SCS Comment Letter which explains why you cannot make
the finding.

To the extent the Checklist analyzes the issue it reverts to the background data tables which
identify General Plan Land Use. Checklist pg. 2. The staff at SCAG has clearly read the whole Palms-Mar
Vista- Del Rey Community Plan (the “Community Plan”) and interprets the Community Plan the same
way appellants do. The first page of Attachment A to the Checkiist is the SCAG’s map of land use based
on the “General Plan” dated 2015 and it does not include the project in the color code for “mixed use
residential,” rather the code is “Commercial and Services.” Attachment 3.

After this reference, the Checklist moves on to the Development Type maps which have “urban
area” designations color coded “Urban, Compact and Standard” found in the background section. First,
reading the text, these were generalizations about aggregate land use used to model different
transportation impact scenarios—not the approved plan outcome. So a finding of consistency with the
maps, is not a finding of consistency with the RTP/SCS Plan rather it’s a finding of consistency with a
modeled scenario. As noted in the RTP/SCS Comment Letter the relevant land use policies to be
referenced in making the consistency finding are not the Development Types found in the background
section but rather the “Policies” articulated in the final Chapter 5, which are discussed below. To the
extent the background maps are of relevance, as noted in the Planning RTP/SCS Comment Letter, the
maps are at best generalized use patterns, not actual “general use, density and intensity” designations.
Beyond that, the maps are dysfunctional for use in making a consistency finding in the City of Los
Angeles because they are essentially illegible. RTP/SCS Comment Letter paragraph 3, subsection 3.

| suggest the more cogent analysis by the Planning Department is found in the RTP/SCS
Comment Letter which makes the required consistency finding unsupportable. The Checklist is a wish
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that SCAG had done a better job and an attempt to fashion an analysis pinned to a framework SCAG did
not adopt.

C. The Project Is Not Consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS at a Policy Level.

In addition, if one reads the RTP/SCS Plan, the proposed land use strategies keep local serving

retail and jobs near housing. The logic is that this will reduces trip lengths for services and enable
walking and biking to amenities. The RTP/SCS Comment letter guides us to the specific concepts of land
use which go with the strategies adopted by the RTP/SCS in paragraph 3, subsection 2, each of which
illustrates this point:

Land use policies: Livable Corridor strategies include the development of mixed-use
retail centers at key nodes along the corridors, increasing neighborhood-oriented retail
at more intersections and zoning that allows for the replacement of under-performing
auto oriented strip retail between nodes with higher density residential and
employment. These strategies will allow more context sensitive density, improve retail
performance, combat blight and improve fiscal outcomes for local communities. 2016
RTP/SCS pg. 78, Chapter 5.

More Options of Short Trips

Neighborhood Mobility Areas

NMAs have a high intersection density, low to moderate traffic speeds and robust
residential retail connections. These areas are suburban in nature, but can support
slightly higher density in targeted locations. The land use strategies include shifting
retail growth from large centralized retail strip malls to smaller distributed centers
throughout an NMA. This strategy has shown to improve the use of active
transportation or NEVs for short trips. RTP/SCS pg. 79.

Complete Communities

Development of “complete communities” can provide households with a range of
mobility options to complete short trips. The 2016 RTP/SCS supports the creation of
these mixed-use districts through a concentration of activities with housing,
employment, and a mix of retail and services, located in close proximity to each other.
Focusing a mix of land uses in strategic growth areas creates complete communities
wherein most daily needs can be met within a short distance of home, providing
residents with the opportunity to patronize their local area and run daily errands by
walking or cycling rather than traveling by automobile. RTP/SCS pg. 79.

This project, and the probable development Planning predicts will follow this model in Area 46,

does exactly the opposite by further separating housing, jobs and residential serving businesses in the
Mar Vista area. The Community Plan recognized that the plan area was predominantly residential
zoned with only limited available commercial. Community Plan pages I-1 to 2. An objective of the plan
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was: “To conserve and strengthen viable commercial development in the community and to provide
additional opportunities for new commercial.” Objective 2-1, page IlI-4.

Even if you assume Area 46 permits mixed use (which | don’t)— replacing the limited
commercial/retail space which services the Mar Vista community with a mixed use development that
provides nominal replacement for lost retail is entirely inconsistent with any described land use strategy
in the RTP/SCS Plan. | reference my earlier letter attached as Exhibit A to the multiple appeals and Mr.
Saeed Ali’s letter dated April 2017 which both discuss how this project, and development based on the
model this project represents, will deprive the community of small business and local serving retail. As
discussed in Mr. Ali’s letter this drift from a community served by local establishments to a community
with postage size store fronts creates environmental impacts which must be described, considered and
evaluated under CEQA and a fair argument of adverse impact warranting an EIR.

But more to the point here-- the project interacts with the Mar Vista community in a way that
does not match any sustainable communities land use strategy or model in the RTP/SCS. Hence, you
cannot make the required consistency finding and dismiss CEQA.

D. This Project Does Not Meet Title 24 plus 15%.

Public Resource Code Section 21155.1(8) (a part of SB 375 adopted in September 2008) requires
a project to be 15% more energy efficient than the Title 24, Chapter 6 energy efficiency standard to
qualify for a Sustainable Communities CEQA exemption. The Checklist does not even attempt to analyze
this project against the version of Title 24, Chapter 6, which is in effect as of January 1, 2017 and to
which the project is subject. Rather the Checklist argues that to determine compliance, we should look
backward to the Title 24 energy efficiency standards of 2008 when SB 345 was adopted. The logic is that
compliance with a Statute, which references a regulation or other law, is always measured based on the
regulation or other law in effect at the time the Legislature adopted the Statute at issue.

This logic may be correct sometimes but is incorrect in this case. Here we have a code the
Legislature knew is updated, as a matter of law, every three years by the California Building Standards
Commission. The Legislature also had the stated goal of progressively improving California and planet’s
environment by implementing energy efficient strategies over time to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
back to 1990 levels. Easier CEQA review was one tool adopted to encourage developers and local
agencies to reduce greenhouse gases. Given this goal, it is illogical to conclude that the Legislature’s
intent was to forever accord projects which merely meet the state of the art in 2008 a CEQA exemption.
The SB 375 enactment Section supports this argument.

Section 1

(b) In 2006, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed Assembly Bill 32 (Chapter
488 of the Statutes of 2006;hereafter AB 32), which requires the State of California to
reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels no later than 2020. . .

(f} The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is California's premier
environmental statute. New provisions of CEQA should be enacted so that the statute
encourages developers to submit applications and local governments to make land use
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decisions that will help the state achieve its climate goals under AB 32, assist in the
achievement of state and federal air quality standards, and increase petroleum
conservation.

The Checklist’s reasoning is not consistent with the stated purpose of the law. In fact, the
timeline also makes no sense, as the standards the Checklist wants us to harken back to were developed
based on policy sessions which occurred in December 2008, after SB 375 was adopted in September of
the same year. Reading SB 375, which has a broad stated goal of reducing emissions to 1990 levels to
somehow be limited by standards for energy efficiency adopted after the SB 375 which standards
reduce emissions by a lesser target is not consistent with the Legislative intent. Good, better, best. ..
was the intent of the Legislature; not rest on your laurels of achieving a compliance level which will
never reach the end goal of 1990 levels by 2020.

If this applicant is accorded a Sustainable Communities exemption from CEQA it should be on
the basis of complying with a condition substantially as follows:

Prior to issuance of any building permit, applicant shall submit an energy
efficiency calculation prepared using a standard Title 24, Chapter 6 software which
demonstrates that the project exceeds Title 24, Chapter 6 energy efficiency standards
by 15%, as such standards are in effect on the date the calculations are prepared, which
calculation shall be certified by a licensed member of the design team for the project as
reflecting the design and material choices embodied in the project plans. If the project
plans are thereafter changed in a manner which could affect the energy efficiency of the
project, as measured, the revised plans shall be accompanied by an updated calculation
and certification.

4. Specific Items of the Staff Recommendation Rebutted or Noted.
A. Increased Service Needs Based on Planning Development Projection.

The Staff Recommendation and attached materials make abundantly clear the over-all increase
in housing and needs for vital service which will occur not only in Area 46 but also throughout the
Community Plan area. Page A-13 confirms that given that “age, condition and development potential of
surrounding properties” the proposed project is compatible with probable future development. On a
cumulative basis, this project must be considered with other development which is probable and
Planning goes on to happily confirm that is several blocks of Venice Boulevard at least.

In fact, Planning has been kind enough to direct to us to resources which allow us to understand
Planning’s own predictions for Area 46 and, frankly, the Community Plan area. Specifically, the Housing
Element 2013-2021, Chapter 3, provides an inventory of potential housing sites and a projection as to
the conversion of the sites to housing.
https://planning.lacity.org/Housinglnitiatives/HousingElement/Text/Ch3.pdf
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At page 9, Chapter 3 states that

In Community Commercial areas with Height District 1 (FAR = 1.5:1) we assume
that only 10% of the capacity of commercially-zoned sites in the inventory will be
utilized for residential uses. iIn Community Commercial areas with FARs over 3:1 a 50%
factor is used, while areas considered Regional Centers use 60%. Housing Element
2013-2021, Chapter 3.

Here by Planning’s logic, essentially all of the commercial property on Venice Boulevard, in the
Community Plan area, is within 1500 feet of a major transit stop (Metro 733 Rapid), fronts on a major
highway and is eligible for 3:1 FAR under the City Affordable Housing Incentive Ordinance. Certainly,
this logic holds for Area 46—generating the 50% conversion factor predicted in the “recycling” analysis
filed with the appeal.

From here, however, the Staff Recommendation takes an illogical detour. They reason that
because the projected 2015 demographics for Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rey only show 115,800 people in
the Community Plan area as a whole—the addition of 3,000 new residents in the “recycling” is within
the range of the Framework Element. This of course forgets all the large yellow dots, representing
potential housing development, shown on page 5 of the Housing Element 2013-2021, Chapter 3, within
the Community Plan area. | also attach as Attachment 4, the page of the Staff Recommendation which
shows the Palms-Mar Vista- Del Rey potential sites by street from the Housing Element 2013-2021,
Exhibit H-18. There are potential housing sites clustered along Venice, Sawtelle, National, Motor and
Overland. There is no reason to assume that only Venice Boulevard is probable for recycling—in fact the
careful project list assembled by Planning provides a lead-off hitter on a number of the Community Plan
commercial boulevards and demonstrates that the commercial boulevard areas in the Community Plan
are all facing development. So it is illogical to assume that only Area 46 will recycle and place strain on
the infrastructure. In addition, looking at the data the Planning Department so generously provided,
there is a very high demand for housing in the Community Plan area with a 2.56% vacancy rate—making
development in the Community Plan area desirable. Based on the Department of Building and Safety,
PCIS in Square Feet for 7/1/2014-9/30/2015, this combination of demand and available potential
housing sites has translated to 82 multi-family demolitions and 629 multi-family permits in the
Community Plan area.

But, it’s not the aggregate number of new residents in the “recycle” in the whole Community
Plan area which is the real metric for whether there is a risk of essential service short-fall in any given
portion of the Community Plan area. Rather it’s what is projected to happen in the small 18.6 acre Area
46 which is significant. Here it is, according to Planning, probable that there will be sometime in the
near future, approximately 3,000 new souls in Area 46, if mixed use development in excess of the 1:5 to
1 FAR set allowed. The Framework element plans in large aggregate, which is broken down into
Community Plans, which is again broken down into Areas. Here we have an area of low intensity
commercial development recycling to provide enough growth—by itself—to bring the Community Plan
area up to the total residents predicted for 2010 which was the basis for the Framework Element
assessment and service development.
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B. Fire Letter

Which brings me back to harping on “fire services” as an example of a reasonable argument of
potential substantial adverse impact to the environment and a health and safety risk which has not been
adequately described to the decision maker and the public or mitigated.

The Fire Email dated February 21, 2017 between Mr. Robert Duff, LAFD Inspector, Hydrants &
Access Unit, and Ms. Connie Chauv, of Los Angeles Planning, and the earlier Email addressed to
“Terrance” at the LAFD dated February 14, 2017 prove my point. Attachment 5.

Initially, Ms. Chauv delivered the exact points raised in the appeals for comment on official fire
department stationary to Terrance. Email February 14, 2017. Those points included sufficiency of fire
services to accommodate the change in use (commercial to mixed use residential), the increased
occupancy of Area 46 and the high rise nature of the building. Terrance did not respond so Ms. Chauv
moved on to Mr. Duff with a much simpler request:

“Could you please confirm if the following mitigation measures in the MND are sufficient?”

XIV-10 Public Services (Fire)

e Environmental Impacts may result from the project implementation due to the location of the
Project in an area having marginal fire protection facilities. However, this potential impact will
be mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by
the Fire Department either prior to recordation of a final map or the approval of a building
permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire lanes, where
required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an
approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than
150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the roadway or an improved street or
approved fire lane.

Now given that this mitigation begs the question and give the fire department control over the
number of fire lanes, hydrant sufficiency and distance to the door of each dwelling, Mr. Duff could have
chosen to make his life easy and simply say the mitigation is sufficient. BUT HE DOES NOT. . . Instead he
says:

Upon further review by the LAFD Hydrants & Access Unit there are no additional
comments regarding hydrants or access.

Issues regarding “piece mealing” of projects along the corridor will be addressed in the
future update of Community Plans.
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So no, try as they might, the Planning Department could not get a statement that fire services
for this building are sufficient or that “piece mealing” of future projects in Area 46 without
infrastructure does not need to be addressed. Mr. Duff politely signed off on hydrants—which he can
ensure are sufficient when the building plans are submitted—and signed off on access-- which he can
dictate at the time of the building permit and is not even confirming can be adequately achieved given
the alley and travel distances to the unit doors. A minimal sign-off if there ever was one. Mr. Duffy also
did not address the appropriateness of the height of the building and type of construction; the adequacy
of response time; and the staffing levels required to address a fire in an 83’ building. On all these items,
the only evidence in the record is that | submitted. What Mr. Duff also politely confirmed was the
validity of concern with recycling/”piece mealing” our way along in Area 46 or on the Venice “corridor”
without a community plan update to address resource requirements.

The real thrust of this is very easily seen from the LAFD’s perspective if you look at Playa Vista
Phase I. As of 2000, Playa Vista Phase | had 2,416 residents. To deal with this total impact and likely the
larger Phase Il to follow, the LAFD got a new $25 million station adjacent to the project, equipment and
staff. In-fill development, without a community plan and new infrastructure Framework Element, gives
no such resource allocation opportunity. It gives the LAFD the people, the residences and the
businesses but not the opportunity to allocate additional resources, including staff, equipment and
facilities. So, all the calibration to make the system safe waits until the City finally does a new
Community Plan.

C. Transit Use by Residents.

Planning was also kind enough to share the statistics which support appellants’ claims that the
new residents of Area 46 will not use the provided mass transit in the documents which
accompanied the Staff Recommendation. First, the rider numbers show a decline in riders for Metro
Lines 33 and 733, Blue Bus Line 14 and Culver City Lines 2 and 5 between 2014 and 2016. Entirely
consistent with our position. Second, only 6.5% of the plan area residents use public
transportation—this despite the transit rich resources of the area. Third, the median income of an
area resident is $58,311, vastly in excess of the income of the average Metro rider who makes
something like $15,000+ as previously documented.

This matters because the ability of this project to reduce greenhouse gases and not swamp the
community with circling cars looking to park—depends on mass transit adoption—which is not
likely.

Very truly yours,

Kathryn M. Schwertfeger

cc: Ezra Gale, Esq. (w/attachments)
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January 20, 2016

Ms. Hasan lkhrata

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. Seventh St., 12 Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

DRAFT 2016-2040 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES
STRATEGY

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments from the City of Los Angeles Department of
City Planning (DCP) regarding the Draft 2016-2040 Regional Transporiation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). DCP very much appreciates the collaborative relationship with
SCAG in developing this plan, which included extensive cooperation from your staff on the
integrated growth forecast and understanding the City's land use plans and programs.

The Department has identified the following issuss and recommends changes to the plan in order
to better address the regional challenges faced in Southem California:

1. Include a greater emphasis on housing affordability as a key strategy to achieving 'plan
goals;

2. Provide greater clarity in the discussion of gentrification and displacement

3. Provide greater clarity in terms of how local jurisdictions are to determine SCS

Consistency of a given project

1. Include a greater emphasis on housing affordabllity as a key strategy to achieving plan
goals

Given the severity of the housing affordability crisis faced by the region, and the direct impact
unaffordability has on Plan goals such as mobility, air quality and economic well-being, the City
of Los Angeles expected the housing topic to receive a higher overall profile throughout the report.
When the topic was addressed in detail, it often did so in ways that may inadvertently be counter-
productive to many of the Plan’s goals.

SB 375, which established the requirement to create a sustainable communities strategy, is meant
to better coordinate planning for transit and housing. Planning for housing is one of the primary
purposes of the SCS. Three of the eight statutory requirements in Health and Safety Sec. 65080
(b)}2)(B) involve housing, including a consideration of the slate housing goals and the
identification of areas within the region sufficient to house “all the population of the region,
including all economic segments of the population” as well as “an eight-year projection of the

regional housing need for the region.”
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It is not clear in the Plan how or where these housing-related requirements would be satisfied.
The 2016 RTP/SCS acknowledges that the region only built 10% of the housing necessary for
those with low incomes during the previous period and missed its targets for above moderate
income households as well. The 8-year regional housing needs assessment for the SCAG region
is for 412,000 new housing units, more than 270,000 of which are supposed to be affordable for
those with moderate income or less. The SCS should help answer how and where the region
should grow to ensure the housing needs of more are met and lead on the hard policy choices
that need to be made around housing, particularly in this time of limited public funding.

Examples of an overall lack of focus on housing affordability includes:

= The list of nine 2016 RTP/SCS Goals (pg. 60) does not mention housing.

» The sections titled “What Will We Accomplish” and “How Will We Ensure Success” in the
Executive Summary (pg. 8 and 9) do not mention any housing related goals.

« There is little discussion of how unaffordability undermines the goals of the RTP/SCS,
including suburban sprawi, longer job commutes, higher vehicles mile travelled and
greenhouse gas emissions, etc. While the Plan contains a statement that transit
investments and strategies will be most effective if “coordinated with land use strategies
such as TOD and providing affordable housing” (pg. 92), this discussion should occur
earlier in the document and be expanded.

« The scale of the housing problem is not adequately addressed. For example, under the
“Challenges We Face” section (pg. 3 - Executive Summary), the Plan summarizes the
region's housing problems simply as: "Housing prices are increasing: Housing prices are
rising steadily and affordability is declining...” This language simply fails to capture the
magnitude of the crisis facing the region. The Los Angeles metro area not only has the
lowest affordability rate in the country, but no area of the country has ever seen incomes
and housing costs so out of whack as they are today in Los Angeles. When taking into
account the high cost of housing, LA County has been recently identified as having the
highest effective poverty rates in the State’.

» The section titled “Our Progress Since 2012" does not mention the progress towards
meeting the region’s housing needs as expressed through the required Regional Housing
Need Assessment (RHNA) allocation. Nor does it describe how past residential growth
trends met prior goals. These are two of the primary componenis of the Sustainable
Communities Strategy (per 65080 (b)(2)(B). State legislation around housing funding is
mentioned, but not other significant laws such as AB 2222 (2014) and AB 744 (2015).

2. Provide greater clarity in the discussion of gentrification and displacement

Demographic change is an important contributor to regional land use outcomes and equity
concerns. The Department appreciates the Plan’s interest and concern for the issues of
gentrification and displacement, particularly in relation to areas around transit stations (e.g. pgs.
12, 54, 69, ), and is grateful for the amount of data and research devoted to this complicated
subject. We also agree with the assessment that jurisdictions need to be sensitive to this topic
and work to employ strategies that mitigate potential negative impacts on communities.

Unfortunately, some of the discussion and conclusions on these topics, as presently worded,
could be misconstrued or cause confusion about intended policy objectives, and potentially result
in less housing affordability. Given the importance of the topic, the Department requests that the
sections below be reconsidered.

« The definition of “displacement” in the Glossary may be partially responsible for potential
confusion. The definition appears to refer only to a process that “drives out” existing

! http://www .ppic.org/main/publication_show.asp?i=261



residents and businesses. It does not include the (much more common) process whereby
lower income residents become unable to access properties in certain areas due to
increasing housing prices (often referred to as “exclusionary displacement”). This limited
definition influences the discussion of the process and strategies to respond.

» There is an apparent disconnect between the evidence on gentrification presented in the
Plan and some of the claims being made. The detailed study in the Environmental Justice
Appendix found “no statistical significance” in the difference of demographic change
occurring in transit-oriented areas of the SCAG region versus outside them. Despite this
lack of evidence, the Plan often discusses new investment in transit-oriented communities
as a cause for rising home prices and displacement (pgs. 3, 55, 163). This language needs
to be carefully worded to avoid inadvertently undermining transit-oriented investment
(such as transit infrastructure and housing) that is complementary to the Plan’s objectives.

» The Environmental Justice Appendix relies on a variety of indicators to evaluate various
equity issues in relation to Plan objectives like growth in transit-oriented communities
(jobs-housing balance, median income, median rents, Hispanic population, etc.) We'd
suggest adding some additional factors that are worthy of analysis and monitoring. These
include cost burdens for renters and owners, transportation costs, the price of single-family
homes versus condos and including Black and Asian households (in addition to Hispanic)
in this metric.

3. Provide greater clarity on how local jurisdictions are to determine SCS Consistency of
a given project

Increasingly, important areas of State land use and environmental policy are requiring a
determination of “SCS consistency.” Examples inciude the recent CEQA streamlining efforts
mentioned in the Plan but aiso Cap and Trade mitigation funding, Enhanced Infrastructure
Finance Districts and, analyzing greenhouse gases for CEQA purposes. The ability for a local
jurisdiction to be able to accurately and efficiently establish whether a project, plan or program is
consistent with the SCS has therefore gained prominence.

The current RTP/SCS is a high-level planning document that sets out transportation policies for
the region, but does not provide specific policies for local agencies to use in advancing land use
strategies. To the limited extent SCS consistency is discussed in the Plan, is the statement that
“lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a local project's
consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS” (for example, pg. 65 and throughout the SCS Background
Documentation Appendix). This statement, unfortunately, does not provide much direction or
clarity as to how local jurisdictions, or anyone eise, should evaluate consistency with the SCS.

SCS consistency is an emerging area of state law without many precedents or interpretations.
Other MPOs have provided guidance in their Plans, as well as separate consistency checklists,
for their local jurisdictions. The current draft 2016 RTP/SCS offers insufficient information on
which to base sound decisions. An unintended resuit is that projects, pians and programs in the
SCAG region could be at a disadvantage with other regions.

As an example, SB 375 references project consistency (for Transit Priority Projects using CEQA
streamlining) as whether or not the project matches the “general use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the SCS." We believe there are
several issues associated with the Plan that make this task very difficult for local jurisdictions.

1) In order for a local jurisdiction to claim SCS consistency, it should be shown that a project
or plan is in line with the “applicable policies” mentioned in the Plan. While six Land Use
Strategies are presented in Chapter 5, the Plan does not clearly identify local policies that
could advance its Policy Goals. Policies can be inferred from the Plan's text, but nowhere
are they specifically identified or described. Although SB 375 does not empower SCAG to
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3)

impose its land use strategies or policies on its member local jurisdictions, SCAG can
suggest or recommend the sorts of local policies that would advance the six Land Use
Strategies at the local level, This would be useful to the city in its effort to promote the
RTP/SCS'’s vision and benefit from the opportunities established under state law. As such,
the utility of the 2016 RTP/SCS Land Use Strategies would be substantially improved by
adding a discussion of “Supportive Local Policies” to the discussion of each in Ch. 5.

Within the 2016 RTP/SCS, two new concepts are introduced around the idea of creating
“complete communities." They are "Livable Corridors,” and “Neighborhood Mobility
Areas.” The discussion of Livable Corridors beginning on page 74 (Chapter §) is an
example of insufficient policy guidance. It states that “The Livable Corridor Strategy
specifically advises local jurisdictions to plan and zone for increased density at key nodes
along the corridor and replacement of single-story under-performing strip retail with well-
designed higher density housing and employment centers.” (emphasis added) Similarly,
the discussion of Neighborhood Mobility Areas that follows states that: “The Neighborhood
Mobility Areas strategy represents a set of state and local policies to encourage the use
of active and other non-automotive modes of transportation, particularly for shorts trips in
many suburban areas...” (emphasis added). Unfortunately, the Department does not see
that any such advice is actually provided, nor are any state and local policies identified in
the RTP/SCS. Further, there are no maps nor figures in the RTP/SCS that identify Livable
Corridors or Neighborhood Mobility Areas. Without maps, the city cannot readily determine
where Livable Corridors or Neighborhood Mobility Areas are located (or should be located)
within its jurisdiction, limiting its ability to apply these strategies. Exhibits to illustrate the
general locations of Livable Corridors and Neighborhood Mobility Areas would be helpful.

Although not explicit in the RTP/SCS, the City of Los Angeles understands the 2040
“Forecasted Regional Development Types” maps” found in the Background
Documentation Appendix (Exhibits 1-33) are to be used in determining whether a project
is consistent with the SCS. There are 2012 (baseline) and 2040 (proposed plan) maps for
each geographic subregion. A SCS consistency argument for a project should show that
a project or plan is aligned with the general use category and density and intensity shown
on the 2040 maps. Unfortunately, the Development Type maps for the City of Los Angeles
(Exhibit 13 and 14) are presented at such a scale to make them largely illegible from a
user's perspective. It simply is not possible to make an accurate determination in what
color (i.e. Development Type designation) a given site in the City is located within. As
such, the City respectfully requests the following:

a. The Development Type maps shown for the City of Los Angeles (and perhaps any
other geography of a similar large scale) should be broken up into zoomed-in sub-
regional quadrants, or at least be made available to local jurisdictions that request
them.

b. Development Type maps should contain additional information such as major
streets and transit lines to help orient users.

c. Even when the correct Development Type can be understood for a given parcel, it
is unclear how exactly to interpret such information as to general use, density and
intensity. There does not appear to be a guide that translates the three
Development Types (Urban, Compact, Standard) into use categories or density
and intensity ranges, As far as we can tell, there is only a paragraph description of
each of these critical SCS designations (pg. 20 of the Plan). Through use of the
Scenario Planning Model, Place Types are the foundation of the forecasted
Development Types maps. Place Types do have uses, densities and intensities
expressed in a usable manner in the Plan, however local jurisdictions don't have
ready access to the information. Therefore, background data on Development
Type, including the underlying Place Type should be provided to local jurisdictions



that request it. The information would remain advisory in nature, but could be
helpful in supporting a SCS consistency analysis in many critical instances. In
addition, more information to translate the three Development Type categories into
use categories or density and intensity ranges.

d. Itis unclear how gradations between each Development Type category should be
treated (e.g. the orange color between Urban red and Compact yellow). The
gradations effectively create five Development Type categories, two of which are
completely undefined.

4) The footnote at the bottom of each Development Type map in the SCS Background
Documentation Appendix (Exhibits 1-3) raises several questions and concems.

a. One sentence in the footnote says “Data at the TAZ level or at a geography smaller
than the jurisdictional level are advisory only and non-binding, because SCAG sub-
Jurisdictional forecasts are not to be adopted as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS.” While
the Department understands the meaning, this sentence could be read as meaning
that the Development Type maps, which are based on the TAZ leve! data, should
not be used as part of establishing SCS consistency. When combined with a lack
of other direction in the Plan, the phrase may raise unnecessary confusion.

b. Another sentence in the footnote says “For the purpose of determining consistency
for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) streamlining, lead agencies have
the sole discretion in determining a local project's consistency with the 2016
RTP/SCS.” This sentence should be broadened to include the increasingly diverse
areas of state policy that references SCS consistency.

5) The 2016 RTP/SCS Plan appears to use three different terms to refer to the same thing.
The Plan uses the term "Development Category”, to refer to the Urban Compact and
Standard designations, while the SCS Background Documentation Appendix uses the
terms “Development Type” on the maps and “Land Development Category.” This should
be reconciled to avoid confusion.

6) To address many of these concerns, SCAG could create a “SCS Consistency” section of
the plan. Key factors should include means to interpret consistency with Development
Type maps, a list of key GHG-related policies, a list of relevant SCS EIR GHG mitigation
measures, and quantitative analysis that a project does not conflict with the GHG reduction
target with the county or region where relevant. Other metropolitan planning organizations
have created "SCS Consistency Checklists” and other more helpful information to guide
decision-makers.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions or would like
additional information, please contact Matthew Glesne at (213) 978-2666 or by email at

Matthew.Glesne@lacity.orq.

Sincerely,

Bt

76’ MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE
Director of Planning
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At the beginning of Chapter 1, we reviewed several themes that
resonate throughout the 2016 RTP/SCS. The first of these was:
“Integrating strategies for land use and transportation.” This is
SCAG's overarching strategy for achieving its goals of regional
economic development, maximized mobility and accessibility
for all people and goads in our region, safe and reliable travel, a
sustainable regional transportation system, a protected natural
environrnent, health for our residents, and more.
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INTEGRATING TRANSPORTATION AND
LAND USE PLANNING: THE KEY TO
ACHIEVING OUR GOALS

By integrating our strategies for transportation with our strategies for using
land—in other words, cansidering in tandem how we grow and how we get
around—we can build the communities that we want. Planning that does nat
strive for this close integration can result In sprawling suburbs connected
haphazardly to poorly managed highways and isolated communities that lack
easy access ta public transportation connecting people from haome to work,
school and other destinations. Precious resources are squandered: time, energy,
money, productivity, clean air and good health, amang others.

As the region's transportation planning agency, SCAG has long promoted the
concept of integrating transportation planning and land use planning. Since
2002, with the Southern California Compass and Shared Growth Vision for the
region and the subsegquent Compass Blueprint program (now the Sustainabillty
Planning Grant Program), SCAG has promoted integrated planning taals for
local governments that want their resldents to have more mabllity options, make
thelr communlties mare lUvable, increase prosperity among all peaple and strive
for sustainability. Subsequent palicies adapted at the regional level in 2004,
2008 and 2012 have supported and advanced the Integratlon of transportation
and land use planning.

WIth the passage of Senate Bill 375 in 2008, the State of California formalized
the idea of integrating planning statewlde when the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) set reglonaltargets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and
required every Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) in the state to
develop an SCS that charted a course toward reduced emisslons and a mare
sustainable future. A central tenet of the SCS requirement is for MPOs to
integrate land use and transportation planning.

Here is one example: High Quality Transit Areas {HQTAs) are places where
people live In compact communlties and have ready access to a multitude of
safe and convenlent transpartation alternatives to driving alone—Including
walking and biking, taking the bus, light rail, commuter rail, the subway and/
or shared mobility optlons. Along high quality bus corridors, for Instance,

abus arrives at least every 15 minutes. Residential and commercial
development is integrated with plans for transit, active transpartation and other
alternatives to driving alene.

The Integrated strategles, programs and prajects reviewed In this chapter are
designed to improve a region with very specific changes underway: Over the
next 25 years, our region’s population is prajected to grow by more than 20
percent, from about 18 million people ta more than 22 million peaple. Diverse
households will reside in all types of communities, including urban centers,
clties, towns, suburban nelghborhoods and rural areas. Much of the reglon

will continue ta be populated by househalds living in detached single-family
dwellings located in lower-density suburban areas. However, 67 percent of new
residences will be higher density multifamily housing, bullt as inflli development
within HQTAs. Househalds will demand mare direct and easier access to jobs,
schoals, shopping, healthcare and entertainment, especlally as Millennials
mature and senlors grow in number. Cancurrently, our Southern Californla
region will rernain a vital gateway for goads and services, an international center
for innavation In numerous Industries and a place that offers Its resldents a high
standard of living. We know that our future growth will add new pressures to

ouf transportation system and to our communities. However, through lang-
term planning that Integrates strategles for transportation and land use, we can
ensure that our region grows in ways that enhance our mobility, sustainabitlty
and quallty of life.

OUR STRATEGIES FOR TRANSPORTATION
AND LAND USE

In the discussion that follows, transportation and land use strategies are
grauped separately, but It will nevertheless become clear how clasely they are
related to one anather. The section that follows is the heart of the 2016 RTP/
SCS, and by the end of the chapter our region’s course toward a more mabile
and sustalnable future should be evident.

Serving as an MPO, Regional Transportation Planning Agency and Councll of
Governments, SCAG has an essential respansibility to develop an RTP/SCS
that is dedicated to detailing recommended regional transportation investments
and strategies. The agency has developed these transportation strategies In the
context of how we are projected to grow and live as a region in coming decades.
In this chapter we will first review regional strategies for growth and land use
and then move into a comprehensive review of the agency's plans for the
region’s multi-faceted transportation system.



LAND USE STRATEGIES

The land use strategles Included in this Plan are built on a foundation of
contributions from communities, cities, counties and other local agencies across
our reglon. The land use patterns reviewed here, for example, are based on local
general plans as well as Input from local governments. For this Plan update,
SCAG was committed to preserving the growth farecasts provided by local
Jurlsdictlons at the jurisdictlonal levet.

At the same time, Senate BIll 375 requires that SCAG, as the reglon‘s MPO,
strive ta develop a vision of regional development patterns that integrate with
and support planned transportation Investments. As part of that mandate, an
overall land use pattem has been developed that respects local control, but
also incarporates best practices for achieving state-mandated reductions

In greenhouse gas emisslons through decreases in per caplta vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) regionally.

2018 RTP/SCS LAND USE POLICIES

The 2016 RTP/SCS realflrms the 2008 Advisony Land Use Palicies that were
Incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS. These foundatlonal palicles, which have
guided the development of this Plan’s strategies for and use, are:

e Identify reglonal strateglc areas far inflll and Investment

e  Structure the ptan on a three-tiered system of centers development!
e Develop "Complete Communities”

o Develop nodes on a corridor

e Plan for addltlonal housing and jobs near transit

e  Plan for changing demand in types of housing

e Continue to protect stable, existing single-family areas

e  Ensure adequate access to open space and preservation of habltat
e Incorporate local input and feedback on future grawth.

2016 RTP/SCS LAND USE STRATEGIES

Far this Plan, land use strategies are described In this sectlon.

' Gompleta language: “Identily strategic centers basad on a thrae-Yured system of existing,
plannad and potential relative o transpartation infrastructure. This strategy mora
uffestively intagrates land use planning and transp i " A miore detailad

description of these stratagias and policias can ba found on pps. 80—92 of the SCAG 2008
Regional Transportatlon Plan, adopted in May 2008.

PR—"
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Reflect The Changing Population And Demands

The SCAG region, home to about 18.3 million people in 2012, currently features
5.9 million households and 7.4 mitlion jobs. By 2040, the Plan projects that
these figures willincrease by 3.8 million people, with nearly 1.5 million more
homes and 2.4 million more jobs. HQTAs will account for three percent of
regional total land, but will accommodate 46 percent and 55 percent of future
househald and employment grawth respectively between 2012 and 2040.
The 2016 RTP/SCS land use pattern contains sufficient residential capacity
to accommodate the reglon’s future growth, including the elght-year reglanal
housing need, as shown in TABLE 5.1, The land use pattern accommodates
about 530,000 additional househalds In the SCAG reglon by 2020 and 1.5
million more households by 2040. The land use pattern also encourages
improvement in the Jobs-housing balance by accommodating 1.1 millen more
jobs by 2020 and about 2.4 milllon more jobs by 2040.

This 2016 RTP/SCS teflects a continuation of the shift In demographlcs

and household demand since 2012. This shift is apparent in the tand use
development pattern, which assumes a significant increase in small-lot,
sIngle-family and multifamliy housing that will mostly occur in Infill locations
near bus corridors and other transit Infrastructure. In some cases, the land use
pattern assumes that more af these housing types will be bullt than currently
anticipated in local General Plans. This shift in housing type—especially the
switch from large-lat ta small-tot single-family hames—is already occurring as
developers respond to new demands. In 2008, 45 percent of all housing unlts
were multifamily homes. From 2012 thraugh 2040, the Plan projects that 66
percent of the 1.5 million new homes expected ta be bullt In the SCAG reglan
will be multifamily units, reflecting demographlc shifts and anticipated markat
demand. This will result in an increase of multifamily units in the region ta 49
percent of all houslng units in the region.

Combating Gentrification and Displacement

The 2012 RTP/SCS discussed strategles ta combat gentrfication and
displacement, a continuing challenge that we discussed in Chapter 3.
Jurlsdictlons in the SCAG reglon should cantinue to be sensitive to the
possibllity of gentrification and work to employ strategies to mitigate its
potential negative community impacts. Generally, the SCAG region will benefit
fram higher-density inflll development, which means that nelghbarhoods will be
adding to the local housing stock rather than maintaining the current stack and
simply changlng the residentlal populatlon. In addltlon, local jurlsdictions are
encouraged ta pursue the production of permanent affardable housing through
deed restrictions or development by non-profit developers, which will ensure
that some units will remain affordable to lower-Income households. SCAG will
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waork with local jurisdictions and community stakeholders ta seek resources
and provide assistance to address possible gentrification impacts of new
development on existing communities and vulnerable populations.

Focus New Growth Around Transit

The 2016 RTP/SCS averall land use pattern relnforces the trend of facusing
new housing and employment in the region’s HQTAs (see EXHIBIT 5.1),
While maintaining jurisdictional totals, the overall land use pattern moves new
development from areas outside of HQTAs into these areas. SCAG incorparated
land use plans provided by locat jurisdictions inta this pattern. While many
residents and employees within half a mile of a transit stop or corridor can
walk or bike to transit, not all of these areas are targeted far new growth and/
or land use changes. The 2016 RTP/SCS assumes that 46 percent of new
housing and 55 percent of new employment locations developed between
2012 and 2040 will be located within HQTAs, which comprise anly three
percent of the total land area In the SCAG reglan. Since adoption of the 2012
RTP/SCS, jurlsdictions have referenced HQTAs in thelr planning documents
and have positioned themselves ta compete for California’s Cap-and-Trade
auction proceeds to suppart Transit Orlented Development {TOD) and active
transportation infrastructure.

HQTAs are a cornerstone of land use planning best practice in the SCAG region
because they concentrate roadway repair investments, leverage transit and
active transpartation investments, reduce regional life cycle infrastructure
costs, improve accessibility, avoid greenfield develapment, create locat jobs,
and have the potential to improve public health and housing affordabillty.
Here, househalds have expanded transportation choices with ready access

to a multitude of safe and convenient transportation alternatives ta driving
alone—including walking and biking, taking the bus, light rail, commuter rail,
the subway and/or shared mobility options. Households have more direct

and easier access to jobs, schoals, shapplng, healthcare and entertalnment,
especially as Millennials form househalds and the seniar population increases.
Mareaver, focusing future growth in HQTAs can provide expanded housing
chaices that nimbly respond to trends and market demands, encourage
adaptive reuse of existing structures, revitalize main streets and increase
Complete Street investments.

Additional lacal palicies that ensure that development in HQTAs achleve the
intended reductions in VMT and greenhouse gas emissions include:

TABLE 51 REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT, ADOPTED 2012

Prajection periad 2014-2021

NUMBER OF VERY LOW |

BB INCOME HOUSEHOLDS | INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
Tingeralt ) S e a0 L 1 oess
Los Angeles | 45,672 ! 27469
QOrange 8,734 6,246
Riverside | 2417 i 16,319
San Bernardino 13,399 9,265
Ventura- i | 4516 3,095
SCAG 100,632 64,947

NUMBER OF MODERATE | yionEeATe INCOME - ow

[ . HOUSEHOLDS
s 256 ) esst
:sa.;mE 76,59%% 7 179,881
687 16,015 | 37,966
18458 | w2478 101374
| 10,420 24,053 57207
3,544 8,003 19158
72,053 174,505 412137



High Quality Transit Areas (including rail stations and qualifying bus corridors, see glossary far definition)

[ = 2012Base Year
[l e 2040Plan (Note: 2040 Plan Rail Station Alternatives shown as © )
(Source: SCAG)
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e Affordable housing requirements
o Reduced parking requirements
e  Adaptive reuse of existing structures

s Density bonuses tied to family housing units such as three- and four-
bedroom unlts

o  Mixed-use development standards that include local serving retall

e Increased Complete Streets investments around HQTAs. Complete
Streets are streets deslgned, funded and operated to enable
safe access for roadway users of all ages and abilities, including
pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders.

The State of California Is alsa trylng to encourage growth around transit with the
passage of Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), which seeks to facllltate translt-orlented
projects in existing urbanized areas. The bill creates a new exemptlon from
CEQA for certain projects that are residential or employment centers or mixed-
used projects located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA), a part of a specific plan
with a certified EIR and consistent with the SCS or APS,

Transit Orlented Development, HQTAs and Lacal Alr Quality Impacts

The 2016 RTP/SCS recognizes guidance from the 2005 ARB air quality
manual, which recommends limiting the siting of sensltive uses within 500 feet
of highwaus and urban roads carrylng more than 100,000 vehicles per day.
This ARB guidance is carefutly applied in areas that support Transit Oriented
Development. Less than 10 percent of HQTAs planned in the 2016 RTP/SCS
would fall within 500 feet of highways and highly traveled corrldars, according
to geographic information system (GIS) analyses. While density is increased

in same areas of HQTAs, growth remains constant In areas within 500 feet

of highways and urban roads to reflect localinput, thereby balancing the
grawth distribution.

Plan for Growth Around Livable Corridors

The Livable Corrldors strategy seeks to revitalize commarcial strlps through
Integrated transportation and land use planning that results In Increased
ecanomic activity and improved mabillty optians. Since 2006, SCAG has
provided technical assistance for 19 planning efforts along arterial roadway
corridors. These corridar planning studies focused an providing a better
understanding of how carridors function along their entire length. Subseguent
research has distinguished the retail density and the specific kinds of retafl
needed to make these nelghbarhood nodes destinations for walking and biking.

From a land use perspective, Livable Corridors strategies include a special
emphasls on fostertng callaboratton between neighboring jurisdictions to
encourage better planning for varlous land uses, corridor branding, roadway
improvements and focusing retail inta attractive nodes along a corridor.

Livable Corridors Network

SCAG Identifled 2,980 miles of Livable Corridors along arterial roadways
discussed In carridor planning studies funded through the Sustainability
Plannlng Grant pragram and alang enhanced bus transit corridors identified

by regional partners. However, the land use strategies proposed in the 2016
RTP/SCS are not tied to a specific corridor. Livable Corridors are predominately
a subset of the HQTAs, however 154 miles are not designated as HQTAs.
These miles were identified in Sustainability Planning Grant projects and are
proposed for active transportation impravements and the land use planning
strategies described below.

Livable Corrldors Strategles

The Livable Corrldors cancept combines three different components
into a single planning concept to madel the VMT and greenhouse gas
emissian reduction benefits:

e Translt Improvements: The assaclated county transportatian
commissions (CTCs) have identifled some of these corridors for
an-street, dedicated lane Bus Rapld Translt {BRT) or semi-dedicated
BRT-light. The remalning corridors have the potential to support other
features that improve bus perfarmance. These other features include
enhanced bus shelters, real-time travel infarmatlan, off-bus ticketing,
all door boarding and longer distances between stops to improve
speed and reliability.

e  Active transportation improvements: Livable Corridors should include
increased investments in Complete Streets to make these corridors
and the Intersecting arterials safe for biking and walking.

o Landuse palicles: Livable Corrldor strategies Include the development
of mixed-use retail centers at key nodes along the corridors,
increasing neighborhaod-oriented retait at more intersections and
zonlng that allows for the replacement of under-performing auto-
oriented strip retail between nodes with higher density residential
and employment. These strategies will allow more context sensitive
denslty, improve retail perfarmance, combat blight and improve fiscal
outcomes for local communities.



Provide More Options For Short Trips

Thirty-eight percent of alltrips in the SCAG regian are less than three miles.
The 2016 RTP/SCS Includes land use strategles, Complete Streets Integration
and a set of state and local policles to encourage the use of alternative

modes of transportatian for short trips in new and existing Neighborhood
Mabllity Areas (NMAs) and Camplete Communitles. In addition to the active
transportation strategles that will be discussed below, tand use strategies
include pursuing locat palicies that encourage replacing mator vehicle use with
Nelghborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) use. NEVs are a federally designated
class of passenger vehicle rated for use an roads with posted speed limits of 35
miles per hour or less.

Neighborhood Mability Areas

NMAs have a high intefsection density, low to moderate traffic speeds and
rabust resldentlal retall connectlons. These areas are suburban In nature, but
can support slightly higher density in targeted locations. The land use strategies
include shifting retail growth from large centralized retail strlp malls to smaller
distributed centers throughout an NMA. This strategy has shown te Improve the
use of active transportation or NEVs for shart trips. Steps needed to support NEV
use include providing state and regional incentives for purchases, local planning
far charglng statlons, deslgnating a local network of low speed roadways

and adopting local regulations that allow smaller NEV parking stalls. NMAs

are applicable In a wide range of settings In the SCAG reglon. The strategles
assaclated with this concept are Intended ta provide sustalnable transportation
aptions far residents of the ragion who do not have convenient access to high-
frequency transit options.

Complete Communities

Development of “complete communities® can provide households with a range
of mobillty options ta camplete shart trips. The 2016 RTP/SCS supports the
creation of these mixed-use districts through a concentration of activities

with hausing, employment, and a mix of retail and services, located in close
proximity to each ather. Focusing a mix of land uses In strateglc growth areas
creates camplete communities wherein mast daily needs can be met withina
short distance of home, providing resldents with the appartunity to patronize
thelr local area and run dally errands by walking or cycling rather than
traveling by automabile.

05 THE ROAD TO GREATER MOBILITY & SUSTAINABLE GROWTH

Support Local Sustainability Planning

To implerment the SCS, SCAG supports tocal planning practices that help lead
to a reductlon of greenhouse gas emlssions. Many local governments In the
SCAG reglon serve as models for implementing the SCS. Sustalnable Planning
& Design, Zoning Codes and Climate Action Plans are three methods that lacal
agencies have been adopting and implementing to help meet the reglonal
targets for greenhouse gas emission reductions outlined in the SCS.

Sustainable Planning & Design

Many of the local polley documents that SCAG has reviewed are based on best
practices that encourage inflll and mixed-use development. Mixed-use design
guidellnes embrace and encourage Increased densities and a mixing of uses,
whlle atso reflecting communlty character. For example, numeraus suburban
specific plans in the SCAG region encourage the revitalization of tradltional main
streets, downtowns and corridors. Other plans provide guidance for converting
single-use office parks and industrial districts into mixed employment, retail and
residential districts.

Sustainable Zoning Codes

Many cities and counties in the SCAG region have adopted form-based

zoning codes that are tailored to local conditions, such as spacifying building
size and design parameters but allowing for more flexibillty regarding use.
Moreover, several cities and counties are updating their zoning codes to make
development standards more environmentally friendly and equitable. One
exampleIs the Clty of San Gabrlel's "Greening the Code” strategy, which
identifles ways for the city's existing devetopment cade to facilitate more
sustainabllity. New policies can Invalve coordinating landscaping practices with
waler conservation, best management practices for starmwater management
and capture, creating better pedestrian connectivity, allowing more flexibility for
mixed-use development and promoting energy efficlent designs.

CUmate Actlon Plans

SCAG Is supporting severat local governments throughout the region In the
formation of Climate Action Plans {CAP). CAPs outline strategles far reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in a cost effective manner. This is done by creating
greenhaouse gas inventarles so that local gavernments can efficlently target
thelr emisslon reductlon practices to sources that pollute the most. Strategles
outlined by CAPs in the SCAG region include Green Building guldelines for
municlpal bulidings and facllitles, implementing public slactrlc vehicle charging
stations and establishing energy retroflt incentive programs far residents.



2016 RTP/SCS Strategy
LIVABLE CORRIDORS

Enhancing the Connection Between Transit and Land Use

The SCAG region Is crisscrossed by lang arterlal corridors,
many of which are a legacy of Spanish colonial routes that
tinked the early missions and post-colontal ranchos. The
suburban communities that developed rapidly after Warld
War Il were formed between these corridors, on a large
(often one square mite) grld system. The Inland portions
of the South Bay, the Gateway Clties, the San Fernando
and San Gabrlel valleys, as well as the northern portions
of Orange County faltow this pattern. SCAG's Livable
Corridors Strategy conslders these suburban development
patterns and proposes to encourage development along
the boulevards that nat anty serveas ma]nr travel routes,
but also destinatians. . !

As the region transitions to higher Investments in infill
development and high quallty, high frequency transht, these
arterlals are well suited to connect the reglan. The Livable
Corrldor Strategy specifically advises local jurlsdictions to
plan and zone for increased density at key nades along the
corrldor and replacement of single-stony under-petforming
strip retall with well-deslgned higher denslty housing and
emplayment centers. This development along key corridors,
when coordinated with improvements ta the frequency

and speed of buses along the corrdars, will make transit a
more convenient and viable optlon. Additionally, enhanced
roagway deslgns to accommadate active transpartation will

also Increase the vibrancy alang these boutevards.

Severalimpartant transit investments Inthe SCAG reglon
will help encourage this land use strategy. The Santa

Ana Harbar Blvd Speclfic Plan incorparates the Improved
Orange Caunty Transpartation Authorlty (OCTA) Brava!
Route 543 and the planned OC Streetcar Into its vislon of
the future. In Rancho Cucamonga, the City recelved a SCAG

.grant ta recanclle the varlous speclfic plans along Faothilt
- Bvdin anticipation of a future extension of the Omnltrans
'SbX. Acrass Los Angeles County, the Los Angetes County

Metropolitan Transponiation Authority (Metra) is ptanning
for 3 high frequency network of huses with fewer stops. And
the City of Los Angeles Incorporated a TTransit Enhanced
Network® aspart of its General Plan MoblUlg Element to

complement lhese |nveslments.
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NEIGHBORHOOD MOBILITY AREAS

Encouraging Active Transportation for Short Trips

About 38 percent of all trips [n the reglan are three miles or
less. That Is a short enaugh distance that can be covered by
walking or biking, but mare than 78 percent of these trips
are made by driving. White convenlent, driving for short
lrlps can cause unnecessary congestlon and pollution.
What can be done to make it more convenlent for people to
walk, blke ar even skate instead of driving, when practical?

The Nelghborhoad Mobility Areas strategy represents

a set of state and local policies to encourage the use of
.active and other non-automoblle modes of transportation,
. particulary for short tdps In many suburban areas In
‘Southem Califomia developed between the late 18905
- and the early 1960s. These suburban developments -

often were designed for streetcars and walking, in
addition to automobiles and are characterlzed by smallto
medium lot singte-famlly homes, a denser grid network
of local roads, a higher density af intersectlons and
accessibility to nelghborhood retall establishments. By
employing Complete Streets strategies, such as blke
lanes, roundabouts, wider sidewatks ar better Ughting,
the nel(jhborhood design could encourage a return to
greater active transportation use forthase shart trips.
Simllarly, plannlng a connected network of dedicated lanes
and roadways with speed limlts 35 mph and under can

_encourage more use of Nelghbarhoad Etectrlc Vehicles
: (_NEV) for short tdps.. NEVs praduce negligible greenhouse

gas misslons {based on energy praduction) and zero locat

patlution. In addltian, NEVs take up less roadway capacity,
less parking area at bath the origin and destinatlon and
reduce the probabitity of an injury ar fatality In the event of
a collision with a pedestran or bleyclist.

The Nelghborhoad Mabilty Area concept Is not new.
Across the country, they are referred to as streetcar
suburbs, first generatlon suburbs of suburban villages.
But its apptlcation here In Southem Callfornia, when
coupted with the renalssance some parts of the reglon are
experienclng with transit and active transportation, woutd

' provide resldents with greater mobllity cholces and an

altemative to driving short distances.




 Exatnple of aNeighbodhood Mobilty Area
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'SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION

SCS REQUIREMENTS MATRIX

The passage of Callfornla Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) In 2008 requlres that a Metropolitan
Planning Organlzation such as SCAG prepare and adapt a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) that sets forth a foracasted regional development pattern which, when
Integrated with the transportatian netwark, measures, and policles, will reduce greenhause
gas emissions from automabiles and light duty trucks (Govt. Code §65080(b)(2)(B)). The
SCS outlines certain land use growth strategles that provide for more Integrated land use
and transportation ptanning, and maximize transportation Investments. The SCS Is Intended
ta pravide a reglonal land use policy framework that tocal governments may conslder and
bulid upon. The following matrix autlines the statutary requirements of a SCS and where the
requirements are addressed In bath the 2012 RTP/SCS and the 2016 RTP/SCS.

TABLE 1 SCS Requirements Matrix

Required Element Reference (2012) Reference (2016)
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FORECASTED REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT TYPES
BY LAND DEVELOPMENT CATEGORIES (LDCS)

Given the number of square miles the SCAG region encompasses, SCAG developed a
simplified series of Land Develapment Categories (LDCs) ta represent the dominant themes
taken from the region's many General Plans. This was developed in order to facilitate
regional modeling of tand use infarmation from nearly 200 distinct jurisdictions.

The LDCs emplayed in the RTP/SCS are not intended to represent detailed land use policies,
but are used to describe the general canditions likely to occur within a specific area if
recently emerging trends, such as transit-oriented development, were ta continue in concert
with the implementation of the 2016 RTP/SCS. These forecasted regional development
types are shown in Exhibits 1through 34 by county and subregion.




SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS SCENARIOS

OVERVIEW OF THE SCENARIOS

To develop a preferred scenario for the region in 2040, SCAG flrst generated four preliminary
“sketch scenarias® for our region’s future - each one representing a different visian for land
use and transpartation in 2040. More specifically, each scenarlo was designedta explore
and convey the impact of where the region would grow, to what extent the growth would be
focused within existing cities and towns, and how It would grow - the shape and style of the
neighborhoods and transportation systems that would shape growth over the period. The
following are descriptions of the four scenarios that were presented ta the regional council,
stakeholders, and at workshaps thraughout the region.

SCENAR!IO 1: TREND

Scenario 1was a base case scenario that represented "business-as-usual” growth to 2040,
based on the region’s papulation, household and emplayment trends. By “base case”
SCAG meant all existing regionatly significant highway and translt projects, all angoing
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Transportation System Management (TSM)
activities, and all projects which are undergoing right-af~way acquisitions, are currently
under construction, have completed the federal environmental process (NEPA), or willbe In
the flrst two years of the previously conferming Federal Transportation Improvement Plan
{FTIP). This scenario served as a yardstick to compare with the three other scenarios in this
Plan. Growth and land use under the baseline scenarla followed previous trends. Significant
transportation investments or new policies regarding land use, housing or transportation
were nat introduced.

SCENARIO 2: 2012 RTP/SCS UPDATED WITH LOCAL INPUTS

Scenarlo 2 updated SCAG's established 2012 RTP/SCS with inputs from local jurisdictions,
and included the adopted plan’s suite of land use and transportation strategies, investments
and policies. Scenario 2 envisioned future reglonal growth coardinated with the
transportation system improvements af the approved 2012 RTP/SCS, as well as anticipated
new transportation projects planned by the region’s County Transportation Commissions
(CTCs) and transit praviders. This scenarlo reflected land use patterns as deplcted by local
general plan land use policies and refined by jurisdictions through SCAG's extensive bottom-
up local review input process and outreach effort.

SCENARIO 3 (POLICY A): MAKING FURTHER PROGRESS

Scenario 3 (also known as Pollcy A) built upon Scenarlo 2 and incorporated additional
best practices to Increase transportation mode cholce and reduce personal automabile
dependency. This scenarlo Included expanded regional Investment In Translt Integration
strategies to Increase transit ridership. This scenario assumed that first/last mile
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impravements will be made at all fixed-guideway transit stations (i.e. commuter rail, subway,
light rait and bus rapld transit (BRT) statlons) across the region. Scenario 3 tested a new
concept called Livable Corridars, comprised of arterial roadways where jurlsdictions are
planning for some combination of high-quatity bus service, increased opportunities for active
transportatlon, and higher denslty residential and employment at key intersections. Scenario
3 alsa tested the concept of “Neighborhood Mability Areas.” This concept is built on a set

of poticles and complete street investments to encourage replacing automabile trips less
than three miles in length with walking, blcycling and slow-speed electric vehicles. Scenario
3incorporated new technalegy and innavatians such as bike share and car sharing, and
assumed growth of these shared mobility services in urban areas predominantly through
private sector actlons. This scenario built upon SCAG policles from the 2012 Plan, and
allowed for more future growth in walkable, mixed-use communities and in High Quality
Translt Areas (HQTAs).

SCENARIO 4 (POLICY B): EXCEEDING EXPECTATIONS

Scenario 4 (or Policy B) built upon Scenario 3, and represented an ambitious and hotistic
slate of public policies and investments. This scenario was intended to determine what
policies would be required to achleve maximum per-caplta greenhouse gas reductions, In
order to Inform a comprehensive discussion during outreach and deliberation, Scenario

4 assumed Impraved bus transkt services throughout Identified HQTAs, as well as land

use policies that encourage density along those routes. There was added emphasis on
higher density resldential and mixed-use infill along arterials with high-quality bus service,
and more robust active transportatton infrastructure or Livable Corridors, as described In
Scenarlo 3. This scenarlo directed new growth away from undeveloped high-gquality habitat
areas to promote resaurce conservatlon, and it assumed no new residentlal growth In areas
vulnerable to future sea level rise. Scenario 4 included a mix of housing options, with even
mare focus on infill development in towns and urban centers. Multifamity development in
HQTAs was emphasized thraughout the reglon.

URBANFOOTPRINT/SPM

UrbanFoatprint Is the software madeling platform behind the SCAG Scenario Ptanning
Model (SPM). It has been used by SCAG and its RTP/SCS consultants (Calthorpe Analytics
is the developer of UrbanFootprint) to buitd and analyze the 2016 RTP/SCS scenarios and
the Draft Preferred RTP/SCS plan.

UTILIZING URBANFOOTPRINT

UrbanFootprint starts with a detailed base data ‘canvas’ of existing buildings, land uses, and
other detalis of the bullt enviranment. A suite of Place Types and Building Types are used to
create scenarios of future development at a city, county or regional scale. Scenarios are then
analyzed uslng UrbanFootprint’s suite of analysis modules, which estimate building energy
and water use, vehlcle travel, public health consequences, and fiscal impacts.
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{Source: SCAC, 2015)
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Descriplion of LDCs can be found ch page 43.

Note: The forecasted land use development patterns by LDCs shawn are based on Transpatation Analysis Zone (TAZ) level data ulitized to conduel required
madeling analyses. Dala at the TAZ level or at a gesgraphy smaller than the jurisdictional level are advizory onty and non-binding, because SCAG sub-
Jurisd.clionalforecasts are not Lo be odapted a5 part of the 2016 RTP/SCS, For purposes cf quatifying for fulure funding opportunilies and/ or olher incentive
programs, sub-Judsdiclional data and/or maps used Lo determine consistency with the G Qrategy shall only be used al the discrellon
and vilh the approval of the local jurisdiction, Hovever, Uhis does nol othenwize limit Ihe use of the sub-jurisdictional data and/cr maps by SCAG, CTCs, Councils
of Governments, SCAG Subregions, Caftrans and other public agencies for teansportation modeling and planming purposes, Any other use cf the sub-judsdictional
data and/or maps net spedified hereln, shatl require agreemenl fram the Regionat Council, respeztive policy committees and lacaljurisdictions,
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Jursdctional forecasts sre not to be adopled es perl of Ihe 2016 RTP/SCS. For purposes of quallfying for future funding opportunkies and/ of olher Inceotive
programs, sub-udsdictional data and/or maps used to determine with the Ce iles Krategy shall only be used al the discretion
and with the approval of the Local jurisdiction, Howsver, Lhis does nat olherwise limil the use of the sub-jurisdictonal data and/or maps by SCAG, CTCs, Councils
of Governmaenls, SCAG Subregions, Caltrans and other public agencles for maodeling and planning Any otherusa of lhe sub-ursdictionat
dala and/or maps not spocified herein, shall require agreement from Lhe Reglanal Cauncl, respective policy commitees and lacal Jurlsdicuons,

4
(Source: SCAG, 2015) Description af LDCs can be found on page 43.
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Description of LDCs can be iound on page 43

Nota: The forecasled tand usa development palterns by LDCs shown are based on Transportation Analysls Zane {TAZ) level data utilized to conduect required
modeling analyses. Dala ot tha TAZ level or at & geography smaller than the Jurisdictional lovel are advisory only and nan<binding, because SCAG sub-
Judsdictionat forecasts are not to be adopted as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS. For purposes of quallfying for future funding opportuniiles end/ or olher incentive
programs, sub-jurisdictionat data and/or maps used to determine with the C Rraiegy shall anly be used at the discretion
and wilh the approval of lha local jurisdiction. However, Uis does not olherwisa limit tha use of (ha sub-Jusisdictional dala and/or maps by SCAG, CTCs, Councils
of Governments, SCAG Subreglons, Caltrans and other public agencles for transportation modeling and planning purpases. Any ather use of the sub-judsdictional
dala and/or maps nol specified hereln, shall require agreement fram tha Regional Councl, vo policy H and isdictions.
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Coszription of LOCs can be found on page 43,

Note: The ferecasted fand use development patlerns by LDCs shown are based on Transpaitaticn Anal Zene (TAZ) tivel dita utilized W conduct requiced
modeting analyses, Data al the TAZ level or at a geegraphy smoller than the jurisdicional Level are adisary cnliy and non-binding, brcause SCAG cub-
Jurstictianal forecasts are not Lo be adopted as parl of the 201G RTR/SCS, For purposes of qualifying far future funding appedtunities and/ or ethur incontive
programa, sub-jurisdictionat data and/or maps used la delermne congictancy vill the Sustainable Communties Siraiegy shall only be uged ot the digcretion
and withthe appraval of tha local jurisdiction, Hownver, this tioes nat alhersise limit the use af the sub-jurisdictianal daty and/cr maps by SCAG, CTCs, Councils
of Gavernments, SCAG Subregions, Callvans and other public agencics for tranzpertalion modcling and planning purposcs. Ay ather use of the sub-junsdictionil
dala and/or maps nol specified hereln, shall requlce agreement trom the Regional Council, respective peticy cammittes and lacat juriscictions,
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General Plan Land Use (Year 2015)

SCAG General Plan Land Use Legend (2015)
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SCAG Existing Land Use Legend (2015)
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.
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P a I ms = Ma r VISta = Del Rey 881 analysis for the 2013-2021 Housing Element
update. Sites should not be interpreted as

\ “ Potential Sites | locations in which the City of Los Angeles
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2/2412017 City of Los Angeles Mail - 12444 Venice Boulevard
P &1
%, L%EECq Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
o -

12444 Venice Boulevard

Robert Duff <robert.duff@lacity.org> Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 10:02 AM

To: Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org>
Cc: Terrance W Q'Connell <terrance.oconnell@lacity.org>

Upon further review by the LAFD Hydrants & Access Unit there are no additional comments regarding hydrants or
access.

Issues regarding the "piece mealing " of projects along the corridor will be addressed in the future update of the
Community Plans.

On Tue, Feb 21, 2017 at 9:27 AM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote:
Hello Inspector Duff,

Following up from our phone call from last Thursday. As mentioned, we are reaching out to verify if Fire has any
additional comments for the project at 12444 Venice Boulevard.

Can you please confirm if the following mitigation measures in the MND are sufficient?

XIV-10.  Public Services (Fire)

| » Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project in an area having
marginal fire protection facilities. However, this potential impact will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the
following measure:

| o The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be incorporated into the building

| plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a
| final map or the approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire

| lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire
| hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal

| travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

| Thank you!

Connie Chauv

Department of City Planning
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213) 978-0016

200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721
Los Angeles, CA, 90012

| On Tue, Feb 14, 2017 at 2:02 PM, Connie Chauv <connie.chauv@lacity.org> wrote:
Hello Terrance,

Thanks for returning my phone call. As mentioned, we are reaching out regarding a project at 12444 Venice
Boulevard, which came to you via Case Management on June 16, 2015.

https://mail.g cog |e.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=3052195b8ed&view=pt&search=inbox8msg=15a61d67df897c54&dsq t=1&siml=15a61d67df897c54

1/2



2/21/2017 City of Los Angeles Mail - 12444 Venice Boulevard

As mentioned, the project has been appealed, with appeal points regarding the public safety analysis in the
environmental review. I've attached the following:

= Appeal letter from llah Hardesty - please see pdf page 7 (appeal point 14) and pdf pages 33-34 for appeal

‘ points regarding fire safety

= Envronmental MND - please see pdf page 4 (Mitigation Measure XIV-10) and pdf page 58 (under XIV-a) for the
public senices analysis

* Project plans

|
' ‘ We are reaching out to verify if Fire has any responses/comments to the appeal points noted abowe. If you could
‘ | provide any additional comments to us by the end of the week on official letterhead for the record, we would really
| appreciate it.

‘ Thank you!

Connie Chauv

Department of City Planning
Project Planning - West LA
T: (213) 978-0016

200 N. Spring St., Room 720/721
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Robert E. Duff, Fire Inspector Il

Fire Development Swes/ Hydrants & Access
Los Angeles Fire Department

201 N. Figueroa St. Ste 300

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 482-6502

https://mail.g cogle.com/mail /u/0/Pui=2&ik=3052195bBe&view=pt&search=inbox&msg = 15a61d67df897c548ds q t=18siml=15a61d67df897c54
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