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Re: Sea Breeze Apartment Homes (Agenda Item No.5; Council File No. 14-0869) 

Dear Chair Huizar and Honorable Members of the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee: 

We are writing on behalf of our client, A&M Properties, the proponent of the workforce 
housing project proposed for the Harbor Gateway area of the City. We respectfully ask that you 
recommend approval of Alternative D, as Alternative Dis defined in the Revised and Updated 
Final Environmental Impact Report ("Revised FEIR"1

). Alternative D was designed to address 
the concerns raised by some concerning the potential for conflicts with adjacent commercial and 
industrial uses. 

We are very pleased that Alternative D has the strong support of most of the surrounding 
property owners. Support letters from these property owners and others are attached. These 
supporters cite, among other things, the great need for new housing in the Harbor Gateway 
community. 

One neighboring property owner, L&B CIP South Bay Industrial, LLC ("L&B"), stands 
alone in objecting to the development of Alternative D. L&B's objections are unfounded. 
L&B' s core argument is that because this site was once designated for industrial uses it must 
forever be designated for industrial uses. This argument ignores both the evolving nature of the 
Harbor Gateway community and the community's immediate need for high-quality residential 
options that serve the community's diverse workforce. The Framework Element of the General 
Plan ("Framework Element") recognizes that some land planned for industrial use may be better 

1 The Revised FEIR supplants and replaces the previous final EIR published on April11, 2013, and includes, in full, 
the substance ofthe documents published on Aprilll, 2013, and August 7, 2013, elaborates on them, and makes 
additional modifications and additions to the prior CEQA documents prepared for the originally proposed project. 
The Revised FEIR, its errata, and the Draft EIR make up the entirety of the EIR for the project and are referred to 
collectively herein as "EIR." 
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served if developed for other uses. Such is the case here where the project site is more closely 
aligned and connected to the commercial frontage along the Sepulveda Corridor to the south and 
west between Normandie and Western Avenues than with the adjacent industrial properties to 
the north and east. Alternative D does not conflict with the General Plan, the Framework 
Element, or the Harbor Gateway Community Plan ("Community Plan"). 

The City possesses broad legislative authority to decide when it is in the community's 
best interests to repurpose existing land use designations provided there is a reasonable basis for 
the decision. Based on the substantial evidence in the record, including the EIR, it is well within 
the City's discretion to find that Alternative D is consistent with the General Plan. 

Below is a point-by-point response to the arguments raised in L&B's letter dated 
February 9, 2015. 

The EIR and Findings Directly Address the City's Industrial Land Use Policies. 

L&B argues that the EIR and findings fail to address Alternative D's consistency with the 
City's industrial land use policies. This is not correct. 

The Revised FEIR thoroughly addresses Alternative D's consistency with the (1) 
Community Plan's industrial land use policies (p. 54 [Table 3]) and (2) the City's Industrial Land 
Use Policy (p. 56-59 [Table 4]). In both cases, the Revised FEIR concluded that Alternative D 
was consistent with these plans. This was in addition to an analysis of Alternative D's 
consistency with the General Plan's Housing Element, the City's Walkability Checklist Strategy, 
and the Community Plan's residential and commercial policies. 

Unlike the Revised FEIR's thorough assessment of land use policies and objectives, L&B 
merely cherry-picks industrial policies out of the Framework Element to argue inconsistency. 
L&B rnischaracterizes those policies and ignores counter-arguments and many other policies 
with which Alternative Dis consistent. For example, contrary to L&B's assertion, the project 
site is not in a "market-linked" area, as that term is defined in the Framework Element, 
designated for preservation. (See Framework Element, Figure 7-1.) 

Further, Chapter 7, Economic Development, specifically supports the approval of the 
type of residential development Alternative D proposes. Objective 7.9 states: 

Ensure that the available range of housing opportunities is 
sufficient, in terms of location, concentration, type, size, price/rent 
range, access to local services and access to transportation, to 
accommodate future population growth and to enable a reasonable 
portion of the City's work force to both live and work in the City.2 

2 Attached reports from three prestigious institutions identify the dire need for housing in the City. According to the 
Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, "housing is unaffordable for almost half of LA-area households, the 
highest percentage of any major city in the country." According to the 2014 USC Casden Multifamily Forecast 
from USC's Lusk Center for Real Estate, the rental vacancy is 3.3 percent. A UCLA study identified Los Angeles 

2 
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To facilitate this objective, the City adopted the following policies, with which Alternative D is 
consistent, to provide much-needed workforce housing in an area served by transit and public 
infrastructure as well as neighborhood serving commercial uses: 

7.9 .1 Promote the provision of affordable housing through means 
which require minimal subsidy levels and which, therefore, are less 
detrimental to the City's fiscal structure. 

7.9.2 Concentrate future residential development along mixed-use 
corridors, transit corridors and other development nodes identified 
in the General Plan Framework Element, to optimize the impact of 
City capital expenditures on infrastructure improvements. 

While L&B notes that the Community Plan states that industrial lands are allocated 
without regard to individual communities, L&B omits the second half of the sentence. In full, 
the Community Plan says the following about the distribution of industrial lands. 

Industrial lands are allocated on a citywide basis without regard to 
the boundaries of individual communities or districts in 
accordance with the general principle that jobs should be 
available within a reasonable commuting distance from 
employees' homes. (Community Plan, p. III-3, emphasis added.) 

When read in context, the cited language supports locating additional housing opportunities 
proximate to employment, as our client proposes, and is consistent with the Community Plan. 

The City also recognizes that workforce housing is critical to the City's economic 
success. See attached article citing the fact that the City is facing "its worst housing shortage 
since World War II." The Mayor has set a goal of building 100,000 new housing units in the 
City by 2021. Alternative D helps the City meet this goal. 

L&B also cites to the following policies suggesting that Alternative D is inconsistent with 
them despite L&B' s failure to present any evidence supporting its contention: 

7 .2.8 Retain the current manufacturing and industrial land use 
designations, consistent with other Framework Element policies, to 
provide adequate quantities of land for emerging industrial sectors. 

7 .2.1 0 Ensure that the City's industrial sites are regionally 
competitive to maintain and enhance a core manufacturing base; 

as "the worst rental market, based on the fact that the average resident spends almost half their income on housing 
costs. That's a greater proportion than in other high-priced places like New York or San Francisco." In addition, 
Mayor Garcetti stated in October 2014 that "L.A is facing its worst housing shortage since world War II." 
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7 .2.11 Ensure the City has sufficient quantities of land suitable to 
accommodate existing, new and relocating firms whose operations 
are appropriate to a specific location in Los Angeles. 

L&B cites to no evidence that the conversion of the 5.1 acre site, which has been vacant for 15 
years, would result in inadequate quantities of land for emerging industrial sectors, have any 
impact at all on the regional competiveness of Los Angeles' core manufacturing base, nor render 
the City without sufficient quantities of industrial land to accommodate existing and future 
needs, especially when considered in light of the approximately 18,000 acres of industrial land in 
existence in the City and considering the approximately 41% of the Community Plan area is 
designated for industrial use. · 

Without any supporting evidence, just the argument of its lawyer, L&B opines that the 
project reduces the competiveness of industrial sites in the vicinity including the Storm Business 
Park to the north and, therefore, creates a conflict with policies 7 .2.1 0 and 7 .2.11 cited above. In 
fact, the project site relates more closely with the emerging commercial corridor along Sepulveda 
Boulevard, not the surrounding industrial uses. Site access is completely cut off from the 
industrial business park to the north. The emergence of the commercial corridor along 
Sepulveda Boulevard and on land zoned for industrial purposes also suggests that market forces 
have determined there is sufficient industrial land to meet existing demand in the project vicinity. 

L&B also cites to policy 7.2.9, which discusses "limiting" redesignation of existing 
industrial land except where consistent with other land use policies as an indication that 
industrial land must be preserved. L&B ignores the competing policies in the Framework 
Element that provide guidance for conversion of industrial land in appropriate circumstances. 
The Framework Element recognizes that some land planned for industrial use may be better 
served if developed for other uses. "Limiting" redesignation of industrial land does not mean 
prohibiting all redesignations, especially when, as here, they are consistent with many important 
City's policies. 

Criteria "g" of Policy 3.14.6 to the Framework Element allows the decision maker to 
consider the potential redesignation of marginal industrial lands for alternative uses by amending 
the community plans based, in part, "[ w] here it can be demonstrated that the reduction of 
industrial lands will not adversely impact the City's ability to accommodate sufficient industrial 
uses to provide jobs for the City's residents or incur adverse fiscal impacts." Here, since there is 
an abundance of industrial land both in the Community Plan area and Citywide, the conversion 
will have no adverse effects on the City's ability to accommodate industrial uses. 

Alternative D Poses No Threat to Existing Industrial Uses. 

L&B argues that the addition of residential uses on lots that have remained vacant for 15 
years somehow threatens the existing industrial uses that are adjacent to a portion of the 
property. There is no evidence supporting L&B's assertion. 

Alternative D, which the applicant requests approval of, has been carefully designed to 
buffer the future residents from the existing adjacent uses. For example, along the northern 
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property line, there will be a 51-foot setback. This setback, coupled with the additional 50 feet 
between the building to the north and the property line, provides a 101-foot buffer between the 
two buildings. These buildings will be further separated by a sound wall and landscaping. (See 
Revised FEIR, Figure 4.) 

With respect to any noise impacts on the residents, the EIR found that the only exterior 
noise levels above the threshold normally deemed acceptable to the City could potentially come 
from Sepulveda Boulevard. Contrary to L&B' s implication, the EIR did not conclude that noise 
from the surrounding industrial uses would have a detrimental impact on the project's residents. 
(See Revised FEIR, p. 67.) Thus, the existing industrial uses will not pose a hazard to the 
project's future residents nor will the project pose a threat to existing industrial uses. 

Alternative D Will Not Cause Existing Industrial Uses to Become Nonconforming. 

L&B characterizes its own property as having "nuisance uses" that, in the event the 
project site is rezoned to anything more restrictive than M3, "would force their eventual 
cessation. " These businesses are identified by L&B as All Access Staging, which allegedly 
requires outdoor assembly of stage and equipment components, and the Los Angeles Times, 
which allegedly requires 24-hour heavy truck operations. 

The M3 Zone permits "uses which may be obnoxious or offensive by reason of emission 
of odor, dust, smoke, gas, noise, vibration, and the like." (LAMC 12.20.A.37) While L&B's 
letter is unclear, such uses may be what L&B characterizes as "nuisance uses." Section 
12.20.A.37 identifies 14 uses that are required to be located at least 500 feet from a more 
restricted zone. Among these 14 uses are the manufacture of acid, explosives and fertilizer, iron 
smelting, and the operation of stock yards and feeding pens. None of those uses appear to be 
similar to the activities attributed to All Access Staging or the Los Angeles Times and L&B does 
not suggest that any such uses are ongoing at the industrial park. In any event, none of the 14 
identified uses are typically associated as being located in industrial parks in the City of Los 
Angeles. 

L&B further states that "outdoor nuisance uses permitted in M3 zones" would be forced 
"into a non-conforming status that requires 'sunsetting' those uses." However, there is no 
cessation of business provision in the M3 Zone applicable to All Access or the Times or even the 
14 types of uses that are required to be located at least 500 feet from a more restricted zone if 
such uses even existed at the industrial park, which they do not. Neither All Access nor the 
Times would be rendered nonconforming by the proposed zone change. (See, LAMC 12.23.C.) 

Approval of Alternative D Will Not Forever Change the Continued Viability of 
Adjacent Industrial Uses. 

L&B' s theory that changing the Community Plan designation and zoning classification of 
the Property will necessarily lead to the demise of adjacent industrial uses is provocative but not 
grounded in reality. L&B provides no evidence to support its contention and previous similar 
conversions of industrially zoned land to residential uses show L&B' s concerns to be unfounded. 
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In a case with many similarities what is proposed here, the City adopted a community 
plan amendment for an approximately five-acre site located at the southwest comer ofWestlawn 
Avenue and Beatrice Street (5535 S. Woodlawn Avenue). Specifically, the City changed the 
community plan designation from Light Industrial to Neighborhood Commercial and changed 
the zone and height district from M2-1 to (T)(Q)C2-2 in 2001 to permit the development of 309 
dwelling units? This site and all abutting parcels were designated by the community plan and 
the zoning for industrial use. At the time, concerns about impacts to the remaining industrial 
uses were raised. Litigation followed and the City's actions were upheld in full. See attached 
Court of Appeal decision. 

Almost 14 years after that Council action, the community plan and zoning designations of 
all of the properties surrounding that site remain industrial. (See attached ZIMAS map of the 
property and surrounding area.) The approved residential project was constructed. During the 
past 14 years there has been no expansion of residential use onto adjacent properties. (See 
attached Google aerial photograph taken in 2014.) According to ZIMAS, the existing uses 
surrounding the site consist of light manufacturing such as machine shops and printing, and 
warehouse distribution facilities. Therefore, the assertion that approval of Alternative D will 
harm the continued viability ofL&B's industrial park is merely argument and speculation and 
not supported by any evidence. 

The Site Is Not Needed to Accommodate the City's Industrial Uses. 

L&B alleges there has been no showing that the land is not needed to serve the City's 
industrial uses. 

There are approximately 18,000 acres of land designated by the community plans as 
industrial throughout the City. The site is 5.1 acres, or 0.02 percent of the total acreage in the 
City planned for industrial uses. Converting 0.02% (two one-hundredths of one percent) of the 
acreage available for industrial uses to needed residential uses will not frustrate the City's ability 
to "accommodate sufficient industrial uses" given the insignificant percentage of the conversion 
as compared to the overall amount of industrial land in the City. (Framework Element, Ch. 3, 
Policy 3.14.6(g).) Given the numbers, such a conclusion is rationally based. 

L&B also ignores that this land has sat vacant for 15 years. If there really was a need to 
develop this land for industrial uses, then it would seem that L&B, as the adjacent landowner, or 
anyone for that matter, would have purchased and developed the land for such purposes. In fact, 
the properties appear unsuitable to be developed for industrial uses because they are accessible 
only from Sepulveda Boulevard and most of the parcels along Sepulveda Boulevard, including 
those immediately adjacent to the site, are being used for commercial purposes. While L&B 
argues that the project site represents a "doughnut hole" within an established industrial park, the 
properties are, in fact, cut off from the developed industrial park with the only street access to the 
commercial corridor along Sepulveda Boulevard. The pattern of development in this 
neighborhood, which started long before this project was proposed, was for commercial 
development along Sepulveda Boulevard. 

3 CPC-2000-2053-ZV-HD-GPA-SPR and CF 01-0773. 
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The history of the commercial development of this area is relevant. Storm Properties 
built the first portion of Storm Business Park in 1989 and the second in 2008. (See attached 
photograph depicting historical phasing.) At the same time, Storm developed the two properties 
along Normandie Avenue that border the project's eastern boundary and has now developed Lots 
4 and 5 with retail uses. Despite the significant development of the surrounding properties, the 
site remains vacant. This evidence is far more telling that the site is not needed for industrial 
uses in the City than the unverified brokerage reports L&B offers. As mentioned above, criteria 
"g" of Policy 3.14.6 to the Framework Element allows the decision maker to consider the 
potential redesignation of marginal industrial lands for alternative uses in cases where the 
conversion will have no adverse effects on the City's ability to accommodate industrial uses. 

The array of retail and other consumer commercial uses within walking distance for 
future residents, together with the employment opportunities provided by the adjacent industrial 
park uses, results in an appropriately sited residential project- one that is both close to retail uses 
for shopping and commercial and industrial uses for employment. 

Alternative D is Consistent with the General Plan's Industrial Land Use Policies. 

L&B alleges the project "conflicts with every relevant City policy framework" and 
"contains an insurmountable number of substantial and central inconsistencies for even general 
consistency with the applicable planning documents." These broad conclusions are inaccurate as 
indicated by the following statements related to relevant industrial land use policies in the 
Community Plan: 

• Industrial lands are allocated on a citywide basis without regard to the boundaries of 
individual communities or districts in accordance with the general principle that jobs should 
be available within a reasonable commuting distance (rom employees' homes. 
(Community Plan, p. III-3, emphasis added.) 

o Consistent. Alternative D is consistent as it will provide housing close to commercial 
and industrial jobs within walking distance or by bus or automobile. 

• Availability of large sites for reuse or development which are planned for job producing uses 
that improve the economic and physical condition of the area. (Community Plan, p. 1-4.) 

o The site is not large compared to other industrial land ownerships in the Community Plan 
area, is not identified as one in the Community Plan, and market forces have confirmed 
that industrial development of the site is not realistic. The project will greatly improve 
the economic and physical condition of the site and contribute to further economic 
vitality along the Sepulveda Corridor. 

Only two large industrial sites are identified in the Community Plan: 

LA \4007897.6 

• 67 acres on the southeast corner of 190th Street and Western A venue, the former 
Martin Marietta Technologies Inc., International Metals Division which ceased 
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operation in 1992. "The owner of the site is proposing to build a large retail 
phased development in the future." (Community Plan, p. I-1.) 

• "The former Ascot Raceway site located on the southeast corner of 182nd Street 
and Vermont A venue consists of 325 acres of vacant land designated for heavy 
industry, and is currently not in use. To date, no plans· have been made to 
redevelop the site." (Community Plan, p. I-1.) 

The following statements related to industrial use are from the Framework Element and 
support development of the site as proposed: 

• Some existing industrially zoned lands may be inappropriate for new industries and should 
be converted for other land uses. (Framework Element, Ch. 3, Industrial- Definition.) 

o Consistent. This statement recognizes that zoning designations are not static but are 
subject to change over time, as is true for any other zoning designation. The project site 
is one of those "industrially zoned lands'' that should be converted to another use just as 
market forces have remade the Sepulveda Boulevard Corridor into a thriving commercial 
corridor. 

• Objective 3.14: Provide land and supporting services for the retention of existing and 
attraction of new industries. 

o Consistent. There are approximate! y 18,000 acres of industrial land in the City of Los 
Angeles. The conversion of 5.1 acres, equivalent to 0.02% (two one-hundredths of one 
percent) of 18,000 acres, would be negligible relative to the total amount of industrial 
land in the City. 

• Consider the potential re-designation of marginal industrial lands for alternative uses by 
amending the community plans based upon [eight] criteria. (Framework Element, Ch. 3, 
Land Use, Industrial- Definition.) 

Where the conversion of industrial lands to an alternative use will not result in an 
adverse impact on adjacent residential neighborhoods, commercial districts, or other 
land uses. 

Where it can be demonstrated that the reduction of industrial lands will not adversely 
impact the City's ability to accommodate sufficient industrial uses to provide jobs for the 
City's residents or incur adverse fiscal impacts. (Framework Element, Ch. 3, Land Use, 
Policies, 3.14.6.) 

o Consistent. The Revised FEIR found no adverse impacts on adjacent residential 
neighborhoods, commercial districts, or other land uses, and as noted above, the 
redesignation of 5.1 acres results in no adverse impact on the industrial land supply or 
prospective jobs. 
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The City's Industrial Land Use Policy Project, issued in 2007 by the general managers of 
the Planning Department and the former Community Redevelopment Agency, provides 
additional guidance for evaluating the viability of property designated for industrial use. Among 
these factors are the following (See Attachment B: Background Report- Los Angeles Industrial 
Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy, Appendix 1): 

o District Character/Infrastructure. Industrial districts lack the traditional neighborhood 
services such as retail, open space/parks, libraries and schools and need additional 
capital investment if they are to be converted to non-industrial use. Fire and police 
service levels and demands in industrial districts are different from those in residential 
districts, raising the need for both additional capital and operating expenditures if their 
use is to be changed. (p. 30) 

o The area containing the project site and surrounding industrially-designated land 
is, according to the Revised FEIR, adequately served by utility and transportation 
infrastructure. No infrastructure improvements are needed to support the 
conversion of the Community Plan and zoning as requested by the Applicant. 
Therefore, Alternative D is consistent with this evaluation factor. 

o Access. Industrial operations often require specialized access to structures such as wider 
streets and turning radii, and loading areas. Locating housing in close proximity to 
major transportation facilities raises environmental and health concerns, including noise 
and pollutant exposure. (p. 31) 

o The project site and surrounding industrially-designated lands are located in an 
area with good transportation infrastructure (Sepulveda Boulevard, Western 
Avenue, Normandie Avenue and the nearby San Diego and Harbor Freeways). 
Most industrial zoned land on Sepulveda Boulevard is improved with commercial 
uses. The development of housing in proximity to commercial uses would not 
increase the residents' exposure to environmental and health concerns with 
respect to noise and pollutant exposure, as found in the Revised FEIR. The 
proposed design elements including double glazed windows and insulated interior 
and exterior walls would help mitigate potential impacts. 

o Parcel Characteristics. Vacant parcels may suggest either that transition is appropriate 
or that new industrial development opportunities exist; further analysis is required to 
ascertain cause of vacancy. (p. 31) 

LA\4007897.6 

o The project site and adjacent industrially designated areas contain sites that are 
not suitable for large industrial uses, as the area is in transition to commercial and 
residential land uses. Approval of the requested Community Plan designation and 
zone change would not erode the size and continuity of the existing land use 
pattern with respect to industrially designated lands; as noted previously, the 
reduction in industrial acreage on a citywide basis would be approximately 0.02 
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percent (two one-hundredths of one percent). Therefore, Alternative D would be 
consistent with this Policy. 

o Reuse/Remediation Costs. Heavy industrial sites are likely to have considerable 
contamination. Such sites may not make feasible conversion projects due to the costs to 
remediate. (p. 31) 

o The Phase III Environmental Site Assessment performed on the project site 
concluded that concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons, methane, and VOCs 
have not adversely impacted soil. The results of the investigation do not represent 
a recognized environmental condition. As such, there are no constraints 
associated with reuse or remediation on the site. 

o Local and Regional Economic Impact. There is the potential for current employees to be 
displaced with conversion, as well as potential fiscal impact on City revenues and costs 
to provide services. (p.31) 

o The site is currently vacant. Therefore, Alternative D would not result in any 
displacement of existing employees and would be consistent with this evaluation 
factor. 

o Market Trends: Investment in new construction and/or renovation of industrial buildings 
indicates that industria/landowners and businesses are confident in the long term 
viability of their operations. Lack of investment may indicate lack of demand or lack of 
confidence that the City will continue to protect the area for its business or job potential, 
or that owners see the potential for increased land value with a potential conversion to 
another use. (p.31) 

o There has been no recent investment in new construction or renovation of 
industrial buildings on the site or on surrounding industrially-designated lands in 
the past seven years and many parcels on Sepulveda Boulevard zoned for 
industrial use have been developed with new commercial uses. As such, market 
trends underscore a weak market demand for industrial use in the neighborhood as 
evidenced by the emerging commercial uses in the Sepulveda Corridor and for the 
vacant status of the Applicant's property in particular. 

o Demographics. If the area were to be converted to another use, there is the potential for 
the local worliforce to be displaced from current employment; the potential for retraining 
and alternate work placement should be considered. (p.31) 

LA\4007897.6 

o The site is vacant. Therefore, conversion from Heavy Industrial and M3 to 
Neighborhood Commercial and C2 would not result in employment displacement 
and would require no retraining or alternate work placement. 
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o Proximity to Transit. Many industrial areas have limited access to transportation 
options such as regional and local buses and light rail. Those areas with adequate or 
planned transit access should be evaluated for their ability to provide access to transit 
dependent workers, as well as the more traditional creation of mixed-use transit oriented 
districts. (p. 32) 

o The site and surrounding industrially-designated lands enjoy access to bus 
transportation routes on Sepulveda Boulevard, Western Avenue, and Normandie 
Avenue. Conversion of the site from Heavy Industrial and M3 to Neighborhood 
Commercial and C2 would not require expansion or extension of transit access 
and residents of the proposed residential uses would enjoy the benefits of this 
existing access. 

o Neighborhood Characteristics. The availability and proximity, as well as the absence of 
local groceries, restaurants, parks and public amenities is one indicator of the 
appropriateness of introducing new non-industrial uses in an industrial district. Before 
such assessment can be made the density and critical mass of residents needed to attract 
such amenities should be considered as an indicator of the ability to provide such 
services in the future. (p.32) 

o The site cannot be characterized as an isolated industrial area unserved by local 
services and amenities. The area has a mix of industrial, commercial, and 
residential uses and has an existing critical mass of residents to support these 
services and amenities. Provision of additional amenities and services is not 
required to support the proposed residential use. 

Alternative DIs Consistent with the General Plan's Public Health Policies. 

The EIR concluded that Alternative D would not expose its residents to any hazards or 
public health risks. L&B offers no evidence to the contrary. 

L&B argues that residential development will subject residents to noise and odors 
associated with the adjacent industrial uses, but that conclusion applies only to the proposed 
project. As detailed in the Revised FEIR, Alternative D would not subject the residents to any 
significant impacts as a result of the adjacent industrial uses. First, Alternative D has been 
buffered from the surrounding uses with increased setbacks and vegetation. Second, solid 
balconies have been set back into the building to move the residents' outdoor space further from 
the property lines. Third, there is no evidence that noise from the adjacent industrial or 
commercial properties would have a significant impact on the project's residents. The only 
potential significant exterior noise impact results from traffic along Sepulveda Boulevard, not 
from the adjacent uses, and that noise will likely be buffered further and reduced to less than 
significant by the under construction retail centers located between the site and Sepulveda 
Boulevard. 

Thus, the policies of assuring adequate buffers between the proposed residential use and 
adjacent commercial and industrial uses L&B cites are satisfied. 
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There Are No "Fundamental Inconsistencies" with Alternative D and the General 
Plan. 

L&B continues to cite perceived inconsistencies between the proposed project and the 
General Plan as the reason for why Alternative D cannot be approved. As stated in the proposed 
land use findings and the Revised FEIR, Alternative D addresses these alleged inconsistencies to 
allay the concerns raised by L&B. The substantial buffering from adjacent uses, additional 
landscaping, and sound attenuation features alleviate any potential conflict between Alternative 
D and adjacent uses. 

For all these reasons we respectfully request that you grant the appeal and recommend 
approval of Alternative D. 

il~ &-r James L. Arnone 
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

Attachments 

cc: Hon. Joseph Buscaino, Councilmember 
Ms. Heather Anderson 
Ms. Shana Bonstin 
Michael Bostrom, Esq. 
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February 24, 2015 

I, Larry Carr, senior project manager of Storm properties, Inc., support the Sea Breeze Apartments 
project. 

1. It is my understanding that Sea Breeze's council Mr. Jim Arnone just said that Lot 4 and 5 will 
not be part of the zone change consideration in this case. 

2. Storm Properties Inc. owns neighboring properties that includes: 
-South: Lot 4 and Lot 5 and the Storm Plaza that includes CVS, Wells Fargo and Goodwill Store 
south of Sea Breeze 
- East: Also two buildings that include Storm· s headquarters east of Sea Breeze 

· 3. In August 2014, when Honorable Councilman Joe Buscanino visited the proposed project site 
and held a meeting at Storm Properties ' headquarters, I was the one who gave him a guided tour. 

4. As the president of Storm Properties, Jay Ahluwalia, said in his supporting letter that the 
proposed Sea Breeze project will be a good complimentary to the Storm Plaza that includes CVS, 
Wells Fargo Bank and Goodwill Store. And I'm the project manager in charge of the 
development of Storm Plaza. 

The Sea Breeze Apartments project will be a welcoming addition to our community in helping the 
housing shortage problem in Harbor Gateway. 

I, Larry Carr, would like to include this statement into the record of this PLUM hearing. 

Sincerely, 

Storm Properties, Inc. 

23223 Normandie Ave.1 Torrance1 CA 90501-5050 T: 310.534.5232 F: 310.534.8499 



February 15, 2015 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Sea Breeze Residential Development Project- Alternative D 

Dear Chairman Huizar and Members of the PLUM Committee, 

I am writing to endorse the proposed Alternative D to the EIR. I have previously spoken as an individual in 
support of the proposed Sea Breeze project at the PLUM hearing in November 2014. The increased setback and 
other environmental measures will make the residential development more compatible with its neighbors at the 
Stonn Business Park. 

I was on the senior staff at Storm Properties, Inc. for almost eighteen years and retired as Director of Sales & 
Marketing in December of2011. From the late 1990's until2009, the subject property was mostly unused. All 
other parcels owned by Storm Properties adjacent to the subject property have been developed as Storm 
Business Park. 

Storm Properties' initial business plan was to develop the land facing Sepulveda Blvd. as office/warehouses and 
it would become part of Storm Business Park. However, the plan was later changed and Storm decided to keep 
the frontage lots for the development of what is now Storm Plaza and sold the subject lots to Sea Breeze in 
2009. 

The proposed residential development will complement Storm Plaza on Sepulveda Blvd. Moreover, it will 
provide needed housing in our community. In summaty, I strongly support the Sea Breeze residential 
development project. 

Sincerely, 

(!~f/DII~ 
Connie Hobbs, former Director of Sales & Marketing 
Stonn Properties, Inc. 

"'" ____ . ···~-·· . ·--------··----·------



BUSINESS COMMUN I TY 

September 9, 2014 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Case#CPC-2009-542-GPA-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR 
1309-1311 W. Sepulveda Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90501 

Dear Planning and Land Use Management Committee, 

I am writing on behalf of the Harbor City Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce with over 200 
members strong in support of the proposed 342 unit Sea Breeze Apartment project at 1309-
1311 W. Sepulveda Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles. 

Sea Breeze Apartments will replace vacant land that has been an eyesore in our community for 
over 12 years, provide needed quality housing in an area that has not seen new apartments 
built for over two decades and create construction as well as permanent jobs within our local 
community. 

New housing is extremely important to support the vital growth ofthe Los Angeles Harbor area 
and meet the local housing needs of the general workforce. 

We particularly see that this location is ideally near major transit centers and bus lines and will 
provide local employees with a nice place to live close to their workplaces. 

Again, our Chamber supports the Sea Breeze Apartment project and asks that you would 
provide your support to help solve our Harbor Gateway housing shortage. Thank you. 

j.~tt1J:erely, ~·· / 1 
~e I / ,.· / 
XL~~~ ~1~· 

President 

cc: Mayor Eric Garcetti and Councilman Joe Buscaino 



September 8, 2014 

Planning and Land use Management Committee 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Case #CPC-2009-542-GPA-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR 
1309-1311 W. Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, CA 90501 

Dear Planning and Land Use Management Committee: 

I am writing this letter in support ofthe proposed apartment project at Sepulveda and 
Normandie Avenue. 

I have been a resident of Harbor Gateway for 18 years and am currently an apartment manager 
in the Harbor Gateway area for over 16 years. 

Having met several hundred applicants over the years that are looking for places to live, I 
understand the lack of housing and the need for more quality apartment rentals in the Harbor 
Gateway area. 

The apartment building that I managed is 100% occupied a majority the time. We have a 
waiting list of people who want nice housing close to their workplaces. 

I strongly support the proposed apartment project to help many workers to live and work 
within the same area. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Ri.nMiguel 
22610 S Western Ave Unit 301 
Torrance, CA 90501 



Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

;,~ 1 ;21 Rosecrans Av~lr1UO, Filth Floor 
El Segundo, California 90245 
t, 310J26.0600 I f. ~310.'126.0601 I,, www.Mumd.com 

RE: Residential Project Adjacent to Mulligan 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, 

It is my pleasure to write a letter in support of the proposed apartment 
development being submitted to the City. 

We support the efforts of the developer as it seeks to meet the need of a severe 
housing shortage for local professionals who provide vital services in the 
community. The project can help our employees have a much shorter commute 
to work and improve the overall quality of living in the South Bay. 

I would ask you to support this project. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

(~~ 
Carny Brullo, Director, Distribution Center 
Murad Transforming Skin Care 



September 8, 2014 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Re: Sea Breeze Apartments, 1309-1311 W. Sepulveda Blvd., Torrance 
Case#CPC-2009-542-GPA-ZC-HD-ZV -ZAA-SPR 

Dear Planning and Land Use Management Committee, 

In 2008 and 2009, Nancy Bush and Darryl Fisher, as Representatives of A & M Properties for 
the Sea Breeze Apartment project at Sepulveda and Normandie presented the proposed project 
several times before our Harbor Gateway South Neighborhood Council and Stakeholders seeking 
our input and approval. 

Our Planning Committee investigated the project merits and location and decided it was a good 
area to develop new work-force housing to meet the needs of our community. As President of the 
Harbor Gateway South Neighborhood Council at the time I attest that our Board considered all 
of the facts of the proposed apartments and voted for its approval. 

The located of the proposed development is serviced by both North and South and East and West 
bus lines. Further it is close to and would benefit workplaces, retail and restaurant operations. 

I am asking your reconsideration of this project due to the fact that our Harbor Gateway South 
Neighborhood Council board voted for its approval after determining it was good for our area. 
As a member of the group Plan Check and having worked with the Planning Department, I feel 
that this decision should be reversed and the project should be approved. 

Sincerely, 

il~~~ 
Adrienne O'Neill 

P. S. On a personal note, I have lived in the Harbor Gateway area for 14 years. I love where I 
live and I will always work for the betterment of this area whether I am on the Board of the 
Neighborhood Council or not. 

cc: Mayor Eric Garcetti, Councilman Buscaino 



----------------·······-··-···-····· .. 

September 8, 2014 

Planning and Land use Management Committee 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Case #CPC-2009-542-GPA-ZC-HD-ZV-ZAA-SPR 
Sea Breeze Apartments 1309-1311 W. Sepulveda Blvd., Torrance, CA 90501 

Dear Planning and Land Use Management Committee: 

I have been a resident of the Harbor Gateway area for 26 years and I love 
this area. I am a working professional and college graduate. I currently live 
at home with my parents because it is close to my work and I desire to not 
have long commutes and to stay near family. 

I have been looking but there's not much quality rental housing in our area. 
In the future, I hope that I can find a place of my own and still live in the 
same vicinity of where I grew up and remain near family. The project of 
building this apartment complex in our area will meet my future plans. 

Thank you and I hope you will consider the housing needs of many of us 
who need to rent and would like to stay in the area. 

I look forward to having this new housing in the Harbor Gateway area come 
to reality. 

Sincerely, 

~o/~ 
Jennifer Pattillo 
Harbor Gateway Resident 



Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 

200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mulligan Family Fun Center 
1313 West Sepulveda Boulevard 

Torrance, California 90501 
Phone: (31 0) 325-3950 

Subject: Development Project- 1309/1311 W. Sepulveda Blvd., Harbor Gateway, Los Angeles 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 

As the owner of Mulligan Family Fun Center located at 1313 W. Sepulveda Blvd., we support the 

proposed retail and residential development(s) adjacent to our property. These developments will provide 

crucial housing and amenities for working families and are a welcome addition to the area. 

Thank you for your support. 

Sincerely, 

The Mulligan Family Fun Center 

Georgia Claessens 



May 10,2013 

Planning Commission 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Sir or Madame, 

Hendricks&Partners 

As recent Associate Partner of Hendricks & Partners, a multifamily investment company, and my previous 18 
years with CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc. , I'm writing to express my views on the multi-family housing market in 
the Harbor Gateway area. 

For the past 20 years, Harbor Gateway has seen no new apartment construction activity. The primary reason is 
that Harbor Gateway has an inadequate supply of land zoned for multi-family housing. Although there are 
opportunities to build condominiums in the mixed residential neighborhood zoned RD 1.5, located south of 
Torrance Boulevard and 228th Street, single family homes must be destroyed in order to make room for new 
developments. 

Most of the apartment units in the Harbor Gateway area are older Class C buildings, in addition to a few Class B 
apartments built in the late 1980's. As a result, apartments were built on underutilized commercially zoned 
parcels (C2) along Carson Street and Western Avenue. The last apartment construction was a 77-unit building in 
1988 on a C2-1 land to 1.5 F. A. R. at the southwest corner of Carson Street and Normandie Avenue. Likewise, 
in 1989 a 44-unit apartment was built at the southeast comer of Western Avenue and 226th Street on a C2-l lot. 

Due to the shortage of workforce housing in Harbor Gateway in recent years, there was a concerted effort to help 
teachers and families find housing and live closer to their jobs. For example, L.A. Unified School District 
worked with developers to build apartments on a district-owned site on the campus of Gardena High School. 

Over the course of my 33-year professional career, mainly in the Harbor Gateway area, I have witnessed the 
redevelopment of industrially zoned sites into the construction of mid to high-rise freestanding office buildings 
and large-scale warehouse and distribution facilities. As a result, an increasing demand for nearby residential 
properties makes new housing development crucial in Harbor Gateway. 

s;ncerel .L~ 

ichael McKinney, Senior Vice President 
Hendricks & Partners I A Multifamily Investment Banking Company 

cc: Doane Liu, Alison Becker, Jacob Haik, Ana Dragin 

2321 ROSECRANS AVENUE, SUITE 3235 I EL SEGUNDO, CA 90245 I MAIN 424.239.5900 I FAX 424.239.5901 I WWW.HENDRICKSPARTNERS.COM 

OFFICES NATIONWIDE 



Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: Apartment Project at 1309 W. Sepulveda Blvd. 

Dear President and members of the City Planning Commission: 

I am writing this letter in support of the above subject multi-family development. 

Room and Board offers a collection of furniture for residential homes. A residential project 
like this kind will be a welcoming addition to our neighborhood. 

We can't wait to share our story and our furniture with the future residents of the 
apartment homes. Hope you will support this residential development as well. 

Yours truly, 

Ron Aviram, Southern California Manager 

Room and Board 
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Figure 7-1 

Citywide Economic Strategies 

NOTES: 
Policies in the Framework Element address economic issues citywide. This map identifies areas characterized by unique opportunities or constraints that make them 
candidates for the consideration of economic strategies and implementation priorities. 

1. Areas that represent adopted policies and strategies include State Enterprise Zones, Redevelopment Areas, and Los Angeles 
Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Areas. 

2. Areas that are candidates for designation as various types of economic policy districts include Los Angeles Community 
Redevelopment Agency Recovery Study Areas. 

3. Maps in the Framework Element identity market-linked areas that are a focus of economic policy. These areas are defined and 
elaborated upon in this chapter. 

4. Downtown Los Angeles, the Port of Los Angeles, Los Angeles International Airport, and other local airports are areas with broad 
regional and international market links. Improvement of these facilities and implementation of economic development programs in 
these areas will have a regional impact on employment and economic growth. 

Citywide Economic Strategies 
In the City of Los Angeles 

http:/ /cityplanning.lacity .org/cwd/framwk/chapters/07 /fig7 -1.htm 2/23/2015 



\\:'bY you should move to North Dakota: Los Angeles has most unaffordable housing in A. .. Page 3 of 11 

Audio from this story 

0:44Listen 

Share 

Share via Emailemai l 
Share on Twitter72 
Share on Facebook2169 

Another week, another study reminding us that li ving in Los Angeles comes at a very high cost. Housing is unaffordable fo r almost half of L.A .-area 
households, the highest percentage of any major city in the country, according to a new report from Harvard's Joint Center for Housing Studies. 

In more positive news, the study also reported that L.A. had the second highest jump in permitting for single-fam ily homes last year (52 percent) of the 
nation' s top 100 metro areas, trailing only Atlanta (62 percent). L.A . also recorded the second-highest increase in multifamily permits ( 17,700), behind only 
New York (30,000). Unfortunately, as I reported earlier this month much of what's being built are expensive, high-end apartments . 

The study used the standard measurement of affordabi li ty, which is calculating the percentage of households spending more than thirty percent of their 
paycheck on hous ing, a threshold that likely seems laughable for the quarter of households in L.A forking over more than half of their paychecks to pay for 
housing. 

People usually think of San Francisco as having the highest housing costs in California, if not the U.S, and residents do pay more there ($1 ,650 a month on 
average vs. $1 ,420 in L.A.) but households also make more ($73,700 a year vs. $56,800 in L.A.) So, the San Francisco-area ranks as on ly the 32nd least 
affordab le place in the U.S, behind San Diego (#5), the Inland Empire (#6), Oxnardffhousand OaksNentura (# I 0) and Santa Barbara/Santa Maria(# II ). 

http :/ /www.scpr.org/blogs/economy /20 14/06/26/16922/why -you-should-move-to-north-da. .. 2/23/2015 



~y you should move to North Dakota: Los Angeles has most unaffordable housing in A ... Page 4 of 11 

In case you were wondering, New York, where the average household median income is $63,550, ranks as the seventh most unaffordable city. 

Want to li ve somewhere where your paycheck will stretch further? Yo u can always move to Bismarck, ND; It has the most affordable housing costs of the top 
U S. 38 1 metro areas. The ho usehold median income is $55,000 whi le the average household spends a mere $680 a month on housing. 

Yes, the average high in January is only 23 degrees, but with al l the extra money in your pocket yo u would have plenty to spend on sweaters. 

Popular now on The Breakdown 

LA residents need to make $33 an hour to afford the average apartment 

Related Links 
Study: OC has shortfall of 11 8 895 affordab le homesArticle 
LA rent: New UCLA study confirms LA is least affordable city in US Document 
Find out how affordable rent is in your neighborhoodlnfographic 
Public outcry after trees fe ll ed fo r Thousand Oaks mall projectArticle 
Wh itey Bul ger: A lesson in the van ishi ng pol icy of rent controiArticle 
How renters are dealing with SoCal' s rent crisis? Article 

• LA rent crisis: Why aren't there more affordable apartments? Article 

Share 

• Share via Emai lemai l 
• Share on Twitter72 
• Share on Facebook2 169 

Previously in The Breakdown 

Film and TV tax credit expansion bill moves a step forward 

Become a KPCC Sponsor 

http :1 /www. scpr. org/blogs/ economy /20 14/06/26116922/why-you-should-move-to-north -da. .. 2/23/2015 



LA Rent: Having trouble finding an apartment? Here's why I 89.3 KPCC 

Audio from this story 

0:54Listen 

Share 

Share via Emailemail 
Share on Twitter21 
Share on Face book 177 

Page 3 of 11 

In Los Angeles County, the vacancy rate dropped 10.8 percent in the one-year period ending in June, to just 3.3 percent. But that was nothing compared to the 
the recession-battered Inland Empire, where the number of available rental units plummeted by 30 percent, to a 3.8 percent vacancy rate, according to the 
2014 USC Casden Multifamilv Forecast from USC's Lusk Center for Real Estate. 

Over 7,500 multifamily units were added in L.A . during the same period, wh ich was a 62 percent increase over the year before; but it still wasn't enough to 
make a significant dent in the number of avai lable apartments . 

With so few units available, it probably won't be a shock to hear rents are ri sing, and economists expect them to keep ri sing, by more than 8 percent in L.A. 
and Orange County and by 10 percent in the Inland Empire by June of2016 

The average annual rent has increased in Los Angeles county for four years in a row. Last year saw the steepest increase of those f(!ur years - 3. 9 percent 
according to the report. 

Santa Monica is the most expensive place to rent in Southern California. The average apartment will set yo u back more than $2,600 a month . If you want 
something more affordable, consider moving to Victorville, where the average rent is just under $800 a month . 

The USC Casden Multifamily Forecast will be officially released at an event Tuesday morning in downtown Los Angeles and KPCC will provide more 
analys is on the numbers here in The Breakdown blog. 

RELATED: How affordable is rent in vour neighborhood? Let us know! 

http: //www.scpr.org/blogs/economy/20 1411 0/06/17396/rent-having-trouble-finding-an-apa... 2/23/2015 



LA Rent: Having trouble finding an apartment? Here's why I 89.3 KPCC 

Displaying data for ZCTA 90042 

Renter-; occupy an estimated 10,975 
households In Los Angeles County's 90042 
Zip Code Tabulation Area (ZCTA). according 
to American Community Survey data. 

Medlan.monthly rent: $1.087 

Median annual income: $36,995 

Median rent burden: 33% 

Here's the breakdown of this area's household 
rent burden as a percentage of Its income: 

More than 50% of lncomo 2B.7A 

4() lo 49.9 % 9 .711"0 

35 to 39.9 % 5 .8 2% 

30 to 34.9% 8.95 ... 

25 to 29.9% 10.9"t 

:10 to 2.4.9% 12.59"1t 

IS to 19.9% 10.12'11ot 

10to14.9% 8.02% 

Less thi!l n 10 % 2.35% 

Not ca lcutated 2.69% 

Majority pays less than 30% 

Popular now on The Breakdown 

• Majority pays more than 30% 

LA residents need to make $33 an hour to afford the average apartment 

Related Links 
• What have vou sacrificed to pay rent?Infographic 

LA Rent: Has rent control been successful in Los Angeles? Article 
• LA rent: New UCLA study confirms LA is least affo rdable city in US Document 
• How renters are dealing with SoCal ' s rent crisis? Article 
• Whv isn't there more affordable housing in Los Angeles? Article 

Share 

Share via Emai lemail 
Share on Twitter21 

• Share on Facebook l77 

Previously in The Breakdown 

LA County leads NY, Boston, Silicon Valley in high-tech jobs 

October 06 20 14 

Page 4 of 11 

http://www.scpr.org/blogs/economy/2014/10/06/17396/rent-having-trouble-finding-an-apa... 2/23/2015 



Impacts of the Widening Divide: 
Los Angeles at the Forefront of the Rent Burden Crisis 

Abstract 

Rosalie Ray 
Paul Ong 

Silvia Jimenez 

Center for the Study of Inequality 
UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs 

Revised September 2014* 

Recent media coverage has focused on growing rent burdens as an important 
manifestation of widening economic inequality. What has been missing from this 
coverage is that high and increasing rent burdens represent a long-standing 
problem. In this research we track and analyze changes in Los Angeles income 
and rent levels over the last four decades and compare them with national 
trends. We find that rent burdens have been severe for low-income renters since 
the 1970s, that burdens have also increased substantially for the middle class 
over the period studied, and that Los Angeles consistently exceeds the nation in 
both the share of renters burdened and the severity of the burden. Moreover, 
we find that neither tight housing market conditions nor housing quality are 
sufficient to explain the extent to which housing costs have outpaced income 
growth over the last four decades. 

We thank the Howard and Irene Levine Program in Housing and Social Responsibility at the UCLA Ziman 
Center for Real Estate and the Haynes Foundation for their generous funding. The authors alone are 
responsible for the content. We are grateful to Batul Joffrey for her research assistance and to Adam Dorr 
and Terra Bennett for reviewing this paper. This paper complements parallel research on income inequality 
in Los Angeles funded by the Haynes Foundation. The Haynes project does not cover the topic of housing. 

• Income figures in the text on page 7 of the July 2014 version have been revised as well as rates on page 
12. Graphs remain unchanged. The revisions are due to a technical problem with the data spreadsheet 
that caused a misalignment of the data by year. The revisions in no way impact the conclusions of the 
research. 
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Introduction 

"In many cities, rent is rising out reach of middle class" (Dewan, 2014, 1) 
and "The high cost of rent in Los Angeles is hurting the rest of the city's 
economy" (Meyerson, 2014, 1) are some of the recent headlines highlighting the 
growing rent burden problem in the nation and in Los Angeles specifically. Los 
Angeles is now the most unaffordable housing market in the country (JCHS, 
2014), although a recent Los Angeles Times article discusses the lack of room for 
further rent increases due to declining renter incomes (Logan, 2014a) .These and 
other reports focus on the post-Great Recession time period, but the problem 
has taken much longer to materialize. 

Over the last quarter century the gap between the "haves" and "have 
nots" in the United States has grown secularly (long-term temporal changes 
beyond cyclical fluctuations), driven by domestic and global forces, and only 
partially offset by anti-poverty policies (Stone, 2012; Bee, 1 012; Wolff, Ajit, and 
Masterson, 2012; Domhoff, 2013).1ncome disparity in the Los Angeles 
metropolitan area has surpassed that of the nation, driven by an expanding 
population at the bottom of the income distribution as well as by a small 
number of high-income in-migrants.lThe magnitude and nature of this 
phenomenon before the turn of the century is well documented for Los Angeles 
(Ong, et al., 1989; Bobo, et al., 2000), and more recent data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census show a continuation.2 

The widening divide has driven a parallel growth in consumption 
inequality (Aguiar and Bils, 2011), including in the housing market, at a time of· 
unprecedented demand for rental housing (HaNard Joint Center for Housing 
Studies, 2013). In particular, renters have experienced a disproportionate growth 
in their housing cost burden-the share of income spent to pay for housing 
(Quigley and Raphael, 2004) .High burdens leave renters less disposable income 

. to cover their remaining living expenses. They have fewer opportunities to save, 
including saving for home purchases.3 The increasing constraint may contribute 
to the growing inequality in wealth, particularly along racial lines (Oliver and 
Shapiro, 2006; Kochhar, Taylor and Fry, 2011; Shapiro, Meschede and Osoro, 
2013). 

As with income inequality, Los Angeles exceeds the nation in housing 
market pressures as well. Gyourko, Mayer, and Sinai (2006) identified Los Angeles 
as a "superstar city" with inelastic housing supply and a steady influx of high
income migrants who bid up housing prices. Los Angeles housing prices have 
grown about four times faster than incomes since 2000 (LA Department of City 
Planning, 2013). Increases in the median housing price prevent households from 
making the transition from renter to owner, which increases demand in the 
rental market, driving rents up further. 

This research provides insights on housing inequality by highlighting the 
experience of renters and their housing cost burden from 1970 to 2011.We focus 
in particular on the long-term developments in the region and make an initial 
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attempt to identify, or at least rule out, potential mechanisms by which the rent 
burden is growing. Growth in renter burden may be driven by changes in both 
housing cost and income. Understanding the root cause of increased renter 
burden, as one of declining income or one of housing will provide local 
knowledge to help inform policy, planning, and action at the local and regional 
level. Detailed knowledge can help mobilize stakeholders, inform decision
making, and formulate sound housing and economic development strategies 
that benefit both the region as a whole and those populations most at risk. 

The research has three major parts. Part I examines changes in the 
demographic and socioeconomic composition of renters relative to owners. Is 
there a widening economic divide between these two classes of households? 
The report finds that the income gap between renters and owners widened over 
time. Further, renters hip rates grew fastest within the bottom 20% of income 
earners. Part II investigates changes in housing burden on renters. We analyze 
the share of income going to shelter over time, first for the population as a whole 
and then by quintiles. Severe housing burden among poor renters existed since 
1970, but during the period of increasing inequality the burden grew even more 
severe. The proportion of all renters who experience a severe burden has also 
grown. Part Ill evaluates possible causes of rising rents, including both market 
forces and changing housing quality. Vacancy rates are roughly the same and 
renters are paying more for the same quality housing, suggesting that neither 
market forces nor changing housing quality explains the increasing rents. 

Data and Methods 

This analysis employs public-use micro samples (PUMSs) from the 1970, 
1980, 1990 and 2000 decennial censuses, and from the 2009-2011 3-year 
American Community Survey (ACS). From 1970 to 2000, the Bureau of the 
Census conducted decennial census surveys and "long-form" surveys 
simultaneously, the latter of which collected detailed housing, demographic 
and socioeconomic data. The long-form survey was discontinued after 2000 
and has since been replaced by the ACS, a continuous survey that collects 
similar housing, demographic and socioeconomic information. 

The size of the PUMS ranges from 3% to 5% of all households and 
individuals in Los Angeles County, varying from year to year. The data for 
households include information on tenure (renters and owners), household 
income, monthly housing costs, size of housing units (rooms and bedrooms), and 
other characteristics (size and composition of households, building size and age, 
etc.). We combined these household data with information on heads of 
households to yield a dataset that supports investigation of how demographic 
and socioeconomic characteristics relate to rentership and monthly housing 
costs. 

All dollar values were adjusted to 2012 using CPIU-RS. Vacant units and 
group quarters were excluded. Income from household members under 16 were 
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removed from 1970 data to ensure consistency with later years. For the quintile 
analysis in Part II, we grouped the middle three quintiles together as the middle 
60%. 

Rent burden is defined as the percent of income devoted to the payment 
of gross rent. Gross rent includes utilities as well as the rent payment, referred to 
as cash rent by the Census. Renters who did not pay cash rent were assumed to 
be unburdened regardless of income. Those who did not receive any income or 
had negative income amounts and still paid rent were assumed to be severely 
burdened. Burden was top-coded at 101% of income. 

For this research, renter households that contribute more than 30% of their 
income towards rent are considered rent-burdened. This definition varies slightly 
from other sources, such as the Bureau of the Census which uses a measure of 
35% or greater. Some research on the topic categorizes rent burden by severity. 
In the State of the Nation's Housing Needs report, for example, the Joint Center 
for Housing Studies at Harvard University separates burden into Moderate (when 
30% to 50% of income is spent on rent) and Severe (when over 50% of income is 
spent on rent). But while the specific measures used may vary, there is consensus 
among housing studies that the nation's rent burden has increased considerably 
in the last decade. 

Part 1: The Widening Divide between Owners and Renters 

In both the U.S. and Los Angeles, the median income of owners is more 
than twice that of renters. In the U.S., the large gap is a new phenomenon, born 
of a fairly steady widening since 1970. In Los Angeles, on the other hand, owners 
have made twice as much as renters off-and-on since 1980 (see Figure 1). 

Figure l.Owner-Renter Median Income Ratio 

-A.- Los Angeles 
2.4 

1.2 

1.0 
1970 1980 1990 2000 2009-2011 

Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 
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In part, the temporal differences in the widening divide are the result of 
different tenure patterns in Los Angeles versus the U.S. Los Angeles has been a 
majority renter city since 1970, while the U.S. rentership rate has fluctuated 
around 35% (see Figure 2). Los Angeles is now the metro area with the highest 
share of renters in the country, at 52% (Joint Center for Housing Studies, 2013). 

Figure 2.Rentership Rates 
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Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

In addition, the income composition of renters has differed between the 
two areas. Over time, those in the bottom 20% of the income distribution have 
become more likely to rent in the U.S. while those above them have become 
less likely. In 1970, even people in the bottom 20% of the national income 
distribution were more likely to be homeowners than renters. Today, roughly 60% 
of households in the bottom quintile rent, while fewer than 15% of the top 
quintile do so (see Figure 3). Much of what the media has picked up on is a 
recent trend among the middle three quintiles towards renting, reversing the 
longer-term trend towards homeownership. Within our decadal data set, the 
trend is barely noticeable, but a recent Census report confirms a steady rise in 
rentership in the last few years (Flanagan and Schwartz, 2013). 
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Figure 3.Renter Rates by Income Quintile, US 
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Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

Los Angeles, on the other hand, has seen a rising rentership rate overall, 
while the rentership rates by quintile have remained fairly stable. 
Homeownership peaked among high income earners in 1980 and has since 
fallen slightly, while Los Angeles earners in the bottom quintile experienced a 
modest downturn in rentership during the 1980s.For the most part, however, rates 
within quintiles have remained stable. 

Figure 4.Renter Rates by Income Quintile, Los Angeles 
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Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors; data not available for 1960 for LA County. 

While the nature of the widening divide in the U.S. can be in the differing 
trends in rentership by quintile, the ways in which the Los Angeles housing 
market differs from the nation's overall pattern can be seen in its median 
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income trends (See Figure 5) .Overall, owner incomes rose 25% since 1970 in Los 
Angeles, and 23% in the U.S. With the increasing tendency of bottom quintile 
households to be renters in the U.S., median renter incomes fell 10% between 
1970 and 2011, from $36,000 to $32,000, while Los Angeles renter incomes 
gained 2%. More recently, however, median incomes for both owners and 
renters in the city declined between 1990 and 2011, stabilizing the income gap 
somewhat. 

Income stagnation is not the way one would ideally like to close a gap. It 
becomes even more problematic when one looks at the diverging trends 
between rent and renter incomes, the subject of the next part. 

Figure 5. Median Income by Tenure, US and LA 
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Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors; data not available for 1960 for LA County. 

Part II: The Widening Divide Between Rent and Renter Incomes 

2009-2011 

Rent burden is the ratio of rent to income and is generally expressed as 
the percentage of income devoted to rent. It rises when rents rise relative to 
incomes. In the face of declining median incomes in Los Angeles, rents too 
would have had to stagnate or fall for the rent burden to remain steady. 
Instead, as can be seen in Figure 6, rents have risen faster in Los Angeles than in 
the nation as a whole. 

In order to show both trends on the same graph, Figure 6 shows the 
growth of income and of rent in the U.S. and Los Angeles relative to their level in 
1970. Thus, in 1970, all equal 1 while in 2009-2011, Los Angeles rent is more than 

· 175% that of 1970 Los Angeles rent. What is clear from the chart is that the gap 
between rent and renter incomes has widening, and that rent growth in Los 
Angeles has outpaced growth elsewhere in the U.S. despite declining incomes. 
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Figure 6. Change in Median Income and Rent, US and LA 
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As expected, then, the share of renters experiencing moderate (30~50% of 
income) and severe (50+% of income) rent burden in Los Angeles has 
consistently exceeded the rate of the nation as a whole. As of 2013, Los Angeles 
also had the highest median rent burden in the nation, at 47% (Dewa'n, 2014). 
Not only were a greater share of renters burdened, but the size of their burden 
was also greater as shown in Figure 7. · 

Figure 7.Rent Burden, US and Los Angeles, 1970-2011 
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Given widening inequality overall, it is important to understand how 
equitably the growing rent burden has been shared among renters over time. To 
explore this, we grouped renters by their position in the overall income 
distribution. All references to income distribution in this section are for overall 
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incomes. When looking by quintiles, we find that rent burden has long been a 
problem for those at the bottom end of the income distribution. 

Of particular concern are renters in the lowest quintile, or bottom 20%, of 
the income distribution. In 1970, 54% of these Los Angeles renters shouldered a 
severe rent burden (i.e. were devoting half or more of their income to housing), 
and 85% of them bore a moderate rent burden (i.e. were paying 30 to 50% of 
their income).Aithough national figures are less drastic, 46% of the lowest quintile 
renters were nonetheless severely burdened and more than half were 
moderately burdened. These rigures are summarized in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. 1970 Rent Burden Rates 

Bottom 20% Middle 60% Top 20% 

u.s. 30-50% of Income 24.2% 8.5% 0.2% 

> 50% of Income 46.2% 0.9% 0% 

LA 30-50% of Income 31.2% 9.8% 0.2% 

> 50% of Income 53.6% 0.8% 0% 

Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

Not surprisingly, for renters with higher incomes rent burden was less 
onerous, with roughly 10% of middle-income renters moderately burdened in 
both the U.S. and Los Angeles, and virtually none in the top quintile of earners 
burdened. The reason why this is the case is clearly evident in the rent-to-income 
ratio, which differs starkly between the top and bottom of the U.S. income 
distribution: rent for those in the top quintile was roughly twice that of bottom 
quintile, but incomes of the top quintile were roughly 1 0 times larger. 

Table 2 below breaks down the income and rent growth seen in Figure 
6by income quintiles. During the period of analysis from 1970 to 2011 the rent 
burden situation deteriorated for bottom quintile renters, particularly in Los 
Angeles, and the city also witnessed substantial rent increases across all 
quintiles. Both the U.S. and Los Angeles had a U-shaped pattern of rent 
increases, with larger increases at the top and bottom of the distribution than in 
the middle. Renter income growth for the nation followed the same pattern as 
rental price increases. However, Los Angeles did not follow that trend. Los 
Angeles income growth was lowest at the bottom of the income distribution and 
highest at the top. 
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Table 2. Rent and Renter Income Growth by Quintiles 

Bottom 20% Middle60% Top 20% 

u.s. Median Rent 80% 76% 96% 

Median Renter Income 19% 6% 45% 

LA Median Rent 93% 90% 109% 

Median Renter Income 9% 11% 36% 

Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

In both the U.S. and Los Angeles the gap between rents paid by the top 
and bottom quintiles has stayed roughly constant, but the gap between top 
and bottom quintile renter incomes has increased (See Figure 8). Los Angeles's 
income gap peaked in 2000 well above the U.S., while the U.S. income gap 
continues to rise. In 2000, the incomes of Los Angeles renters in the top quintile 
were 12.6 times that of bottom quintile renters. Top quintile incomes fell to 12 
times that of the bottom quintile in 2009-2011, only slightly larger than the 
comparable U.S. gap. 

Figure 8. Change in Rent and Income Levels 
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Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

Rent burden in Los Angeles has increased to stunning proportions. By 2009-
2011, more than three-quarters of the lowest-income Los Angeles renters were 
severely burdened (See Table 3). Further, more than nine in ten were burdened, 
though not "severely." Middle income renters are being squeezed by similar 
trends. Throughout the U.S., steep rent increases and small income increases 
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burdened more than a third of middle-income renters by 2009-2011.1n Los 
Angeles, roughly half of middle income renters experienced rent burden. The 
pattern diverges for high-income renters. Despite the doubling of rent for top 
income earners in Los Angeles, a slightly smaller share of top income renters are 
burdened in Los Angeles compared to the U.S. 

Table 3. 2009-2011 Rent Burden Rates 

Bottom 20% Middle60% Top20% 

u.s. 30-50% of Income 19.2% 27.4% 2.0% 

>50% of Income 63.1% 8.3% 0% 

LA 30-50% of Income 11.5% 34.8% 1.9% 

>50% of Income 77.8% 14.8% 0% 

Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

As Figure 9 shows, there are two major trends in rent burdens over the last 
40 years, and both have played out more strongly in Los Angeles than in the 
nation as a whole. First, burdens among the bottom quintile have gone from 
bad to worse. It is worth noting that as early as 1983, it was possible to publish 
books called America's Housing Crisis about the nation's inability to house its 
poorest citizens (Hartman, 1983). Since then, the rent burden for poor 
households has only worsened. Second, rent burden has expanded to become 
a problem faced by the middle class as well. Most renters in these middle 
income quintiles still pay less than half their income in rent. However, 50% of mid
range renters in Los Angeles experience some sort of burden, as do a third of 
U.S. middle class renters overall. 
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Figure 9. Rent Burden by Quintiles 
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The increase in burden over time has largely been the result of increasing 
rents rather than decreasing incomes, a finding confirmed by Quigley and 
Raphael (2004). Incomes increased across all quintiles from 1970 to 2009-2011 in 
Los Angeles, but rents increased far faster.4As a result, severe rent burdens have 
become a problem that affects not only the bottom quintile, which has been 
severely burdened for over 40 years, but increasingly the middle class as well. 

There are a number of possible explanations for the increasing rents. The 
rental market could have tightened as demand exceeded supply. Additionally, 
publicly mandated and/or market demanded quality increases could have 
translated in higher rents for a better product. In either case, the increasing rents 
would likely be unrelated to increasing inequality. However, neither appears to 
be the case in Los Angeles. 

The housing market was only slightly looser in Los Angeles in 1970 than in 
2009-2011, according to the vacancy rates. The market had a 5.2% vacancy 
rate in 1970 and a 5.1% rate in 2009-2011. The market was at its tightest in 2000 
(3.3%) and loosest a decade earlier, at 6%. It is possible to see the effects of the 
recession in recent years in the form of an increased vacancy rate, climbing 
from 3.6% in 2005 to over 5% in 2009-2011. 

In Los Angeles, increasing rent is also not the result of improvement in 
quality and size of the housing stock offered. Quigley and Raphael (2004) find 
some evidence for this hypothesis in national data, though it does not explain all 
of the U.S. increase. To explore the possibility of the housing stock explanation for 
Los Angeles, we regressed the number of bedrooms, building age, housing type 
(single-family, duplex, mobile, multi-family), presence of kitchen facilities, and 
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year on the log of gross rent using the 1970 and 2009-2011 data. (See Appendix 
A for details.) Using the log provides estimates of the percent change in gross 
rent expected over time. For the U.S., controlling for such quality improvements 
accounts for just under half of the percent increase in rent over time. In Los 
Angeles, on the other hand, the coefficient on the year variable, the expected 
percent increase between 1970 and 2009-2011, actually increases if quality 
factors are added in, signaling that renters are getting less for more money over 
time. 

Neither tight markets nor improved quality holds in Los Angeles. Instead, 
the problem appears to be two-fold. Los Angeles has a lower median household 
income than comparable cities such as New York or San Francisco but only a 
small difference in median rents. At the same time, Los Angeles has relatively 
fewer publicly subsidized units and weaker rent control. This is particularly true in 
comparison to New York. The Los Angeles section 8 voucher program waiting list 
has been closed for almost a decade. Affordable housing production and 
preservation also slowed with the decline in state and federal funding. 
According to the Los Angeles Department of City Planning Housing Needs 
Assessment, the city needs to produce roughly 5,300 units per year that are 
affordable to moderate-income households or below (Los Angeles Department 
of City Planning, 2013) .Los Angeles has instead averaged roughly 1,100 units per 
year since 2006.Since 2000, 143,000 rental units that had been affordable to 
those making less than $44,000 a year became unaffordable. 

At the same time, high-end apartment construction is booming. A recent 
Los Angeles Times article noted that 17,000 new apartment and condominium 
units were permitted in 2013, and the permit rate for the first quarter of 2014 was 
up 30% from last year (Logan, 2014b). Nearly all of the building is aimed at top 
renters and is unlikely to lessen the steep rent increases and high rent burdens 
faced by low and middle income renters. 

Additionally, the condominium market may convert older, more 
affordable units to condos. This strategy, also aimed at high-income earners, 
further reduces affordable housing stock. The Economic Roundtable recognized 
the growing pressure on low-income renters and recommended that the Los 
Angeles Housing Department (now the Housing and Community Investment 
Department) halt condo conversions in community plan areas with vacancy 
rates under 5% (Economic Roundtable, 2009). 

Conclusion 

Los Angeles residents face a harsher version of the national rent burden 
crisis. The severity of the burden, particularly among the poorest, is a persistent 
problem, not a new one. Rent burdens have been severe for the poorest 20% 
since the 1970s, while growing more serious for the middle class. 

The data show there has not been enough done to address the housing 
burdens of the poorest. A solution must address both components of the housing 
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burden, low incomes and high rents, by increasing renter earnings and the 
supply of affordable housing units. Policies designed to address relatively low 
incomes, such as increasing the minimum wage. A recent Economic 
Roundtable report calculates that a $15 minimum wage would lead to $1.8 
billion extra dollars spent on housing annually, largely by allowing households to 
buy rather than rent (Flaming and Burns, 2013). 

Simultaneously, affordable housing production and preservation needs to 
accelerate. Los Angeles's affordable housing trust fund is chronically 
underfunded, particular since the dissolution of the California Redevelopment 
Authority and with the reduction in federal funding (Reyes, 2014). Money from 
the fund is needed to leverage other federal programs like the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit. The recently passed California state budget allocates 10% of 
funds from the cap-and-trade program to affordable housing, but the total 
amount projected for the state would not make up the shortfall in Los Angeles's 
fund (NLIHC, 2014). 
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Appendix A: Multivariate Analysis of Rent Levels 

We ran an ordinary least squares regression that examines the log of gross rent 
as a function of various quality factors and the data year. We adjusted variables 
that changed between 1970 and 2009-2011, particularly the housing structure 
type and building age. The use of the log of gross rent allows an analysis of 
expected percent change. The model and results are below: 

OLS model: 

log (Gross Rent) = f(year built, number of bedrooms, dummies for unit type, 
kitchen facilities, plus a dummy for 2009-11). 

Table A 1. Los Angeles Log Gross Rent Without Quality Variables 

Variable Parameter Standard Error t Value Pr> It I 
Estimate 

Intercept 6.45353 0.00472 1368.08 <.0001 
2011 Dummy 0.60407 .00525 115.01 <.0001 

N = 57,196 
Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

Table A2. Los Angeles Log Gross Rent With Quality Variables 

Variable Parameter Standard Error t Value 
Estimate 

Intercept 6.09513 0.00950 641.78 
Year Built 0.0234 0.00094431 24.78 
# of Bedrooms 0.19054 0.00209 91.07 
Single Family 0.05067 0.00872 5.81 
Detached 
Duplex -0.00019792 0.01185 -0.02 
Mobile Home -0.40327 0.02479 -16.27 
Small multi- 0.00043819 0.00863 0.05 
family (3-9) 
Large multi- 0.02842 0.00839 3.39 
family {10+) 
Kitchen -0.11423 0.00911 -12.54 
2011 Dummy 0.64825 .00525 115.01 
N=57,196 
[Note that Kitchen is 1 for Yes and 2 for No in the Census] 

Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

Pr> ltl 

<.0001 
<.0001 
<.0001 
<.0001 

0.9867 
<.0001 
0.9595 

0.0007 

<.0001 
<.0001 
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Table A3. U.S. Log Gross Rent with Quality Variables 

Variable Parameter Standard Error t Value Pr> It I 
Estimate 

Intercept 6.30570 0.00437 1444.18 <.0001 
2011 Dummy 0.45997 0.00441 104.42 <.0001 

N = 984,425 
Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 

Table A2. Los Angeles Log Gross Rent With Quality Variables 

Variable Parameter Standard Error t Value Pr> It I 
Estimate 

Intercept 6.11178 0.00489 1249.98 <.0001 
Year Built 0.01832 0.00021656 84.62 <.0001 

# of Bedrooms 0.14525 0.00061114 237.68 <.0001 
Single Family -0.05535 0.00249 -22.27 <.0001 

Detached 
Duplex -0.14610 0.00292 -49.95 <.0001 

Mobile Home -0.48349 0.00349 -138.65 <.0001 
Small multi- -0.15971 0.00252 -63.33 <.0001 
family (3-9) 
Large multi- -0.07366 0.00249 -29.56 <.0001 
family (10+) 

Kitchen 0.00326 0.00385 0.85 0.3973 
2011 Dummy 0.37675 0.00555 67.85 <.0001 

N=984,425 
[Note that Kitchen is 1 for Yes and 2 for No in the Census] 

Source: U.S. Census and ACS PUMS; tabulated by authors. 
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Endnotes 

1 Los Angeles County is geographically coterminous with the metropolitan statistical area as defined during 
the period before the turn of the century. 

2 From 1989 to 2007, the percent of Los Angeles families with an annual income of less than $25,000 
increased from 16.2% to 18.7% {inflation adjusted). The latter percentage for Los Angeles in 2007 { 18.7%) is 
considerably higher than the 16.5% of American families that fell into this low-income category. During that 
same year, 12.6% families in Los Angeles had an annual income of $150,000, compared to 1 0.2% for the 
nation. In other words, income inequality in Los Angeles is higher than for the nation. 

3Home ownership rate in Los Angeles is considerable lower than that for the nation. According to the 2011 
American Community survey, 46.3% of Los Angeles households are home owners, while the rate for the 
nation is 64.6%. The lower rate for this region is likely due to. a combination of a disproportionate number of 
low-income households and higher housing cost. Worse, the ownership rate in Los Angeles has declined 
over the last quarter century, indicating increasing difficulties in making the transition away from being 
renters. 

4Carrying out the analysis by decade would show periods of income decline in Los Angeles but were 
beyond the scope of this research. 
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In his State of the City address vesterday New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio honed in on the issue of affordable housing. 

"If we do not a:t and act boldly, " de Blasio said, "New York risks taking on the qualities of a gated community . A place defined by exclusivity rather than by 
opportun ity and we can not let that happen' ' 

It's a sentiment that res idents ofLos Angeles are familiar with . L.A. is one of the least affordable places to live in the country, maybe even less affordable than New 
York City. 

A recent study from UCLA named L.A. the wo rst rental market, based on the fact that the average resident spends al most half their income on housing costs. That's a 
greater proportion than in other high-pri ced places like New York or San Franci sco. 

Richard Green, Director of the USC Lusk Center for Real Estate, explains tha whi le New York's housing is a little more expens ive than it is in Los Angeles, "Los 
Angeles' incomes are a little lo wer than they are in New York. So if you look at how well people can afford housing, Los Angeles actually turns out to be a littl e 
worse than New York City." 

Add to that the fact that there are more people who want to I ive in L.A. than there are houses avai lable, Green says, and "we get things I ike more doubling up in Los 
Angeles than any other city in the country." 

Like Mayor de Blasio, Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti has also made affordable housing apriority, pledging to build I OODOO new housin g units bv 202 1. But Green 
says that right now Los Angeles is not on pace to meet that goal. 

"We' re not even building 25POO [units] a year. The demand for hous ing grows by probably about 30,000 units a year, so we have to build more stuff." 

In order fo r Los Angeles to get ba:k to a normal housing stock relative to its population, Green says, Angelenos will have to let go of the idea of LA as a city of 
single-fami ly homes and get more comfortable wth "building up ." 

That doesnt necessaril y mean that L.A. would be pocked wi th skyscrapers like New York City, but it could mean that LA would look a littl e more like Paris. 

"Pari s is a very dense city, it's almost as dense as Manhattan," Green says. "Paris doesn't have sJ..)'scrapers, but it h<f; a bunch of six story buildings'' 

More from this ep isode Take Two for Februarv 04, 2015 

Doctor won't treat unvaccinated kids, CA gets 5 hockey teams, black cop on his experience 

Northridge doct>r turns awav unvaccinated chi ldren 
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AT LABC SUMMIT, MAYOR GARCETTI ANNOUNCES NEW POLICIES 
TO ADDRESS AFFORDABLE HOUSING SHORTAGE IN LOS ANGELES 

Speaking at the LA Business Council's annual Mayoral Summit, Mayor Garcetti 
sets a new course to ease LA's record jobs/housing imbalance 

LOS ANGELES (October 29, 2014)- Citing the expanding housing affordabil ity gap faced by a growing 
number of residents throughout the City, Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti- in his first major speech on 
housing since taking office last year- unveiled new policy proposals designed to reverse the trend in the 
keynote speech at the Los Angeles Business Council 's 2014 Mayoral Housing, Transportation & Jobs Summit, 
held today at the UCLA Anderson School of Management. 

New housing supply is not keeping up with growing demand, according to the Mayor, who said L.A. is facing 
its worst housing shortage since World War II. To address the challenge, the Mayor set a goal of building 
100,000 new housing units in Los Angeles by 2021 and outlined several strategies to protect and increase the 
city's affordable housing supply. These strategies include building up the City's Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund, pursuing an innovative policy proposal to subsidize the development of affordable housing on sites 
currently owned by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, and expanding the 
overall supply of housing in Los Angeles by cutting red tape at City Hall and working with key stakeholders to 
institute CEQA reform . 

"Increasing affordability can be accomplished by protecting and growing our stock of affordable housing, and 
by increasing our overall housing supply," Mayor Garcetti said in his keynote speech . "I will be a leader in the 
fight for state and federal housing funds, while at the same time making sure we come to the table with a 
stake of our own by building up our Affordable Housing Trust Fund." 

"LABC enthusiastically supports Mayor Garcetti's affordable housing proposal," said LABC President Mary 
Leslie. "We share the Mayor's concern for the working poor and strive to promote equity and economic 
opportunity in Los Angeles. Creating a significant new supply of affordable housing units is a pivotal part of a 
comprehensive economic development strategy for Los Angeles," she said. 

The Mayor's affordable housing proposal reflects the priorities of LABC members. Earlier this month, the 
LABC polled its membership on another part of Mayor Garcetti's economic platform- an increase in the 
minimum wage. The large majority of LABC members support the Mayor's minimum wage proposal if it is 
part of a broader economic policy, including increased funding for the City of Los Angeles' Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund, the allowance of exceptions and mitigations to the minimum wage based on independent 
research, passage of a meaningful reduction in the gross receipts tax, and new steps to ease the development 
of affordable and workforce housing near transit hubs. 

-more-



Mayor Garcetti Addresses Affo rdable Housing Crisis at LABC Summit I 2-2-2 

"Reversing our shortage of affordable housing is critical to keeping Los Angeles attractive for both 
employers and talented workers," said LABC Chairman Jacob Lipa, President of Psomas. "Working with 
urgency to address this challenge must be a top priority for our region to remain economically 
competitive ." 

A report released this summer by real estate website Zillow found that metro Los Angeles has the least 
affordable housing market in the United States. 

"The lack of affordable housing is one of LA's most pressing impediments to maintaining a diverse, vibrant 
economy," said LABC Institute Board Chair Brad Cox. "Los Angeles has one of the highest housing affordability 
gaps in the nation, which is why the LABC is so enthusiastic about the Mayor's commitment to driving 
forward an economic policy that includes a meaningful increase in the supply of affordable housing." 

In addition to the Mayor' s keynote address, the Summit featured three panels addressing the need for 
affordable housing, the potential for an innovation district in downtown Los Angeles, and strategies for 
keeping Los Angeles competitive in an increasingly global economy. Speakers included U.S. Reps. Maxine 
Waters and Janice Hahn, Airbnb Regional Head of Public Policy David Owen, Brookings Institute Director of 
Strategic Partnerships Marek Gootman, and American Apparel Ch ief Manufacturing Officer Marty Bailey. 

The LABC has long been a leader in advancing policies to develop workforce housing to help relieve the 
jobs/housing imbalance and make it easier for people to live affordably near their place of employment. 
Recent studies commissioned by the LABC have identified specific opportunities for developing affordable 
and workforce housing along public transit corridors in the San Fernando Valley, the Eastside and South Los 
Angeles. Last year's study provides a detailed analysis of the opportunities and challenges associated with 
developing livable communities in Los Angeles, including the use of development incentives and project 
financing mechanisms to serve as a catalyst for the creation of workforce housing. 

About the Los Angeles Business Council 

The Los Angeles Business Council is one of the most effective and influential advocacy and educational 
organizations in California . For over 70 years, the LABC has had a major impact on public policy by harnessing 
the power of business and government to promote environmental and economic sustainability in the Los 
Angeles region . For more information, visit www.labusinesscouncil.org. 

# # # 
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2013 Livable Communities Report: A Call to Action 
Executive Summary 
In October 2012, the Los Angeles Business Council (LABC) released the report Building Livable 
Communities: Enhancing Economic Competitiveness in Los Angeles (2012 Report). The 2012 Report 
contemplated the connections between jobs, housing, and public transit throughout Los Angeles County, 
emphasizing thatthe traditional "jobs-housing balance" metric is no longer a sufficient way to measure 
economic stability; rather, the region's expanding transportation infrastructure must be added into the 
analysis. The report also addressed the need for additional investment in workforce housing, defined as 
housing affordable to workers earning between 50% and 120% of Area Median Income (AMI). Very few 
public subsidies and incentives exist to construct housing at these affordability levels, and market rents 
in most neighborhoods across the County are above these thresholds. 

The introduction of transit into the jobs-housing equation provides the opportunity to develop housing in 
less expensive markets and capitalize on the transit infrastructure that connects these markets to job and 
activity centers. In addition to providing recommendations that incentivize the development of add it ional 
workforce housing in close proximity to transit, the 2012 Report revealed that the developable footprint 
around transit can be significantly expanded by establishing multimodal connections at transit centers. 
This concept, described as "transit corridor development," is a critical component to a long-term growth 
strategy that will provide more sustainable housing opportunities, minimizing the potential negative 
impacts typically associated with increased development densities. 

The Need for Workforce Housing 
Throughout Los Angeles County, residents continue to face extremely high costs for housing. In 2012, 51.3% 
of owners and 59.8% of renters in the County were considered "housing cost burdened" by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), spending more than 30% of their income on 
housing (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). While Los Angeles County faces excess demand for housing across 
all affordability levels, there is a particular need for investment in workforce housing units. In 2013, the 
Los Angeles County AMI is $82,400 for a family of four-this means that workforce housing units are 
affordable to families earning between $41,400 and $98,880 (HUD, 2013). These members ofthe workforce 
are not receiving public subsidies or housing vouchers; rather they are school teachers, engineering 

-- --·-----------------·-- ···-·· 

technicians, . and web developers who find themselves cost
burdened by market-rate housing in many parts of the County. 
As the 2012 Report noted, the growing public transit assets in the 
County create new opportun ities to address the shortage of 
workforce housing in Los Angeles County. By pursuing 
workforce housing development in less expensive areas that are 
connected to job centers via transit, the burden on these 
working residents can be substantially reduced. As such, 
policymakers must engage with the development community to 
create appropriate incentives for the development of workforce 
housing in connected, livable corridors around the County. 

- I - \ 
1 Developa~ Transit Corridor 

The transit corridor concept introduced in the 2012 Report is an 
essential part of livable community development. Utilizing 
mobility hubs and walk-extenders, which serve to enhance the 
connections outward from transit stations throughout the 
system, helps connect the transportation network to 
communities beyond the typical quarter-mile radius often 
associated with Transit-Oriented Development ("TOO") . 
Multimodal connections are critical to ensuring that housing, 
employment centers, and other community assets are fully able 
to realize the benefits of transit throughout Los Angeles County. 
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Figure 1: From the 2012 Report: Illustrating the difference 
between traditional TOD and Transit Corridor Development 



The 2013 Report 
The 2013 Livable Communities Report: A Call to Action is an update to the 2012 Report and it examines 
livable corridor and livable community development in more detail, from the perspective of developers and 
cities that are currently seeking opportunities to cultivate more workforce housing around transit. As such, 
the focus is on implementation ofthe 2012 Report findings. The 2013 Report seeks to answer several key 
questions that arose from the 2012 Report: 

• Where are the opportunities for livable community development throughout the County? 

• How can the concepts introduced in the 2012 Report be applied to real development opportunities? 

• What specific policies and programs will incentivize the development of more workforce housing in 
livable communities connected to the transit system? 

This report begins by outlining the current policy climate surrounding transportation, housing, and 
economic development from the federal to the local level. Several key changes in policy have occurred 
since the release of the 2012 Report that will alter the context within which new livable communities can 
be developed. 

This report then introduces the Livable Community Opportunity Index ("Opportunity Index"), a tool 
designed to analyze local markets around transit stops and their potential to support livable community 
development. The Opportunity Index is made up of six key demographic and market indicators-including 
population, housing density, income, employment, transit ridership, and land values-to evaluate whether 
a given market is able to support the type of mixed-use, mixed-income, and higher-density development 
that comprises a livable community. The index is used to score each of 104 station areas across Los 
Angeles County's light ra il (LRT) and bus rapid transit (BRT) lines, including the future Crenshaw Line, 
creating classes of hot, warm, and cool markets for livable community development. The complete list of 
station areas and their associated index scores is included as Appendix A. 

Two ofthese station areas are examined as case studies in livable community development. These stations 
score as either warm or hot livable community markets in the Opportunity Index, but they were also 
selected as representative examples for development strategies that can be applied to other opportunity 
sites throughout the County. The selected station areas are profiled below: 

Van Nuys Ora ge Line St 10 

Location: Intersection of Van Nuys Blvd and Orange Line BRT alignment 

Key Attributes: • Surface park & ride lot owned by Metro; numerous lots like this owned by Metro 
along all transit lines 

• Immediately adjacent to transit node 

• Multi modal connections to north-south buses and bicycle 

• Higher-density development opportunity while maintaining connections to transit 
riders and existing residents and businesses 

Florence/la rea Crensha 1 lin S ation 
Location: Intersection of Florence Avenue and La Brea Avenue in City of Inglewood, along the 

future Crenshaw Light Rail Line 

Key Attributes: • Large development site previously owned by Redevelopment Agency, now 
transferred to the City of Inglewood 

• Case study for cities throughout the County seeking to replace lost functions 
of Redevelopment Agencies (RDAs) 

• Connection between Crenshaw Line, Civic Center, Market Street Retail Area, 
and other community amenities 
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Recommendations 
The final component of this report introduces policy and programmatic recommendations that can help 
narrow the financial gap to providing workforce housing in livable communities. These recommendations 
are analyzed in terms of how they will specifically impact developers and work to create more housing 
units in target areas near transit. The case studies both illustrate a key challenge to the development of 
new housing near transit-the supportable investment generated by the Net Operating Income (NO I) from 
workforce housing for developers is simply not enough to cover the costs of new construction, and the 
private development market cannot provide housing affordable to workers earning 80% to 120% AMI 
without significant support from the public sector. 

This report proposes the following policy recommendations to capitalize on livable community 
development opportunities throughout Los Angeles County through project finance programs and 
development incentives: 
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Changing Policy Dynamics 
The regional landscape of Los Angeles policy and politics has substantially changed since the 2012 Report. 
The region's Redevelopment Agencies (RDAs) are focused on winding down, seven of 15 City of Los 
Angeles Councilmembers turned over in 2013, two ofthe five County Supervisors will term out in 2014, and 
the City of Los Angeles has a new mayor, Eric Garcetti. In addition to these political changes, the City of 
Los Angeles is moving forward with the creation ofthe Los Angeles Economic and Workforce Development 
Department (EWDD) to create and enact policy changes that will improve real estate and economic 
development opportunities and assume the role of the former Community Redevelopment Agency of Los 
Angeles (CRA!LA). 

Post-Redevelopment: A Closer Look at the City of los Angeles Economic and Workforce 
De elopmen Department 
With the dissolution of RDAs in 2011, the City of Los Angeles moved forward with the creation ofthe EWDD 
and a partner organization, the Citywide Economic Development Nonprofit (CEDN). These two 
organizations will form an unprecedented Public Private Partnership (P3) to replace many elements of the 
CRA/LA, as well as absorbing the efforts of the former Community Development Department (COD). 
Many public policy stakeholders are hopeful that the P3 model will provide a strong precedent for how 
other jurisdictions within the County will respond to the loss of RDAs. 

The EWDD will primarily work on strategic planning and policy initiatives, whereas the CEDN will manage 
the city's strategic real estate assets, off-budget finance entities 1, and implement development initiatives 
via negotiated real estate transactions (HR&A Advisors, Inc., 2013). Further, it is anticipated that the P3 
will help facilitate business and real estate development through the planning and permitting process to 
streamline approved and ordinary permits. 

The EWDD and CEDN will work with developers of potentially catalytic projects across the City of Los 
Angeles. Since housing development is not explicitly part of the EWDD's mission, collaboration with the 
newly consolidated Housing + Community Investment Department (HCID) will be paramount to the 
success of cohesive, livable community development throughout Los Angeles. On July 1, 2013, the City 
of Los Angeles consolidated the former Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) with the human delivery 
components of the former Community Development Department (COD) into the new HCID. HCID is 
tasked with incorporating social services programming into housing and economic development efforts. 
HCID has already indicated that planning for affordable housing options around transit is a departmental 
priority, through both the approval of the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan and the comprehensive approach 
through which it engages the development community for projects that contain public investment. 
Moving forward, the impacts of public programs can be multiplied by focusing the efforts of both the EWDD 
and HCID on livable community development in transit corridors. 

In phca 1ons of the Turnover in the ayor's Office an-t City Council 
For eight years, Mayor Villaraigosa was successful in developing a bold plan to transform transit in Los 
Angeles. His administration championed innovative transit initiatives in the City and County, most notably 
MeasureR, which dedicates a projected $40 billion to traffic relief and transportation upgrades throughout 
the county over the next 30 years. A commitment to advancing these projects should continue to be a 
priority for our city's new leaders. 

Concurrent with the election of Mayor Garcetti, the Los Angeles City Council had the highest turnover in 
four decades, as term limits forced seven Council Offices to change in 2013. Because livable community 
development is a concept that can be tailored to the needs of any scale and style of community, 
Councilmembers are encouraged to adopt this approach to enhance the City's economic competitiveness, 
as well as its competitiveness for key federal funding programs. 

1 Oft-budget finance entities are independent organizations that are not funded by the City's general fund and contribute specific funding sources to 
development projects. These entities include the Los Angeles Development Fund and the Industrial Development Authority. 
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MAP-21: Federal Funding for Transit Projects in LA. County and TOD 
Nearly all of the transit projects throughout Los Angeles County, big and small, involve federal funding. 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), signed into law in 2012, is a funding bill that was 
designed to streamline the federal process of reviewing transit projects and issuing funding. MAP-21's 
major shift from prior transportation legislation is a new focus on performance-based evaluation and 
secondary transit benefits. This shift puts more emphasis on transporting people between and within 
dense urban areas; this gives a marked priority to transit, bikes, urban circulators/streetcars, urban light 
rail, pedestrian circulation, and other innovative transit solutions in the funding cycle (Federal Highway 
Administration, 2013). 

MAP-21 implementation guidance places substantial emphasis on secondary transit benefits, specifically 
economic development. While this connection seems obvious to many in the real estate business, it is not 
the primary goal of transit providers, which have, across the nation, designed transit networks to connect 
and integrate nodes, but not with the goal of promoting economic and real estate development. MAP-21's 
new rating criteria assign 16.7% of a project's overall evaluation to economic development; this qua litative 
measure analyzes local plans, policies, and resources that incentivize and support secondary transit 
benefits, such as affordable housing and supportive zoning. Projects will receive a high rating if "Agencies 
have adopted effective regulatory and financial incentives to promote transit-oriented development. .. [and] 
a significant number of development proposals have been received for transit-supportive housing and 
employment in station areas." It will be increasingly important for local jurisdictions in Los Angeles County 
to develop policy methods to bolster TOO in order to maximize federal funding opportunities for transit projects. 

Funding Cuts to Housing at All Levels of Government 
The most direct policy impact to the housing development climate today has been the significant reduction 
in affordable and workforce housing funding resources from the local to the federal level. Cities throughout 
Los Angeles County are struggling to find new sources to invest in housing projects, as the demise of RDAs 
eliminated both their direct financ ing of development projects as well as their substantial contribution to 
housing trust funds. California Proposition 1 C funding, a key component of many affordable and infill 
developments near transit, is dwindling as well. The 2006 bond measure provided $2.85 billion to a variety 
of programs related to housing and infill infrastructure, but as of June 2012 the total balance of funds was 
down to under $200 million; approximately 7% ofthe original program amount remains (California Housing 
and Community Development, 2012). 

The same trend has occurred at the federal level, as key programs that counties and cities use to inject 
capital into local housing markets have been dramatically reduced as well. The U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development's (HUD) Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) program is a flexible funding 
source that is distributed to states, counties, and cities. This powerful funding mechanism may be used 
for acquisition, reconstruction and rehabilitation of housing, allowing jurisdictions to tailor HOME-funded 
programs to fit their communities' needs. HOME funds budgets have been nearly cut in half, however, from 
$1.8 billion in FY2010to a proposed $950 million in FY2014 (National Association of Counties, 2013). Over 
the past three years, the City of Los Angeles has lost 32 percent of its Community Development Block Grant 
allocation and 56 percent of its HOME funding (Marquez, 2013). 

Given these funding cuts across the board, it is essential for local governments throughout Los Angeles 
County to pursue funding sources for workforce housing and livable community development, as well as 
to create a policy environment that allows the development community to deliver new quality projects near 
transit in livable, mixed-income communities. 
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Livable Community Opportunity Index 
From the federal to the local level, political support for development around Los Angeles County's transit 
network continues. As such, it is critical for cities to identify opportunity areas for livable community 
development. Rather than institute citywide policies that may not take into account the specific market 
context of various neighborhoods and transit station areas across the County, it would be prudent for 
policymakers to target policies at key locations and opportunity sites for this specific form of development. 
The Livable Community Opportunity Index serves as a tool for cities to determine the sites best situated 
to test these policies and programs. 

The Livable Community Opportunity Index is a tool that enables public agencies and private developers 
to rate the market potential to support this type of development around station areas based on a composite 
set of criteria. Station ·areas were created using a half-mile radius around each transit station. Many TOO 
studies analyze a quarter-mile radius around a station; however, since the livable corridor concept 
emphasizes multi modal connections at transit stops that address the first and last mile of commuting, a 
larger radius around each station is appropriate. The index is composed of the following factors: 

• Population 

• Number of Housing Units 

•Income 

Po ulation 

• Employment 

• Public Transportation Ridership 

• land Values 

The index includes total population as a proportion of total Los Angeles County population. At the most basic level, 
any development requires a base population to generate demand, whether it is for housing, jobs, or consumer 
goods. Livable communities around transit stations will consist of mixed-use residential and commercial 
developments. Therefore the current population around a station will create a market for the product type. 

Number of Housing Units 
Increased housing density is necessary to create walkable communities around transit that include more 
workforce housing options. Since the station areas examined by the index are all of equal land area, the 
number of housing units is analyzed to calculate each area's housing density. Neighborhoods with 
greater existing density are more likely to support the development of more housing units near their transit 
stations, and therefore score higher on this component ofthe index. 

I co 
There are several metrics to measure income within a particular community. Rather than utilize per capita 
income or median income, which both serve as a good indicator of relative wealth across neighborhoods, 
the Opportunity Index captures total area income. In addition to measuring relative wealth, total area 
income measures the community's spending power, another driver of demand for goods and services. 
Incomes are also indicative of average residential rents, and higher-rent areas can support private 
development of housing without the need for public sector intervention. 

mployment 
Because livable community development requires integration into the region's transportation 
infrastructure, the key drivers oftransit ridership are important components that drive livable development 
opportunities. As illustrated in the 2012 Report, the proximity of jobs to transit actually has a greater impact 
on ridership than the proximity of housing to transit, so employment within the station area is another key 
component of the Opportunity Index. 

ublic ransportation iders 1p 
The proportion of employees who use public transportation for their daily commute is another factor of 
the Index. While this doesn't necessarily encompass all of the transit riders within an area, transit 
commuters comprise the majority of daily rides on rail and bus lines, and this metric serves as a good 
indicator of a community's propensity to utilize public transit regularly. 
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land Values 
The final component of the Livable Community Opportunity Index considers land va lues in the areas 
surrounding each transit station area. Land values actually have an inverse relationship to the Opportunity 
Index, since lower land costs can be supported by lower rents. All else equa l, an opportunity site in an 
area where land can be purchased more cheaply is a better candidate fo r workforce housing development 
and therefore receives a higher rating. 

Each factor in the index is calculated as a 
proportion of the County total, then summed 
and normalized to yield a score out of 100. ,susAN~':":,"~r ... "~ 5 

Station areas with an index score of 67 or 
above are considered "hot" markets, primed 
for livable community development. Station 
areas with a score between 34 and 66 are 
considered "warm" markets; these locations 
will li kely support l ivable commun ity 
development, but they will requ ire more 
proactive pol icies in order to incentivize 
development. Sites with an index score 
below 34 are considered "cool" markets. A 
cool ma rket does not necessarily imply that 
development is not possible at an 
opportunity site in that location, only that the 
community may not show the propensity for 
denser, transit-oriented development 
patterns, or that current residents of that 
community are less likely to utilize the transit 
infrastructure ava ilable to them. Figure 2 at 
right maps the County's transit station areas 
and labels cool, warm, and hot markets for 
livable community development. 

The complete list of 104 station areas and 
their associated scores on each index 
criterion, along with their composite score, 
can be found in Appendix A. 

It is important to note that the Livable 
Community Opportunity Index only analyzes 
the market potential for higher density, 
mixed-use projects that connect to public 
transit. The Index does not, however, rate 
the feasibility of this type of development at 
particular locations. Developers and public 
partners interested in the development of a 
specific site must conduct further analysis to 
determine if rental income, land values, and 
construction costs can support development 
on that site. The case studies that follow 
serve as examples ofthis analytical process 
from the developer's viewpoint. 
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Case Study: Van Nuys Orange line Station 
Site Context 
The Orange Line is a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line that is considered part of Metro's ra il and transitway 
system. The Orange Line runs along a dedicated right of way in a former Pacific Electric Red Car 
alignment. This BRT functions more like a light rail line than a traditional bus line since it does not move 
in and out of the vehicle lanes in a mixed flow of traffic. The 14-mile route goes through the heart of the 
San Fernando Valley, from the North Hollywood Red Line station west to Canoga and Warner Center, and 
then north to the Chatsworth Metrolink station. Since the Orange Line connects to both the Red Line 
terminating in Downtown Los Angeles and the regional Metrolink network, it can be seen as the main 
transit artery for the San Fernando Valley. 

While BRT is akin to light rail, the capital costs are considerably lower since fixed rail construction is not 
required. Since its inception in 2005 and extension in 2012, the Orange Line has exceeded all ridership 
projections and has been a huge success for LACMTA. Ridership numbers on the Orange Line exceed that 
of the Expo Line, the newest addition to the region's light rail network. In July of 2013, average weekday 
boardings for the Orange Line and Expo Line were 27,152 and 26,908, respectively (LACMTA, 2013). The 
Orange Line is an important case study for the potential success of BRT in Los Angeles County and BRT's 
role in bolstering the regional transit system. This is especially true considering that the development
generating effects of BRT are less studied than those of heavy and light rail. 

Another integral feature of the Orange Line is the related bike path that 
runs its entire length. Its incorporation supports first and last mile 
strategies along the corridor, which are fundamental to enabling TOO 
generally as identified in last year's report. In addition to the bike path, 
the majority of the Orange Line stations include park-and-ride lots for 
motorists, another amenity that contributes to first and last mile 
strategies and facilitates transit ridership. 

The Van Nuys Orange Line station has been identified as a noteworthy 
station with considerable development potential. With a Livable 
Community Opportunity Index score of 68, the station area is in the top 
third countywide as a hot market for livable community development. 
The Van Nuys Civic Center lies just to the north of the station on Van 
Nuys Boulevard consisting of large-scale public buildings dedicated to 
both Los Angeles City and County. Van Nuys Boulevard, which runs 
perpendicular to the Orange Line, is a critical thoroughfare that 
supports several local bus lines that link with the transitway and 
regional transit system. 

Key challenges to addressing development around the Van Nuys 
Station include the numerous car dealerships surrounding the station. 
These car dealerships are low-intensity land uses, consisting mainly of 
surface parking lots. Additionally, Van Nuys Boulevard is extremely 
wide and vehicles _move at high speeds. The car dealerships, wide 
streets, fast speeds, and long blocks create a super-block design, 
which does not support a pedestrian scale. Also, the station is adjacent 
to lower-density residential neighborhoods characterized by single-
family homes and smaller, older apartment complexes between five and 

nine units (ESRI, 2013). Although these challenges exist, amenities such as the separated bike path and 
park-and-ride facility present the opportunity for livable community development in the Van Nuys Orange 
Line station area. The development potential ofthe station is further examined in the following discussion. 
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Figure 3: Van Nuys Project Vicinity Map 

Development Opportunity Sites 
The park-and-ride facility on the Van Nuys Station is a Metro-owned parcel of land that is prime for land
use intensification and densification in alignment with TOO. As previously mentioned, the majority of the 
Orange Line stations include park-and-ride surface lots, which are all owned by LACMTA. Several other 
stations within the Metro Rail and Transitway network also contain park-and-ride facilities. Therefore this 
development site is a development typology representative of several transit stations and corridors 
throughout the Los Angeles region. 

Market Analysis 
Several market indicators make the Van Nuys station area attractive for transit-oriented development. 
Transit ride rship statistics at this station indicate thatthe station is highly utilized by residents in the station 
area, a key factor of the Livable Communities Opportunity Index. On any given day of July 2013, 
approximately 1,300 individuals boarded the line at this station in the eastbound direction, and nearly the 
same number disembarked at this stop in the westbound direction (LACMTA, 2013). The Reseda station, 
with the next-highest level of ridership, experiences approximately 800 daily boardings and 
disembarkations in the eastbound and westbound directions, respectively. (LACMTA, 2013). That is to say 
that ridership at the Van Nuys Station is nearly double that of any other station on the Orange Line other 
than the North Hollywood Station, which is the terminus ofthe Red Line, highlighting its potential for transit
oriented and livable communities development. 

The nearby Van Nuys Civic Center is an employment hub for the San Fernando Valley, attracting close to 
1,200 government employees on a daily basis (ESRI, 2013). This employment center indicates the potential 
to develop livable communities in the station area, as increasing workforce housing near job centers 
already linked to transit is vital to fostering TOO and livable communities. 

In a half-mile radius around the station area, there are approximately 3,300 households (ESRI, 2013). This 
half-mile radius translates to roughly 125 acres of land, meaning that there are around 26 dwelling units 
per acre around the site. The parcels directly surrounding the station are zoned CM, which allows for 800 
square feet per dwelling unit, which is approximately equal to 55 dwelling units per acre. That is to say 
that the number of housing units around the station area could be doubled according to the zoning 
envelope. Given the station's proximity to the Civic Center, there is a clear opportunity to intensify 
workforce housing around this employment center. 
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Figure 4: Illustrative site plan for the Van Nuys Station area. This plan shows how higher density residential can be developed 
while maintaining connections to the Orange Line BRT station, the adjacent bike path, and retail along Van Nuys Boulevard. 

Development Program 
The Metro-owned opportunity site at the Van Nuys Station is approximately 275,000 square feet in land 
area. The current zoning at the site allows for a maximum of 344 units to be developed, yie lding just over 
325,000 net square feet of residential area, assuming an average unit size of 750 square feet. In addition 
to the residential development, the site's location along Van Nuys Boulevard-a highly trafficked 
commercial corridor-optimizes commercial development atthis location. Due to the narrow frontage of 
the site on Van Nuys Boulevard, however, the reta il development will be limited to 10,000 square feet of 
ne ighborhood-serving retail. Figure 4 above provides an example of how this site can be programmed in 
order to maximize residential density and maintain key multi modal connections. 

Because ofthe connections to the Orange Line, the adjacent bike path, and a number of key north-south
running bus routes along Van Nuys Boulevard, this site is an excellent location for the development of a 
mobility hub. Located adjacentto the Orange Line BRT Station, this mobility hub would contain bike parking, 
bike share faci lities, and pedestrian connections to the bus stops and commercial build ings along Van 
Nuys Boulevard. A mobility hub is an essential connection between the transit stop, the new development 
site, and the community beyond it. 

The Long Beach Transit Mall in Downtown Long Beach is an 
excellent example of how a mobility hub can be utilized to 
magnify the impact of transit on its surrounding community. 
The Transit Mall completed a $7 million renovation in 2012, and 
is made up of a street closed to automobile traffic, with the 
Blue Line light rai l running down the centerline; bus-on ly 
lanes on either side of the light rai l tracks; landscaped 
pedestrian sidewalks; and buffered bicycle lanes. The 
multimodal connections are enhanced by the Long Beach 
Bikestation, which provides bike rentals, short- and long-term 
bike storage, and facilities fo r cyclists. Figure 5: View of the Long Beach Transit Mall, with light rail, bus, 

pedestrian, and bicycle connections. Source: Long Beach Transit. 
The biggest potential benefit of mobil ity hubs is that they are 

relatively inexpensive, and there are a number of public sources that are eligible to fund these projects. The Long Beach 
Transit Mall and Bikestation, for example, had a total budget of approximately $7.5 million, and they were funded through 
Federal Stimulus dollars, California's state bicyc le transportation account, and local redevelopment funds (Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Information Center). Long Beach has further leveraged this public mobility hub investment with the approval 
of the Long Beach Downtown Plan, a strategic plan that focuses more investment in infrastructure and development 
in Downtown around transit. Cities within Los Angeles County should follow this example of proactive planning and 
leveraging of public investments to enhance their own livable communities. 
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Financial Analysis 
Table 1 below calculates res idua l land value using construction costs for development atthe Van Nuys 
Station opportunity site, in addit ion to the expected revenues from that development at market rents along 
with workforce housing rents affordable at 80%, 100%, and 120% AMI levels. While construction costs 
remain the same for all four scenarios, the Net Operating Income (NO I) changes with the rents associated 
with each level of afford ability. The residual land value-or financial gap-for each scenario is calculated 
by subtracting construction costs from the supportable private investment generated by the respective 
Net Operating Income. 

Table 1: Van Nuys Pro Forma Analysis 

*Residential market rents were determined using comparable 1- and 2-bedroom rents in close proximity to the project site. Workforce housing rents 
were determined using average HUD Fair Market Rents for 1- and 2-bedroom units. 

**Commercial per square foot rents were determin ed using listed leasing rates for comparable retail spaces in the project area. 

The analysis shows the difficulty in providing workforce housing in the Van Nuys area without any public 
financing. At market rents in Van Nuys, the project supports a land basis of about $50,000 per unit, but a 
financial gap would remain at workforce housing affordability levels. If the City of Los Angeles would like 
to pursue a development program that includes workforce housing on this site, it would need to 
substantially discount the cost of land as well as include other development incentives to lower 
development costs. Strategies to reduce costs for developers are discussed in more detail in the Policy 
Recommendations section. 
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Case Study: Florence I La Brea Crenshaw Line Station 
S1 e Contex 
To date, the majority of light rail lines across Los Angeles County have expanded in an east-west direction. 
And while the region has had significant success in increasing transit ridership among its residents and 
employees, one key step to improve the network is to connect these expanding lines with north-south 
running alignments. Metro's Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor (Crenshaw Line) project is an excellent 
example of the type of light rail alignment that will connect the transit network and multiply its positive 
impacts. The Crenshaw Line will connect the Expo and Green Lines through the cities of Los Angeles, 
Inglewood, El Segundo, and parts of unincorporated Los Angeles County. In December 2011, the Federal 
Transit Administration issued a Record of Decision for the Crenshaw Line, which authorized the transit 
agency to proceed with key preconstruction activities for the coming alignment, including utility relocation 
and property acquisition (LACMTA, 2013). 

The Florance/La Brea Crenshaw Line Station is one of 
the premier development opportunity areas along the 
new light rail line. With projected daily boardings of 
nearly 1,500 passengers, the Florance/La Brea Station 
promises to be one of the most highly-trafficked stations 
along the new 8.5-mile line, accounting for over 10% of 
the entire alignment's daily boardings (LACMTA, 2011 ). 
Located in the heart of the City of Inglewood, the 
Florance/La Brea Station will be within a quarter-mile of 
the Inglewood City Hall and Civic Center, as well as the 
Market Street pedestrian-oriented commercial district. 
With Inglewood High School, a number of neighborhood 
retail options, and other community amenities within a 
half-mile radius of the station, Florance/La Brea is 
primed to be a catalytic station site for the Crenshaw 
Line and the City of Inglewood alike. 

One ofthe key challenges to development around the Florance/La Brea Station is that the neighborhood 
to the north of the alignment is largely built out with low-density development. Much of this development 
consists of light manufacturing, including auto repair uses that can cause contamination and require 
environmental remediation, adding costs and time to any potential development project in that area. 
Fortunately, the amenities and density of development to the south of the station site provide ample 
opportunities for livable community development that connects to this incoming piece of transit infrastructure. 

De elopment Oppo unity S1 s 
lri addition to the surrounding amenities that make the Florance/La Brea Station attractive for development, 
directly adjacent to the station location is one of the larger publicly owned development sites along the 
Crenshaw Line. The City of Inglewood currently owns the "D3" site- a 3.5-acre development site located 
on the southeast corner of Florence Avenue and La Brea Avenue, which was purchased by the city's 
redevelopment agency before being transferred to the city's ownership last year. The site is currently sitting 
vacant and primed for development. As well, Inglewood's C-1 zoning that governs that location allows for 
mixed-use, relatively dense development. This favorable zoning makes the site ideal for a transit-oriented, 
mixed-use development that provides multimodal connections to the Civic Center and Downtown Inglewood. 

Beyond the city-owned D3 site lie several opportunities for private development along Market Street. This 
stretch of Market Street, from Regent Street to Hillcrest Boulevard, is a pedestrian shopping district 
featuring historic buildings, wide landscaped sidewalks, and attractive pedestrian wayfinding signage 
often found in upscale shopping districts. Currently, however, several storefronts along Market Street sit 
vacant, along with over an acre of opportunity sites and surface parking lots that have significant mixed
use development potential. 
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Market Analysis 
The area surrounding the Florence/La Brea Station, including the Inglewood Civic Center and the Market Street 
district. is made up of a healthy mix of complementary uses. The area within a half-mile radius ofthe station site 
has several promising demographic indicators that make a market for livable, transit-oriented development and 
there is clearly room for additional development in close vicinity to the future station. Within this half-mile area, 
there are only about 3,100 existing housing units, whereas within a 1-mile radius ofthe station-a land area four 
times as large-there are over 16,000 housing units (ESRI, 2013). This means that the residential density within 
the larger radius is 30 percent higher than that of the smaller radius, a clear indication that density should be 
increased significantly near Florence/La Brea, along with multimodal connections to the future Crenshaw Line. 

Population demographics near the station show a strong market demand for additional rental housing at 
workforce affordability levels. Nearly 85% of housing units within a half-mile ofthe station are made up 
of rental housing, and about 30% of the local population is either between the age of 25 and 34 or over 
age 65 (ESRI, 2013). These age groups are more likely to be living in smaller households without children, 
and they generate demand for the smaller units that can be delivered at more affordable levels. 

This site presents a unique case study in that residential rents in the Downtown Inglewood area are 
already affordable to workforce earners in the range of 80% to 120% of AMI. Average per-square-foot rents 
for apartment units in the Florence/La Brea area are approximately $1 .50, which is affordable to residents 
earning about 90% of AMI, per HUD's 2013 income limits.2 The low rental rates mean that new housing 
units will likely be absorbed by workforce income earners, making the station area an especially attractive 
location for these members of the region's workforce to live once the Crenshaw Line arrives. At the same 
time, the low market rents will make it extremely difficult for the private market to provide any new units 
without public intervention through either significant development incentives or direct financial contribution. 

Development Program 
The prime development site at the Florence/La Brea station 
contemplated by this case study is the D3 site owned by the city 
of Inglewood. There are other excellent opportunity sites in the 
area, but the D3 site is already under public ownership, and its 
proximity directly across Florence Avenue from the station location 
makes it a critica l development in order to connect the future 
transit station to the surrounding community using concepts of 
livable corridor development. Figure 7 shows an illustrative 
example of how this site can be utilized as a gateway from the 
Florence/La Brea station into the community. 

The site is currently zoned C-1, Limited Commercial. which allows for 
the highest residential density in the city at 55 dwelling units per acre 
(City of Inglewood, 2013). The 2.69-acre site can therefore support 148 
residential units by right. as well as additional community-serving 
commercial space. 148 units of residential will yield approximately 
120,000 square feet of living space at an average unit size of 800 
square feet, which is slightly larger than average in order to 
accommodate lnglewood's·minimum dwelling unit requirements. 

Figure 7: Floren cel La Brea illustrative site plan, showing residential and 
retail surrounding public space and community facilities. The site connects 
the future Crenshaw Line station to the surrounding Inglewood community. 

In addition to a residential component. the site can support commercial developmentthat will tap into the 
purchasing power of the thousands of transit riders passing through the area each day. Inglewood's 
political leaders and residents have made it clear that they do not want large, national tenants in the 
Florence/La Brea and Market Street district, but instead want the area to maintain a vibrant. community
oriented feel (CLC Joint Development POD, 2013). As a result. retail development on the site will consist 
of smaller spaces, between about 1,000 and 3,500 square feet. and will house local businesses. 

2 Area median rents were calculated using a comparable rental analysis of 1, 2, and 3-bedroom units within 
approximately 1 mile of the Florence/La Brea Station s~e . 

15 



With a number of community amenities in close proximity to the development site, including the civic 
center, Inglewood High School, and Crozier Middle School, there is an opportunity to develop a community 
center on the site that will better connect it to the surrounding community. The center would include 
recreational facilities and classrooms for after-school and adult education programs. As a key community 
gathering place, this addition would strengthen the Florence/La Brea Station's role as an important asset 
for Inglewood along the region's growing transit network. 

Beyond the development program ofthe site, pedestrian and bicycle connections to the station area should 
be strengthened along Florence Avenue, La Brea Avenue, and Market Street connecting to the 
surrounding community. Currently, both Florence and La Brea are extremely vehicle-oriented 
thoroughfares, making the area difficult to navigate if one is not in a car. Developing the 03 site with 
multimodal connections to the north and the south as a strong transit- and pedestrian-oriented development 
will set the foundation for livable community development that spreads throughout the station area. 

Financral nalysis 
As with the Van Nuys case study, the following analysis compares construction costs to NOI and 
supportable investment to generate residual land value for four alternative mixed-use development 
scenarios-market-rate units and workforce units affordable at 80%, 100%, and 120% AMI. 

The financial analysis in Table 2 shows the difficulty in developing new construction in a lower-rent area, 
even when it is surrounded by a number of valuable amenities. On a strictly financial basis, the rental 
market in the Florence/La Brea section cannot support new construction without the intervention of the 
public sector. Even before adding in the cost of land, market rate rental housing atthis location has a per
unit financial gap of nearly $70,000 per residential unit and over $10 million for the entire project. 

Table 2: Florence/La Brea Pro Forma Analysis 

*Residential market rents were determined using comparable 1- and 2-bedroom rents in close proximity to the project site. Workforce housing rents 
were determined using average HUD Fair Market Rents for 1- and 2-bedroom units. 

**Commercia l per square foot rents were determined using listed leasing rates for comparable retail spaces in the project area. 
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Market rents in this neighborhood of Inglewood are actually below the Area Median Income for Los 
Angeles County. This means that higher rent levels still within the workforce housing range would reduce 
the financial gap. Even if rents strengthen with the arrival of the Crenshaw Line to $2 per square foot, 
affordable to workforce earners at 120% AMI, there would still be a gap of nearly $15,000 per unit that 
would need to be filled before accounting for land value. Because ofthese low market rents in the area, 
any development on the 03 site at the Florence/La Brea Station will have to be a public/private partnership 
with a public contribution to close the affordability gap in the project. Writing down the cost of the land 
to zero will close the financial gap substantially, but still leave a shortfall of about$70,000 per unit to make · 
the project profitable at market rents. 

The City of Inglewood has made clear its intent to develop this property to increase housing options near 
the Crenshaw Line and better connect the station to the surrounding community. As such, the 03 site 
should be developed using the city's Planned Assembly Development regulations, which allow for more 
flexible application of the zoning code to large projects that provide affordable housing or a community 
benefit (City of Inglewood). This flexibil ity will allow the city to provide the future development with various 
incentives to ma ke the project pencil for private investors, including reduction of fees and parking 
requirements and increase of residential density. 

Key Challenges to Livable Community Development 
The two case studies presented in this report are indicative of the myriad development opportunities that 
exist around Los Angeles County's expanding transportation network. The Van Nuys Orange Line Station 
site is one of numerous Metro-owned surface parking lots that serve as mixed-use development sites 
immediately adjacentto transit. The Florence/La Brea Station in Inglewood is an example of a development 
site that can be used to unlock the potential in the surrounding community by creating a strong, central 
connection to the regional transit network. It also serves as an example to the many cities across the county 
that have been transferred ownership of development sites from their now-defunct redevelopment agencies. 

Both of these case studies also illustrate the challenge presented to the development community when 
trying to deliver units affordable to workforce earners of 50% to 120% of AMI. Even in locations where the 
market is strong enough to support development near transit, high land costs and construction costs that 
do not vary substantially throughout the county make it nearly impossible to support workforce housing 
development in livable communities near transit without public intervention in the market. 

In the most fundamental analysis, the feasibility of any development project is determined based on 
comparing costs and returns. Many affordable housing programs that exist today are aimed at reducing 
costs either through direct financial contributions or through low-interest loan programs that reduce the 
cost of capital. Public leaders must act now to ensure that these programs maintain their financial 
support of affordable projects, as well as utilize new programs and planning tools to make workforce 
housing around transit more feasible for developers from both sides of the equation. 

The recommendations that follow are a guide for policymakers to effect changes that will positively impact 
the development of workforce housing in livable communities. Realizing that each neighborhood within 
each city of Los Angeles County has different needs and assets, policy leaders must work with local 
residents and the development community to configure the appropriate mix of funding and planning 
incentives that suit their needs. 
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Policy Recommendations Project Finance 
stablis Dedica ed Source or Housing T tst Funds in L . Coun 

As federal, state, and local funding contributions to cities' affordable housing trust funds have been 
drastically reduced, jurisdictions must now set aside secure funding streams for affordable housing, 
further dedicating a proportion of these resources for workforce housing at 50% to 120% AMI. This can 
be achieved with existing or new sources of funds. The City of San Francisco created a new revenue 
stream for their housing trust fund in a public election in November 2012. San Francisco's fund is made 
up of the city's "boomerang funds"-former redevelopment area revenues that are being returned to 
counties- along with a portion of its hotel tax and new business tax revenues. Together, these funds will 
provide a total of $1.5 billion of investment in affordable and workforce housing over the next 30 years 
(Housing Trust Fund Project, 2013). 

Policy Milestones • Mandate at least 20% of "boomerang funds" are committed to affordable 
housing trust funds 

• Require at least 15% of affordable housing trust fund expenditures to be 
reserved for workforce housing projects 

urs 1e Creati e Use o xisting Fundmg Sources 
Because of the inherently mixed-use nature of livable community development, projects built in this style 
provide opportunities to tap into numerous public financing and incentive programs. Both public partners 
and private developers involved in these deals significantly limit themselves if they look only at existing 
housing programs to finance their projects. Figure 8 below illustrates how splitting a project into its 
components allows access to a number of public programs that can help close a workforce housing 
project's financial gap. 

Policy Milestones • Establish a joint case management program that includes City Planning, HCID, 
and EWDD-or their local equivalents-to help developers with projects in the 
pipeline navigate programs that are managed by different city departments 

• Publish annual audits of fee revenues and committed program funds to the 
development community; promote funding sources, such as Quimby Fees, 
that have uncommitted balances available for new projects 

Development Component Potential Funding Sources 

Affordable/Workforce Housing Units • Low Income Housing Tax Credits 

• HOME Funds 

• Local Housing Trust Funds 

• 80/20 Financing 

Commercial/Community Facilities • Section 108 Loans 

• CDBG Funds 

• New Market Tax Credits 

Public Space/Recreation/Mobility Hub • Quimby Fees 

• MAP-21 Regional Surface Transportation Program Grants 

• Metro Call For Projects/Prop C Funds 

Figure 8: Compartmentalizing multiple components of a mixed-use project enables developers to access a multitude of 
financing sources. 
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Establish Financing Districts to Recapture Benefits to Land 
As traditional funding sources for workforce housing and livable community development further diminish, 
cities throughout Los Angeles County should look toward more innovative financing solutions to fund future 
projects. Infrastructure Financing Districts (IFDs) enable cities to dedicate a stream of property tax 
revenue over time for the purpose of creating and rehabilitating public infrastructure, including "schools, 
libraries, parks, parking facilities, open space," and transportation systems, and give cities the authority 
to bond against this revenue stream and finance these improvements over time (CA Government Code 
53395). Though IFDs may not be utilized for funding housing development, they can be a critical component 
for investment in the other components of a livable development that connect housing to transit and the 
surrounding community, including parking facilities, streetscape improvements, and mobility hubs that 
connect transit infrastructure to other forms of transportation, expanding the positive impacts of transit 
investments. 

Policy Milestones • Create pilot IFDs in half-mile radius areas surrounding stations that show 
promise for livable community development 

• Pursue state legislation to allow Transit-Oriented Development Tax Increment 
Financing (TOO TIF) to be used for development around transit stations. 

Development Incentives 
Utilize Mobility Hubs to Catalyze Livable Development 
Strategically located mobility hubs are invaluable to the development of livable communities around transit, 
as they act as a gateway between the public transportation system and the neighborhoods surrounding 
it. As seen in both case studies presented, the value of land can have a dramatic impact on the financial 
feasibility of a housing development. Mobility hubs expand the developable footprint around transit 
stations, allowing developers to acquire less expensive land slightly farther from transit nodes, while 
maintaining pedestrian, bicycle, and other alternative transit connections to the central station. 

Policy Milestones • Establish separate Modal Application in Metro Call for Projects for mobility hubs 
and other multimodal connection facilities 

• Fund and construct five pilot mobility hubs system-wide by end of 2014 

• Encourage use of mobility hubs as part of Transportation Demand Management 
Plans for major projects 

Increase Density Bonuses for Mixed-Income Development 
In 2004 the State of California approved S81818, which created a statewide development incentive for 
projects that exceed a threshold amount of low-income (80% AMI) or very low-income (50% AMI) 
affordable units. Since that time, cities across the state have adopted their own legislation that provides 
additional incentives above and beyond that which S81818 provides. These incentives include density 
bonuses, parking reductions, and items like increased floor-area ratio or reduced setbacks, which 
expand a project's building envelope. In practice, the only projects that utilize these incentives are those 
100% affordable projects that are also receiving some form of public subsidy to defray the costs of 
development. These incentives must be increased if they are to be attractive to projects originally 
planned as entirely market-rate developments. 

Policy Milestones • Pursue countywide policy to include workforce housing of up to 120% AMI 
afford ability in density bonus ordinances 

• Increase incentive levels across all income thresholds from 50% to 120% AMI 
to counter the financial loss incurred by adding workforce units 
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Reduce Parking Requirements Near Transi 
One of the highest cost drivers in new construction is the development of parking spaces, which can cost 
up to $50,000 each in subterranean parking structures. Residential units have significant parking 
requirements, and though some existing policies reduce the parking required for affordable units, the 
requirements are still such that they can be prohibitively expensive for a new development. Parking 
standards should be modified to allow more flexibility to developers who are building a product type in a 
market that does not have as high a demand for parking. Near public transit lines, where residents are 
likely to be utilizing transit for most of their daily trips, it is even possible to eliminate residential parking 
requirements entirely and allow the market to determine how much parking to provide. This would allow 
developers to determine the appropriate level of parking based on their projected costs and revenues, 
in addition to the community context of a particular project. 

Policy Milestones • Eliminate or significantly reduce parking requirements within a quarter-mile 
of transit stations 

• Establish secondary tier of parking reductions for projects within a half-mile 
of transit stations 

• Provide parking credits for developments that include mobility hub features such 
as bike share and car share facil ities 

Reduce Developme Fe s r L bl Communi y D"velopmen 
A significant proportion of development costs-on the order of 5% to 10%- is made up of fees for city 
approvals, building permits, and development impact fees. On large-scale developments, these fees often 
add up to millions of dollars in costs above and beyond the cost of land and construction. While these fees 
are a source offunding for the city departments that approve and monitor development, they also provide 
cities with a resource to incentivize development of a certain type or in a targeted location. By discounting 
or waiving development fees for workforce housing in close proximity to transit. cities can make these 
developments much more financially appealing to private developers throughout the County. 

Policy Milestones • Codify a formal definition for the preferred mix of uses found within the 
"Livable Community Development" typology 

Conclusion 

• Offer reduced or zero development fees for Livable Community Development 
projects that are located within a half-mile of transit stations 

Los Angeles County will continue to develop its transit system and the neighborhoods around that system 
for the foreseeable future. Political leaders at various levels of government have already made clear their 
priority for livable community development that capitalizes on this expanding system, but policymakers 
must take proactive steps today in order to maximize the development potential around transit while 
addressing issues of workforce housing affordability. This report illustrates that opportunities for livable 
community development abound throughout the County, but from the development community's 
perspective there are a number of issues that make workforce housing development impossible without 
incentives or financial contributions from municipal partners. 
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Appendix A: Livable Community Opportunity Index Scores 

Note: All data was sourced using ESRI's Business Analyst Online proprietary software, with the exception of the transit index source data, which 
was drawn from the American Community Survey 2005-2009 5-year Averages 
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Notes 



Source: Ovalle Architects. 
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In 2001, for the site outlined below in yellow dots, the community plan was amended from Light 
Industrial to Neighborhood Commercial and the zone was changed from M2-l to C2-2. As shown 
on the ZIMAS map below, there has been no reduction in industrial zoning on adjacent properties 
in the subsequent 14 years. 
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The Google aerial photograph below was taken in 2014. The site outlined with yellow dots was 
approved for 309 dwelling units. As indicated in the photograph, there has been no further expansion 
of residential use into the adjacent industrial area. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Job producing land is a critical component of a healthy and prosperous city. Industrial zoned areas 

of Los Angeles offer employment opportunities for residents of all skill and education levels, create 

and support jobs in multiple other business sectors, and generate taxes that sustain the quality of 

life elsewhere in the City by funding streets and sidewalks, police and fire services, libraries, trash 

collection, and more. For these reasons, the City of Los Angeles has had a long-standing adopted 

policy to preserve industrial lands. The General Plan 

Framework states that the City of Los Angeles must 

"actively ensure that the City has sufficient quantities of 

land suitable to accommodate existing, new and relocating 

industrial firms." It also limits the conversion of existing 

industrial land to other land uses to avoid creating "a 

fragmented pattern of development [that] reduces the 

integrity and viability of existing industrial areas." t 

This existing policy states the City's intent to : 

• Protect industrial zoned land; 

• Retain and expand existing businesses; 

CiTY OF los ANGELES GENERAL PLAN 

fRAMEWORK lAND USE GOAL: 

"Industrial growth that 
provides job opportunities for 
the City's residents and 
maintains the City's fiscal 
viability." 

• Attract new uses that provide job opportunities for the City's residents; and 

• Maintain a healthy jobs/household ratio that supports the General Fund and its capacity to 

pay for essential services and programs for the City's existing and future population . 

Despite this long-standing policy to support industrial and employment generating land uses, the 

policy has been increasingly overlooked, recently prompting a renewed effort to retain critical job

producing lands, the jobs they support, and the revenues they generate for the City. The industrial 

sector in Los Angeles employs fully one-quarter of the City's total workforce2 and creates an 

estimated $219,000,000 annually in City tax revenue. More than 410,000 persons are employed in 

the industrial sector.3 

The diverse and dynamic economy of Los Angeles is increasingly home to many types of 'new 

economy' jobs that are considered industrial. Technological advances and global economic changes 

are replacing 'smokestack' industries with more light manufacturing, apparel , biomedical, logistics 

1 
General Plan Framework, Section 7.2.11 (1996, 2001). 

2 
California Employment Development Dept., Labor Market Information Division, ES202 data (2005) . 

3 This number represents persons working in the City of Los Angeles, irrespective of place of residence. 
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and creative industries. Moreover, Los Angeles provides opportunities for start up businesses; 

industrial zones offer the conditions needed for entrepreneurs and small businesses to grow and 

expand, as well as transition to full production. 

In addition to directly supporting job-producing uses, industrial zoned land is crucial to many 

services essential to Los Angeles' business and residential communities including utilities, 

distribution, recycling, construction and maintenance yards, animal services, and automobile repair. 

These businesses are also critically linked to other business sectors that rely on goods and services 

produced in industrial zones. 

Competition for industrially zoned land in Los Angeles is extremely high; industrial land in the City 

has the lowest vacancy rate in the nation, remaining consistently below two percent. Yet the supply 

of these critical job-producing areas is becoming increasingly scarce as non-industrial uses such as 

residential, big-box retail, schools, open space and recreational facilities continue to encroach on 

industrial land. Currently, 26 percent of Los Angeles' industrial land is already used for non

industrial purposes4, leaving just six (6) percent of the City's total land area available for active 

industrial uses. In Downtown Los Angeles, West Los Angeles and increasingly in Hollywood, 

residential developers have purchased industrial properties to convert them to high-end housing, 

creating speculative markets that result in increasing land prices and uncertainty about future land 

use decisions, making it difficult for our most important industries to do business in Los Angeles and 

for new industries to have the confidence to invest. As a recent market report forecasting the fate 

of industrial land in Los Angeles cautions: 

"The major concern is what the developers will do with the minimal vacant land that is left in 

Los Angeles County. Developers of all types of product: residential, retail, office and 

industrial, will all scramble to gobble up land and turn it into what they believe will be the 

most profitable use. The recent trend in Los Angeles has been mixed-use and high-end 

condominium construction. If this trend continues, industrial space will be in even tighter 

demand, pushing more users in the area to move east [to the Inland Empire]."; 

When industrial businesses and jobs leave the City, it not only redirects economic value and 

revenues to other cities, it potentially leaves Los Angeles residents with fewer-and often lower

paying-employment opportunities. To protect job-producing land in the City of Los Angeles, the 

Mayor's Office of Economic Development appointed an Industrial Development Advisory Committee 

in 2003 to make policy recommendations to the Mayor and City Council to help the City: 

4 Not including the Airport and Port of Los Angeles. DCP GIS (2004}. 
5 Grubb & Ellis, Industrial Market Trends: Los Angeles County (Second Quarter 2007}. 
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• Encourage industrial economic activity in the City of Los Angeles; 

• Retain and optimize the use of the City's industrial zoned land; 

• Increase the number of quality jobs available to local residents; and 

• Increase the City's revenues from industrial activity. 

The Committee issued the Industrial Development Policy Initiative Phase 1 in early 2004 and Phase 2 

in late 2005. These reports characterized Los Angeles' industrial base, examined the factors that 

influence the vitality of the industrial sector, and made preliminary policy recommendations to 

expand the City's industrial base. Both the 2004 and 2005 reports underscore the significance of the 

City's industrial land use policies to the City's economic prosperity. 

As the public bodies responsible for implementing City land use policy, the Los Angeles Department 

of City Planning (DCP) and the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles 

(CRA/LA) have an obligation to ensure an adequate supply of land for existing businesses to operate 

and to employ the City's residents, as well as to enhance the City's ability to foster business and job 

growth. 

By 2005, Los Angeles was experiencing intense pressure to convert relatively inexpensive industrial 

land to other uses including residential development and public and private schools. As a result, 

the Mayor directed DCP and CRA/LA to look more deeply into the ramifications of the potential loss 

of the City's industrial areas. The Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP) Project was thus undertaken to: 

> Address the increasing numbers of zone change, general plan amendment and 

redevelopment plan variation applications to convert industrial land to other uses; and 

> Evaluate the efficacy of the City's existing industrial land use policy in order to provide 

guidance to DCP and CRA/LA staff as they begin updating the Community Plans and related 

documents that include many of the City's industrial/employment districts. 

The ILUP Project staff released preliminary findings and conclusions in November 2006, which were 

presented to community members, residents, business owners, developers, advocacy groups, and 

City staff, for review and comment over a period of six months. ILUP Project staff subsequently 

conducted additional analysis to address issues raised by the various groups and revised the 

preliminary determinations. 

This report is the culmination of ILUP Project research, analysis and public outreach. It is submitted 

in conjunction with industrial land use policy implementation directions to DCP and CRA/LA staff. 
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The directions include both typological and geographically-specific staff guidance that together with 

this report provide policymakers and the public with a comprehensive understanding of the role of 

industrial and employment lands in the City of Los Angeles and why they are important to the social 

and economic health of the City. While its scope is Citywide, this report emphasizes conditions in 

Greater Downtown Los Angeles where the most acute land use conflicts are occurring, and thus 

where the most attention has been focused . 

This report is organized into five sections: 

I. Industrial Land and Zoning in Los Angeles reviews types of industrial uses in Los Angeles 

and policy/planning efforts that shape these uses; 

II. The Importance of Industrial Land to the Los Angeles Economy reviews wage levels, 

demographics and workforce development issues related to industrial uses; 

Ill. Real Estate Economics Shaping Industrial Land Uses in Los Angeles reviews current 

industrial demand and vacancy rates, impacts of demand for housing in industrial districts, 

and discusses the opportunities for housing development throughout Los Angeles; 

IV. Conclusion summarizes and concludes report findings; and 

V. Appendices include a summary of the methodology and analysis used in the review of the 

City's existing industrial lands, excerpts from the General Plan Framework Element, brief 

descriptions of existing City policies that affect industrial land, and an overview of other 

cities' strategies for preserving and enhancing industrial districts . 
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I. INDUSTRIAL LAND AND ZONING IN LOS ANGELES 

Zoning is important for the separation of land uses as well 

as to ensure that an adequate supply of land is available 

for current and future development. Zoning is based on 

comprehensive planning for the entire City to ensure that 

there is a balance of space to house and employ City 

residents and to support the services that meet both 

residential and non-residential needs. The distribution and 

organization of zones reflect the designation of land use 

categories in the General Plan Land Use Element and 

Community Plans. This allocation is intended to ensure 

that development is consistent with adopted plans and 

that development does not adversely affect the City's fiscal 

health or environmental resources . While it is possible to 

apply to the City Council for a change of zone for any 

particular parcel in the City, the intent of the Community 

Plans is to create rational land use and zoning designations 

and to discourage incompatible or inappropriate 

development, i.e., "spot zoning." 

In Los Angeles there are four primary zoning categories

residential, commercial, industrial, and public facilities

with each category divided into more specific zones to 

allow for variation in intensity and mix of uses. The 

separation of uses is intended to protect sensitive uses 

such as homes and schools from noise and traffic, and 

allows commercial and industrial districts to exist without 

restrictions that could hinder business operations . 

Industrial Zones and the Industrial Sector 

ZONING 101 

All private and public land in a 

city is designated for a 
particular type of use; this 
separation of uses is commonly 
referred to as zoning. Zoning is 

the tool used to implement 
broad policies related to land 
development in the city. Zoning 
allows certain uses to be 
located on particular parcels 
while restricting other uses. 
For instance, single family 
residential zones typically do 
not allow commercial uses such 
as shopping malls and offices, 
or industrial uses such as 
recycling yards or auto repair 
shops. 

Industrial zones prohibit uses 
such as housing and hospitals 
because of the potentia/for 
environmental and health 
conflicts. It would be 
inappropriate,Jor instance, to 
have a residence, school or 
hospital next to a noisy or 
noxious manufacturing plant. 

The Industrial sector represents a portion of the economy that includes manufacturing, 

warehousing, transportation, wholesale trade, publishing, logistics and motion picture production. 

Most of the activities that support these industries occur within industrial zones. For simplicity it is 

useful to classify businesses or uses into three main categories : 
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~ Heavy Industry describes the most intensive industrial uses, such as large-scale 

manufacturing operations, aerospace, transportation and logistics, refineries, scrap metal 

facilities, produce storage and distribution, and similar uses whose impact on adjacent land 

may be significant and noxious or noisy.6 

~ Lower-impact uses fit into the category of Light Industry. These include clothing design and 

manufacturing, furniture design and manufacturing, packaging and assembly, 

warehouse/distribution, biomedical research/manufacturing, and wholesale sales. Light 

industry also includes a va~iety of "neighborhood industrial services" that benefit from the 

close geographic relationship to customers, wholesalers and related services. Such uses 

include animal hospitals and kennels, automobile service and painting, lumber yards and 

specialty construction materials. 

~ Studio & Production uses are especially important to the Los Angeles economy. These types 

of uses often require specialized buildings that provide high ceilings, wide clearances and 

extensive power infrastructure but do not produce many of the nuisances of some other 

industrial uses. Common activities in this category range from film and television production 

campuses with sound studios, lumber yards and prop houses, to digital sound studios and 

graphic production offices. These types of uses-while not noxious-may still produce 

limited impacts due to extended hours of operation and/or deliveries. They frequently 

locate in districts in close proximity to related industrial and commercial businesses in order 

to maximize the synergy and interdependence these uses have with each other and with 

suppliers, clients, and related independent contractors. 

These categories correspond roughly to industrial zoning, which is separated into zones from 

heaviest (M3, M2) to lightest (Ml, MR and CM) intensity. Heavy industry and uses that produce 

noise, odors or other environmental impacts are typically separated from other uses that produce 

fewer impacts, including light industrial uses. Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of industrial zones 

in Los Angeles. 

6 Port anp airport activities are considered heavy industry, but this report excludes these from the discussion due to their 
specialized needs and operating requirements. 
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FIGURE 1: INDUSTRIAL ZONED LAND IN LOS ANGELES 
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Industrial Land Supply in Los Angeles 

Just eight percent of the City of Los Angeles (excluding the Port of Los Angeles and LAX) is zoned for 

industrial use-about 19,000 acres. These 19,000 acres are the only parts of the City where 

industrial and other high-impact uses may locate. Of this total area, 26 percent is already used for 

non-industrial purposes including residential, retail and institutional uses (see Table 1). 

TABLE 1: TYPES OF USES IN los ANGELES' INDUSTRIAL ZONES 

Type Total Acres % ofTotal 

Light Manufacturing 5,349 28.1 

Other Industrial Uses~ 3,991 21.2 

\Varehousing 2,222 11.7 

l 11slitutiotJ,1! 1.906 10 

Rdail / ,SSO 8.1 

H eavy Manufacturing 1,380 7.3 

Rfsid<nlia! ~ 78 4.1 

Commenia/ 6 /S ' ') J.L. 

Misc. and Unknown 525 2.8 

Food Process Plants 279 1.5 

Open Storage 267 1.3 

Film & TV Production 11 0 0.5 

Re.-!?aliorwl 74 0.-1 

Industrial Uses 14,123 74% 

Non-industrial Uses 4,923 26% 

TOTAL 19,046 100% 

*i11cludes 1\!Iinera! Pro,using. Oil and Gas. L umber, Airport and Port of LA uses (not the actHal 

Port and LAX). Ciry La11djills. and Parking L oti. 

Source : IDPI Phase 1 Report 2004, page 74 

Although certain uses are prohibited in industria l areas, the City of Los Angeles' zoning code is 

permissive, meaning that the code allows certain non-industrial uses-retail stores, offices, animal 

clinics/kennels, gas stations, and auto sales, most of which are allowed in commercia l zones-in 

industrial zones. So even without industrial conversions or zone change applications, industrial 

districts are subject to being compromised by the presence of such uses. 
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In addition to the competition that industrial zoned land experiences due to the variety of uses 

allowed, discretionary actions by decision-makers have also contributed to the diminishing supply of 

land for industrial and employment uses. The General Plan Framework makes it clear that 

conversions to non-industrial uses should only be allowed "where it can be demonstrated that the 

reduction of industrial lands will not adversely impact the City's ability to accommodate sufficient 

industrial uses to provide jobs for the City's residents or incur adverse fiscal impacts ." 7 Approving 

conversions of industrial parcels on a project-by-project basis without regard to the broader 

citywide context, coupled with Los Angeles' permissive zoning code, has diminished the availability 

of the City' s industrial lands along with the jobs, industries, and General Fund revenues they 

support. 

Evolving Industrial Districts 

The term " industrial" no longer only refers to large facto ries producing steel, cars or other ma ss 

produced goods. Today the term describes a broader array of job-producing uses and activities-in 

addition to traditional industrial uses-such as furniture and clothing design, biomedical 

research/manufacturing, and entertainment-related post-production activities that do not 

necessarily generate impacts such as noise, traffic and pollution . 

While the industrial/employment sector is evolving, Los Angeles County remains the largest 

manufacturing region in the United States . Although globalization has generally triggered an exodus 

of jobs from many American city centers, the strategic importance of Los Angeles and its industrial 

lands has been strengthened . As a recent industrial market report for Los Angeles states : 

With the regional Los Angeles economy thriving, industrial space will remain at a premium. 

Although other parts of the nation have suffered because of the outsourcing of 

manufacturing, Los Angeles has been able to cope with the problem. Due to the greater 

volume of imports here, the demand and need for logistics and warehouse/distribution space 

is very high.8 

Industrial districts are a critical component of the dynamic entrepreneurial economy of Los Angeles. 

In many instances, these thriving districts developed where a core industry was first established, 

later followed by support services and related businesses. 

7 General Plan Framework, Chapter 3 Section 14.6. 
8 Grubb & Elli s, Industrial Market Trends: Los Angeles County (Second Quarter 2007) . 

Page 11 



ll •• 

Los Angeles' Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy· December 2007 

This can be seen in several industrial districts in Los 

Angeles that have located proximate to regional 

transportation infrastructure and have evolved into 

specialized districts such as fashion design/production, 

goods distribution (including food), entertainment and 

aerospace. These industrial districts are home to many 

small and start-up operations, which are a critical 

component of the dynamic regional economy. The 

"Everything is made within a two

mile radius of this building. This is 

our way of remaining competitive." 

ERIC KIM AND H ENRY KIM, Co-OWNERS OF 

MONARCHY CLOTHING COMPANY IN DOWNTOWN 

entertainment industry and its support activities such L.::.:===========L=os=A=N=G=EL=Es= J i 

as prop houses, lumber yards, digital film editing and 

sound stages are clustered primarily in industrial districts of Hollywood, Studio City and other parts 

of the San Fernando Valley. Warehousing and logistics industries are clustered into districts around 

the port and airports (both LAX and Van Nuys), along the freeway and rail lines bisecting the San 

Fernando Valley, and around the freight transportation hubs east and southeast of Downtown Los 

Angeles. Smaller industrial clusters remain along former railroad lines in portions of South and 

Southwest Los Angeles. 

Strategic Importance of Downtown Los Angeles 

Los Angeles's expansive rail and freeway networks connect the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles 

to the greater Southern California region and to the rest of the United States. At the confluence of 

these networks, the industrial lands of Downtown Los Angeles are attractive for industries such as 

logistics, goods movement, wholesale and import trade, food distribution and fashion . The 

Downtown Fashion District is the apparel hub of the West Coast, and caters to high-end and rapid

turnaround clients that rely on the quality labor pool and proximity of Los Angeles' fashion industry. 

As the LA Times recently wrote, "At a time when more and more clothing companies are seeking 

cheaper manufacturing abroad, dozens of fledgling labels like Monarchy [Clothing Company] aren't. 

This new collection of manufacturers is capitalizing on Los Angeles' growing status as a fashion hub 

and helping stem some of the job losses to China, Indonesia,· Vietnam and other countries-and 

redefining an industry that has long been a staple of the local economy."9 

9 Vi, Daniel. "Clothing maker keeps it all local." Los Angeles Times, September 6, 2007. 
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Land for Emerging Industry Sectors 

Tomorrow's industrially-zoned land, reserved for business growth and employment, is likely to look 

different than today's . It is important to preserve and strengthen the City's ability to maintain and 

expand a diverse and flexible economic and industrial base . Key to such flexibility is securing 

industrial land upon which cutting-edge sectors can grow, and providing new foundations for our 

local economy, while retaining existing businesses that currently employ hundreds of thousands of 

Los Angeles residents . While economists predict that sectors such as trade and logistics will continue 

to be robust, there are emerging industries in Los Angeles such as green technology that are 

particularly promising and important to the City's future 

competitiveness . 

Los Angeles has significant strengths and is well positioned 

to be a global leader in fields as diverse as clean 

technology, biomedical device manufacturing, digital arts, 

furniture and apparel design and other high growth 

industries. Clean technology is a good example. As the 

green economy booms, Los Angeles is poised to become a 

capital in the fast-growing clean technology sector. Clean 

or green technology (alternative energy, energy efficiency, 

clean transportation, green building recycling, etc.) 

produces goods and services in a more resource-efficient 

and sustainable way. This nascent industry has raised more 

than $2.7 billion in venture capital investment during the 

first nine months of 2007, up 46% from the entire year of 

2006. 10 This makes green technology the third-largest 

source of venture capital, behind software and 

biotechnology. 

In green technology, Los Angeles has significant 

advantages over other regions: the City has committed to 

£co-industrial parks and bio

medical research parks are 
being developed in other cities 
with bold strategic visions for 
their futures (including Boston, 
Chicago, Philadelphia, and San 

Francisco). Such developments 
can cluster businesses with 
certain core capabilities (e.g., 
makers of photo-voltaic and 
solar energy products, electric 
vehicles, circuit boards, steel 

fab ricators, design firms, 
renewable construction, etc.) 
that reduce dependence on 
transportation and increase 
competitiveness. 

numerous actions that can help build the green economy (e.g., Clean Air Action Plan, implementing 

Assembly Bill 32, 20% Renewable Portfolio Standard, Green Building Plan) . With three leading 

research universities in the Los Angeles region-University of California Los Angeles, University of 

Southern California, and California Institute of Technology-and with a large, trend-setting 

10 Thomson Financial and the Nat ional Venture Capital Association . "Cieantech Venture Investments By Us Firms Break 
Record In 2007" (http://www.nvca.org/) November 28, 2007. 
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consumer market, the City has both the human capital and the marketplace for green technology 

businesses to thrive. 

Additionally, ir=~dustrial lands in Los Angeles play an important role as incubator space for small start 

up and creative businesses. This entrepreneurial pattern fits perfectly into Los Angeles' tradition of 

supporting a broad base of independently owned and operated businesses; most businesses in Los 

Angeles are small, independently owned and operated. 11 These firms represent entrepreneurial and 

innovative businesses that can only become established under conditions available in industrial 

zones-relatively low rents, small spaces/lots and/or business incubator space. Many of these 

businesses are cleaner than those of the past and they provide good career-ladder jobs for local 

neighborhoods that have seen a decline in other local manufacturing jobs. 

In order to recruit and attract these and other new businesses, the City must provide land where 

they can locate. Moreover, as businesses grow and expand, they often need sites to transition into 

larger-scale manufacturing and assembly firms. A common complaint from entrepreneurs and 

investors is that Los Angeles lacks available land to incubate start-up companies or to attract and 

retain more established companies. This factors into the decisions of some entrepreneurial 

businesses to leave Los Angeles once their products become commercialized. Preserving industrial 

land in Los Angeles is critical to encourage innovation in these emerging industries, to attract 

growing companies from other areas, and to grow job-producing companies already in Los Angeles. 

11 94.5% of LA County businesses have fewer than 50 employees. LAEDC, Downtown Los Angeles 2004 Economic Overview 

& Forecast (prepared for Central City Association (February 2004). 
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II. THE IMPORTANCE OF INDUSTRIAL LAND TO THE LOS ANGELES 

ECONOMY 

Industrial jobs are a critical component of the region's 

employment base . From building construction to 

computer manufacturing to motion picture/audio 

production, industrial jobs employ about 410,000 

people, about 25 percent of the total workforce in the 

City. 1 ~ These industrial sector jobs support an 

estimated 270,000 households and 790,000 people .13 

Over 160,000 City residents are employed in the 

manufacturing sector alone, and Los Angeles County is 

the largest manufacturing employment center in the 

nation.14 

The industries that comprise the businesses and jobs 

discussed in this report are based on the North 

American Industry Classification System (NAICS), used 

by the statistical agencies of the United States to 

classify business establishments.1' NAICS classifies as 

"industrial": transportation, manufacturing, utilities, 

construction, and wholesaling, along with high-tech 

industries such as computer and 

manufacturing and software reproduction . 

electronic 

Los Angeles' Industrial Workforce 

r -------.. -------··---·---·-----\\ 
According to the Los Angeles 

Economic Development Corporation 

(LAEDC}, the largest sectors in 

manufacturing within L.A. County 

employed the following number of 

workers in 2005: 

o 61,500 in apparel; 

o 60,500 in computer and 

electronic products; 

o 51,900 in transportation 

products; 

o 48,200 in fabricated metal 

products; 

o 43,400 in food products; 

and 

o 25,500 in furniture . 

~.::======)/ 

Certain communications, publishing, motion picture and sound recording industries are included as 

a part of the expanding creative industries sector. These jobs range from highly-skilled, technical 

positions to entry-level apprenticeships and career-path positions for unskilled and semi-skilled 

workers. Compared to retail and service jobs, industrial jobs often provide higher wages and better 

opportunities for skills development and career advancement. For instance, average wages for 

industrial jobs in the City are about $47,000 annually while the average retail job pays around 

12 California Employment Development Dept., Labor Market Information Division, ES202 data (2005) . 
13 Census 2000, Census 2005 American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Spending 2001-2002. 
1• Grubb & Ell is, Industrial Market Trends : Los Angeles County (Second Quarter 2007). 
1s NAICS Sectors 21 (Mining), 22 (Utilities), 23 (Construction), 32 (Manufacturing-Durable), 36 (Manufacturing- Non
durable), 42 (Wholesale trade), 48 (Transportation and Warehousing), 493 (Warehousing and Storage Facilit ies, 511 
(Publishing Industries, and 512 (Motion Picture and Sound Recording Industries). 
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$29,000 annually. '6 Table 2 provides a sample of industrial sector wages in Los Angeles that shows 

the diversity of skills and wages paid . 

TABLE 2: SAMPLE INDUSTRIAL AND RETAIL WAGES 

Occupation 

IN DUSTRIAL WAGES 

Textile cutting machine setters, operators, and tenders 

Food cooking machine operators and tenders 

Tailors, dressmakers, and custom sewers 

Welders, cutters, solderers, and braziers 

Industrial truck and tractor operators 

Automotive service technicians and mechanics 

Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 

l\Ietlia and communication equipment workers, all 
other 

Industrial machinery mechanics 

Transportation, storage, and distribution managers 

RETAIL WAGES 

Cashiers 

Retail salespersons 

Counter and rental clerks 

Total 

Employment 

2,1 10 

1,450 

1,420 

8,750 

20,630 

17,890 

128,280 

2,560 

3,000 

3,230 

87,320 

125,640 

15,960 

Median 

Hourly Wage 

58.85 

59.05 

512.31 

513.14 

515.25 

$1540 

518.85 

520.86 

520.67 

535.69 

5 8.69 

5 9.82 

s 9.84 

Median 
Annual 
Salary 

518,410 

518,830 

525,610 

527,340 

531,720 

$32,040 

539,200 

543,380 

542,990 

574,240 

518,070 

520,420 

520,460 

First-line supervisors/managers of retail sales workers 32,430 5 1741 536,200 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) Survey, May 

2006 OES Estimates 

Despite the tremendous amount of employment provided on industrially-zoned land, the City has 

been losing jobs while its population continues to increase. In 1980 there were 1,815,494 jobs in the 

City of Los Angeles compared to a population of 2,969,181-about 0.61 jobs per person. By 2005, 

the population had risen by 33 percent to 3,934,714 while jobs had decreased by about 3 percent to 

1,759,202-just 0.45 jobs per person. 17 Thus, while the City added about 965,500 people, 

employment dropped by about 56,300. In addition to providing relatively high-paying jobs, the 

industria l sector also offers a wide range of employment and advancement opportunities to the 

residents of Los Angeles . 

A significant portion of the City's population experiences barriers to employment due to low 

education levels, less specialized skill sets, language barriers, low incomes and lack of mobility. 

16 California Economic Deve lopment Department (2005) . 
17 Southern California Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan (May, 2006) . 
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In the City, 11 percent of workers in all employment 

sectors take public transit to work compared to 36 

percent of the workforce employed in the industrial 

sector. 18 

These constraints are especially pronounced in 

Central Los Angeles 19 , where 38 percent of the 

population is employed in industrial sector jobs (see 

"Job retention and creation are 

directly related to enhanced 

economic development 

opportunities." 

GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT CHAPTER 

table below) . For instance, 79 percent of the ~.::::===============".)' 
Downtown population has only a high school 

diploma or less, compared to 51 percent of the Citywide workforce. Transit dependent households 

in Central Los Angeles are also double the Citywide percentage. The prospect of industrial 

businesses that provide jobs to Los Angeles' residents closing down or leaving the region as a result 

of being "priced out" or otherwise finding themselves adversely impacted by residential 

development is likely to cause significant displacement of the workforce and/or create additional 

challenges in their finding new employment in Los Angeles, particularly for those industrial workers 

who are lower-income, less formally educated, and less mobile . Industrial businesses can provide 

accessible jobs for these workers, with higher wages than retail and service jobs, centralized 

locations, opportunities for training, and the potential for upward mobility . 

TABLE 3: COMPARISON OF WORKFORCE CHARACTERISTICS IN LOS ANGELES 

Persons over 25 who have high 
school diploma or less 

Population living below poverty 
line 

Housing units without access to 
private automobile 

Civilian population 16 & over 
employed in industrial sector * 
(manufacturing, wholesale trade, 
transportation, and warehousing) 

Within 1 mile 

of Downtown 

79% 

38% 

39% 

38% 

Citywide 

51% 

22% 

17% 

21% 

*I11dustJial in thts table does not i11cl11de motion pict11re & somtd !?Cording ind11st1ies or 

publishing i11d11stries. 

Census 2000 

1s 2005 American Community Survey, US Census. Los Angeles City, CA, Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, S0802. Means of Transportation to Work by Selected Characteristics. 
19 Central Los Angeles defined as Census tracts within 1 mile radius of Downtown Los Angeles. 
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"Ripple Effects" to the Los Angeles Economy 

As a sector that provides shipping, wholesaling and manufacturing for an array of products used by 

individuals and other businesses, the industrial sector is inextricably linked to many non-industrial 

sectors such as retailing, publishing, marketing, professional offices, restaurants/catering, 

accounting, building design and more. Figure 2 below, prepared by the San Francisco Department of 

Planning, shows the interdependence between industrial sector businesses-identified as 

"production, distribution and repair business" -and other economy sectors such as finance, 

residential , and tourism .2o The San Francisco report illustrates the importance of industrial sectors to 

other critical sectors of the economy highlighting the interdependence or ' linkages' that industrial 

businesses and jobs have in support of the production of goods or services . 

FIGURE 2: PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION AND REPAIR LINKAGES TO KEY SECTORS 

INDUSTRY TYPE 

O!her Print ing & Binding 
W ho esale Print ing & Pub 
Photography Ser'oices 
Graphic Design, In t. Des ign & Signs 
Radio, T.V . Stations & Comm Svcs 
Ganneni Manuiacturing 
Other Apparel 
W holesale Apparel 
Transportation & Deliver/ Svcs 
Tax i/LimolShutl le 
Truck ing, Freight, &Packing 
Parcel Shipping &Courier Svcs 
Utilit ies 
Sm all Scale Manufacturing & Whoresale 
Public Warehousing & Si orage 
Sound Recording/Film Prod 
Who sale f lowers 
Catering & food Process ing 
food & Be•..erage Wholesale & Distnbution 
Building Construction & Maintenance 
Aula W reck ing &Scrap Storage Yards 
Concrete W arks 
Wholesale Constru ction & Distribution 
Fumiture M "g & Rpr.Wood Work 
F 1mil ure W holesale & Showrooms 
Appliance Repair 
Interior, Household & Appliance Wholes eller 
Large Scale Manufa cturing & Wholesale 
Parking, Rental & Towing 
Theaters , Art Spaces 
Wholesale Auto Parts 
Auto Repa ir 
Export/Import Trading Companies 
Jewelry Wholesale Mig 
l andscaping,! orticulture & An imal S...cs 

Chem icals/Plastics/Leather Goods mig 
Waste Management 

Financial 
Sec tor 

. . To urist! 
ReSJden ttal R t t PDR 
Secto r es au ran Sec tor 

Sector 

zo From 'Industrial Land in San Francisco: Understanding Production, Distribution and Repair' (July 2002). 
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In Los Angeles for instance, produce and other food 

products are stored, packaged and distributed from 

warehouses and distribution centers located in Downtown 

to restaurants, hotels, convention facilities, schools and 

others businesses throughout the region . Industrial uses 

such as printing and machinery repair provide services for 

large corporations and hundreds of small independent 

offices. The fashion industry relies on imported goods that 

are finished and distributed locally. And the entertainment 

industry relies on post-production studio space, set design 

facilities, props and materials supply houses, catering, and 

other activities that take place on industrially zoned land. 

In many cases the strengths of these linkages are also 

In 2006, businesses in the 
Greater Downtown Los 
Angeles industrial zones 
reported more than $10 
billion in business revenues. 
Wholesale business 
represented the major portion 
of reported income. 

CiTY OF lOS ANGELES OFFICE OF FINANCE 

dependent on geographic proximity. In interviews with Downtown industrial businesses, many 

owners explained that their businesses served local non-industrial markets that needed high-quality 

high-turnaround products. For instance, one designer/apparel manufacturer conducts a large 

amount of business with Los Angeles' specialty retailers of motorcycle and car racing sports

creating custom graphics, clothing and other materials . The 'ripple effect' of the manufacturing and 

wholesale industries-particularly garment manufacturing in and around Downtown Los Angeles

extends well into other industries, and relies upon geographic proximity . 
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Ill. REAL ESTATE ECONOMICS SHAPING INDUSTRIAL LAND USES IN LOS 

ANGELES 

With a constrained supply and a thriving economy, the demand for industrial/and in Los Angeles is 

the strongest in the nation . Yet increasing land speculation for non-industrial uses on ever

diminishing industrial lands is pricing out industrial tenants and exacerbating the loss of jobs from 

the City. 

Current Industrial Demand and Vacancy Rates 

Los Angeles' vacancy rate for industrial space is extremely low with rates hovering around one 

percent. Recent real estate market research from Grubb & Ellis found that the LA Central 21 market 

has the region's lowest vacancy rate and is the tightest in the United States . The report from Grubb 

& Ellis states, "Tenants must face the fact that no space is under construction and must either pay 

premiums to rent or buy space, or move further east to find some relief." 22 

The vacancy rate for both Central Los Angeles and Downtown Los Angeles has been steadily 

declining as demand rises (see Figure 3) . Despite this high demand, scarcity of land, speculative real 

estate markets for housing (which results in owners of industrial land "holding out" for potentially 

more lucrative buyers/developers), and high construction costs have kept creation of new industrial 

product relatively low23. While the market is tightly constrained throughout the region, the greatest 

relative demand is in Central Los Angeles . Table 4 shows the demand for industrial land in Southern 

California by sub-region. The table also illustrates the variety of industrial land : incubator space, 

research and development, and 'flex' space are all different industrial product types. As shown in 

the right-hand column, rent is about $0 .60 per square foot, well below per-square foot rents for 

residential and commercial uses. 

Because nearly all non-industrial uses can outbid the industrial users of the relatively inexpensive 

industrial land, industrial conversions are causing market speculation that is driving up industrial 

land costs and 'pricing out' industrial tenants, as described below. 

21
"Central LA" includes Downtown Los Angeles, Echo Park, south Glendale, Pico Rivera, Lincoln He ights, Vernon, 

Maywood, Southgate, City Terrace, Commerce, and Bell. 
22 

Grubb & Ellis, Industrial Market Trends : Los Angeles County (Second Quarter 2007) . 
23 

Communication with Grubb & Ellis analyst (December 20, 2007) . 
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FIGURE 3 CENTRAL AND DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES INDUSTRIAL VACANCY RATES 2002-2006 

4.00% .----- - - ---------- ------ ----------, 

3.50% +-----~ -+-Central l os Angeles 

3.00% ...._Downtown Los Angeles 

2.50% 

2.00% 

1.50% 

1.00% 

0.50% ---

SOURCE: Grubb & Ellis. Industrial Market Trends LA County, Second Quarter 2007 

TABLE 4: INDUSTRIAL MARKET SNAPSHOT -LA COUNTY SECOND QUARTER 2007 

Total Square Vacant Square Vacant Avg. Rental 
By Submarket Feet1 Feet2 % Rate3 I Sq. Ft* 

*All aski11g rmts are quoted as i17cmho;m/ DiJirib11tio11 Jpm·e a11d in 1\TNl'\J' basis. 

Central Los .-\ngeles 301,825,68 7 3,137,991 1.0% S0.54 

i\1id-Cities 121,798,508 2,902,589 2.4% S0.57 

Los Angeles North 181,033 ,700 4,194,407 2.3% S0.71 

San Gabriel Valley 184,402,104 2,981,257 1.6% S0.57 

South Bay 220,296,398 4,739,585 2.2% S0.63 

Totals 1,009,356,397 17,955,829 1.8% $0.60* 
By Product Type (All 

Submarkets) 

General Industrial . 499,746,487 7,118,536 1.4% S0.66 

Incubator 9,353,730 62,030 0.7% S0.83 

R&D / Flex 36,275,252 1,223 ,686 3.4% Sl.Ol 
\'X' are house/ 

Distribution 463,980,928 9,551 ,577 2.1% S0.60 

Totals 1,009,356,397 17,955,829 1.8% $0.65 
(1) Inventory im/11dPs multi-tmm;t. si11gle teua11t a11d ou>llet'ocarpied b11ildi11gs u;itb at least 10,000 sq. ft. 
(2) r Ttli'Oflt spaa indudu all pbyJicalf;· vacal/t Jpace. 
(3) Rates for eat-h flllildi11g are Jveigbted b;· the amomtt of m•ailable spaa i11 the building. 
SOURCE: Grubb & Ellis. Industria l Market Trends LA County, Second Quarter 2007 
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In a 2006 analysis, Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) reported that industrial developers can 

typically pay about $38 per square foot for land while residential developers can often pay about 

$177 per square foot. 24 When land owners and developers raise their price expectations based on a 

perception that land is marketable for residential, commercial or other non-industrial uses, property 

values will rise above an economically feasible level for typical industrial users . This real estate 

speculation 'prices out' industrial tenants . 

Real estate speculation has additional negative consequences. Industrial land owners may hold 

industrial zoned land without investing in industrial operations-with the expectation that more 

lucrative land uses would be allowed in the future . The lack of regular maintenance accelerates the 

obsolescence of the structures and perpetuates the cycle of disinvestment. 

While economic cycles in single or multiple business sectors can alter the demand for land, zoning 

and the General Plan are designed to assure a balanced, sustainable economy for the City's long

term future, regardless of the inevitable ups and downs of the real estate markets. For instance, in 

what was once an underutilized industrial zoned district adjacent to the Downtown Historic Core 

now stands a thriving Toy District that generates over a billion dollars of sales and related economic 

activity annually. 25 The district was able to develop because the City did not cede to the pressure to 

convert industrial zoning to residential zoning during a period of weak demand. The purpose of land 

use planning is to look beyond the short-term expediencies of cyclical and speculative markets to 

assure that the City is always in a position to take advantage of future job producing opportun ities. 

Demand for Housing in Industrial Districts 

The City Charter mandates that, to be approved, development projects must be consistent with the 

General Plan; projects inconsistent with the General Plan should be denied . Most of the initial 

industrial-to-residential conversions were approved as adaptive reuse buildings in the Downtown 

Artist in Residence District, where the Central City North Community Plan specifically encourages 

this change under certain circumstances . These initial projects were, therefore, consistent with the 

General Plan . However, more recently, projects were approved that partially met the criteria for 

conversion but departed substantially from the City's General Plan Framework and adopted policies. 

As a result, projects have been approved for industrial sites that are inconsistent with land use 

designations in the General Plan . This has occurred because projects have been evaluated with a 

narrow site-specific perspective and on a building-by-building basis without sufficient attention to 

24 1LUP Resea rch Memorandum: " Industrial to Residential Land Use Conversions," Keyser Marston Associates, June 26, 

2007. 
25 

Central City East Assoc iation : Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis (February 2005) . 
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the neighborhood or district context in which the buildings are located or to the City's long range 

need to sustain a balanced economic base. 

While many of the residential project approvals have been in the Artist In Residence District, those 

that were not have set a confusing precedent and contributed to housing market speculation in 

industrial lands-particularly in Downtown Los Angeles, where land owners or residential 

developers have sought to selectively convert industrially-zoned parcels with the expectation that 

government officials will-as they have in the past-approve a zone change to permit housing. 

Arguments have been made that allowing residential development on these less-expensive 

industrial lands will result in lower home prices and help ease the City's affordable housing crisis. Yet 

evidence to the contrary is clear-of the 1,746 housing units built in Downtown Los Angeles' 

industrial areas since 200126 not a single affordable unit was produced by the 'market' . Less than 

3% of housing on industrial land since 2001 has been affordable-and that occurred only as a 

result of a requirement to do so and because financial assistance from the CRA/lA or other public 

entities was provided. Despite claims that industrial land is needed to help assuage the City's 

affordable housing crisis, the fact is that industrial land typically sells for roughly one-third of the 

cost of residential land, while units sell at nearly the same rates as high-end condominiums in 

nearby South Park. A comparison of housing sales on industrially-zoned land versus residentially

zoned land in Downtown Los Angeles shows that condominium sales prices were only about 2% less 

on industrialland.27 

Opportunities for Housing Development Throughout Los Angeles 

Housing-particularly affordable housing-is a Citywide need . However, Los Angeles does not need 

to compromise its industrial districts to solve the City's housing crisis . The General Plan Framework 

and the Community Plans, which together make up the Land Use Element of the General Plan, direct 

housing development to job centers, mixed use districts, and areas with access to transit and 

neighborhood amenities . Such areas can attract and support the commercial uses, amenities, and 

services that residents need and desire and that create neighborhoods. 

According to the current 2002 Housing Element of the General Plan, Los Angeles has an adequate 

supply of land zoned for housing. In and around Downtown, for example, based on an analysis 

conducted by the CRA/LA staff, there is still significant potential for residential and mixed use 

development on underutilized commercial and residential zoned parcels in South Park, Little Tokyo 

and the Broadway Theatre District. Excluding projects for which building permits have been issued, 

are under construction, and are in the entitlement process, there is capacity for approximately 10-

26 An additional 586 units in 12 projects have received discretionary approvals but are not yet under construction. 
27 

Memo from Keyser Marston Associates, October 27, 2006. 
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20 million square feet of additional residential space in Downtown Los Angeles .zs At an average of 

1,000 square feet per unit, this currently vacant or under-utilized land could support between 

10,000 and 20,000 new residential units that could house between 16,000 and 32,000 new 

residents, based on an average household size of 1.6 persons .z9 

Economic Impact of Conversion to Housing on the City's General Fund 

The industrial land in Los Angeles is critical to the 

economic prosperity of the City; the General Pl an and all 

of its elements are based on the preservation and 

maintenance of the City's industrial land base. The 

Framework Element, the foundat ion of the General 

Plan, est ablishes land use designations and densities, 

policies and programs that sustain the City's fiscal 

structure as a jobs-rich environment, based on the 

premise that there will be a healthy jobs-housing 

balance of approximately 1.4 jobs3o for every household . 

Without these jobs, the demand for municipal services 

will continue to grow commensurate with population 

growth, but the City's revenue base and related ability 

to provide municipal services would grow at a lower 

rate . The greater the imbalance, the less likely the City 

will b'e able to maintain current levels of municipal 

services, much less provide services fo r the additional 

360,000 residents anticipated in the City of Los Angeles 

by 2030 .31 

Based on case studies in local jurisdictions including the 

City of Los Angeles, Keyser Marston Associates 

concluded that residential uses draw down 

approximately 65-75 percent of unrestricted General 

( 
'7he City's fiscal structure has 

historically been dependent on a 

jobs-rich environment. A decline 

in the jobs/ housing ratio would 

reflect a growth pattern in which 

residential development 

outpaces commercial and 

industrial growth. Given that 

nonresidential/and uses 

generate proportionately more 

fiscal revenue than residential 

development, a decline in the 

jobs/ housing ratio would 

represent an undesirable growth 

pattern for the City from a fiscal 

perspective." 

CiTY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN 

FRAMEWORK 2001 

28 
Based on vacant parcels, including parki ng lots, identified in Community Redevelopment'Agency Survey of blighted 

properti es (2005). 
29 

"Downtown Los Angeles Market Report and 2006 Demogra phic Survey of New Downtown Residents," Downtown Center 
Business Improvement District, February 2007, p 34. 
30 

General Plan Framework, Chapter 7 Economic Deve lopment p 7-5. 
31 

Southern California Association of Governments Growth Forecast (2005-2030) . 
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Fund expenditures for police, fire, library, cultural, park and other municipal services, while 

contributing less than 25 percent of General Fund revenue .32 Thus, residential uses place demands 

on City services beyond the revenues they generate. Commercial and industrial uses, on the other 

hand, generate net positive revenues to the General Fund, meaning that the costs they incur for 

public services are lower than the revenues they generate. Lands designated for industrial use have 

never been contemplated to generate and support residents . As such, costs associated with 

providing municipal services such as police, fire, libraries, trash collection, and parks to residents 

introduced in previously industrial only districts have not been factored into the City's General Fund 

nor have they been factored into the land uses established in the General Plan . These costs 

constitute a "double hit" to the General Fund by increasing costs to the City while decreasing 

revenues. 

In addition to the disproportionate fiscal impacts of 

new residential uses in industrial areas, the 

conversion displaces the businesses that fund these 

services. Because industrial areas typically lack the 

infrastructure needed for residential uses-notably 

sidewalks, trees, green space, schools, etc.-new 

residential uses in industrial areas redirect demand 

and resources for new investments in community 

infrastructure while the infrastructure in older 

residential areas continues to deteriorate. At the 

same time, industrial areas are left without the 

crucial infrastructure investment required to 

remain viable, further exacerbating the lack of 

private investment in industrial districts. 

REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE CENTRAL 

INDUSTRIAL REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT GOAL: 

·~ healthy industrial environment 
which generates and attracts new 
private investment to increase job 
opportunities, property values, and 
tax revenues. " 

Impacts of Industrial-to-Residential Conversion on the City's Long Term 
Development 

When land use changes are made on a project-by-project basis, the risk of compatibility problems 

between new and old uses is increased over time. Noise, air pollution and truck traffic are some of 

the common byproducts of industrial activity. Experience shows that new residents in industrial 

districts eventually complain about these noxious impacts and the noise, traffic and other activities 

32 Research memorandum: "Industrial to Residential Land Use Conversions: Fiscal and Economic Considerations" Keyser 

Marston Associates; May 4, 2007, page 2. 
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associated with industrial land, impeding the ability of industrial businesses to function and 

discouraging new industrial investment. 

When industrial zones are changed and residential uses locate in these districts, industrial users may 

not be able to relocate, resulting in long term incompatibilities (they may also be unable to expand, 

adversely affecting their productivity and potential longevity). In particular, many heavy industrial 

users are unable to relocate due to high relocation costs, new regulations, or lack of available sites. 

This results in a negative situation for both industrial users and new residents. For instance, in San 

Diego's Barrio Logan neighborhood, where the intention was to gradually replace industrial uses, a 

mix of incompatible industrial and residential uses has persisted for decades, exposing residents to 

toxic chemicals, odors, air pollution, and water contamination. 

Randomly locating residential development in industrial areas also increases the likelihood that 

neighborhood amenities and infrastructure will not work adequately for either the industrial or non

industrial occupants. New residents expect basic infrastructure like curbs, gutters, storm drains, and 

wide sidewalks in addition to typical neighborhood amenities .like parks, trees, and attractive 

lighting, while industrial users expect wide streets and narrow sidewalks to accommodate truck 

traffic. When conversions to housing are made on a project-by project basis, a comprehensive public 

investment strategy is not implemented, resulting in inadequate infrastructure and amenities on a 

neighborhood or district basis. 

In addition to possible displacement and conflict of uses, scattered housing development in 

industrial districts can detract investment from previously established residential neighborhoods. 

Redevelopment efforts to improve neighborhoods are processes that, even in prime economic 

conditions, may take decades to achieve. Locating unplanned housing in industrial or other non

residential areas only diverts private investment from planned neighborhoods attempting to achieve 

the critical mass needed to attract services and amenities such as grocery stores, restaurants and 

other neighborhood services. 

There are also important public health issues associated with proper land-use planning. New 

research from the University of Southern California has confirmed that children living within 500 

meters (approximately 1,500 feet) of freeways are suffering from significantly adverse respiratory 

effects of traffic pollution "which could result in important deficits in attained lung function in later 

life."33 Many industrial areas are strategically located near freeways; converting these areas to 

residential use will only exacerbate the existing public health problems associated with automobile 

pollution. 

33 Gauderman, et al. 2007. 'Effect of exposure to traffic on lung development from 10 to 18 years of age: a cohort study'. 
Published Online January 26, 2007. DOI:10.1016/S0140-6736(07)60037-3. 
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Other planning efforts-beyond those of just City Planning and CRA/LA-are based on the 

presumption that land use planning will occur in a rational comprehensive manner. For instance, the 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and other agencies are addressing truck access 

and circulation problems through operational changes, engineering measures, capital improvements 

and policy changes. The truck routes they plan traverse most of the City's industrial areas providing 

access for goods distribution. Billions of dollars have been strategically invested in the Alameda 

corridor-an express railway linking the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach with rail yards, 

intermodal facilities and industrial lands east and north of Downtown Los Angeles-as well as to the 

City's truck routes. And Los Angeles Metro's transit planning is developed in coordination with the 

City's land use planning efforts to ensure that bus, subway, and light rail service is targeted to the 

appropriate areas that can support sufficient levels of ridership and link defined activity centers 

strategically located across the City. 

Additionally, designated revitalization areas such as Enterprise and Empowerment Zones-enacted 

specifically to support jobs and businesses-rely on a minimum proportion of designated zones 

remaining in employment production. The introduction of housing into predominantly jobs 

producing areas jeopardizes these special assistance zones and could trigger a loss of financial 

support from federal and state sources. 
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CONCLUSION 

Recent conversions of Los Angeles' diminishing industrial and employment land to non-industrial 

use raise important planning and public policy concerns regarding the economic, social and physical 

development of Los Angeles. The General Plan Framework, the City's blueprint for development 

and growth, recognizes the diverse needs of the City and establishes an array of policies to guide 

City departments in its implementation. The City must balance various goals to meet the needs of 

today's residents without foreclosing on future opportunities. The Framework highlights the need to 

provide not only adequate land for housing, commercial1 recreational, cultural and public facility 

uses but also the importance of ensuring that the City has adequate land for businesses, the jobs 

they create and sustain, and the revenues they generate for the City's General Fund. Further, the 

General Plan Framework elevates the need to make economic opportunities available throughout 

the City, with special emphasis on "portions of the City that historically have not received a 

proportional share of such opportunities." 34 Sustaining those businesses that employ today's 

residents is a critical part of a sound industrial land use and economic development policy for Los 

Angeles. Equally important is retaining land to attract and grow businesses so that they can 

continue to employ current and future residents. 

Consistent implementation of the City's adopted industrial land use policies will help to ensure that 

existing industry continues to function, that current residents remain employed, that jobs of the 

future can locate in Los Angeles, and that neighborhoods are properly planned and developed. It is 

imperative that we consistently adhere to clear rules to: attract and retain private investment; for 

CRA/LA and other economic development agencies to foster investments by and in the City's 

businesses; to implement improvements to land and infrastructure; to seek out and support private 

business expansion; and for the Port of Los Angeles to continue its program of growth and 

modernization. Similarly, if Los Angeles hopes to attract green/clean technology and other emerging 

industries, the City must convince investors that it will protect their investment-best demonstrated 

by clear and consistent application of land use and development policies. 

This report has demonstrated the critical role of job-producing industrial land to the City's long-term 

economic health and to the hundreds of thousands of residents employed in the industrial sector. 

Although there are claims that industrial land in Los Angeles is an abandoned remnant of an earlier 

manufacturing heyday, industrial demand for these areas-particularly as demonstrated in 

Downtown, portions of Hollywood and West Los Angeles-is still the most competitive in the nation. 

At a time when economic analysts are concerned that there is too little industrial land in the City to 

sustain job growth, City policymakers should be especially prudent about the future of Los Angeles' 

industrial lands. 

34 
General Plan Framework Economic Development Chapter. Objective 7.10 
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Appendix 1 

METHODOLOGY/ ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK 

This section provides a summary of the process used to analyze industrial districts in the Industrial 

Land Use Policy (ILUP) Project. The General Plan Framework states that industrial areas should be 

studied on a regular basis. The ILUP methodology is the suggested approach to conduct these 

regular evaluations of the City's industrial districts . It should be used in area-specific analyses and 

applied during community plan updates and other long term planning efforts. 

The ILUP Project divided industrial zoned lands into four typologies that can be applied in 

determining how land use policies, including uses and densities, should be implemented. For each 

district evaluated, the analysis considered current conditions, viability of existing uses, and 

compatibility issues within the districts and with adjacent areas. Also considered was the need to 

maintain flexibility to accommodate new industries that are still evolving and could one day play an 

important, unforeseen role in Los Angeles' economy and job market. The four typologies are: 

Employment Protection Districts, Industrial Mixed Use Districts, Transition Districts and Correction 

Areas. (These are defined and explained in the body of the Staff Directions memorandum.) 

A. Analysis and Key Considerations in Implementing Industrial Land Use Policy 

The ILUP Project analyzed industrial districts experiencing the greatest pressure for conversion to 

residential use. The Project study area contained three geographic survey areas (Westside, 

Hollywood and Greater Downtown), further subdivided into sub areas and analysis zones based on 

similarities of uses and character. Analysis began with a field survey to catalogue existing land uses 

in industrial zones, based on the North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) (see Land 

Use Survey Methodology) . 

Each industrial district was examined with in its unique 

context; geographic, economic and social factors were 

considered . Multiple resources were evaluated to 

supplement the land use information. Employment and 

business data was collected from lnfoUsa (2006) for each 

analysis zone . Keyser Marston Associates, under contract, 

provided City and regional industrial and housing market 

conditions data . Existing land uses were evaluated for 

consistency with adopted plans and policies including the 

General Plan Framework and Community Plans, CRA/LA 

redevelopment project area plans and specific plans, 
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special planning areas (such as Enterprise and Empowerment Zones), and current study areas 

(Transit Oriented District overlays, River Improvement Overlay, River Master Plan, etc.). Additionally, 

industrial studies from cities across the U.S. and Canada were also reviewed, with emphasis on 

approaches used to preserve industrial lands. 

Interdepartmental teams of the DCP and CRA/LA reviewed the information, and obtained input from 

LADOT, Housing, Public Works, and COD staff. Based on analysis and extensive discussion, 

preliminary findings were prepared with suggested implementation measures. These were mapped 

and further refined by the interdepartmental reviews. The preliminary findings were presented to 

the public in the fall and winter of 2006. Additional refinements to the findings and implementation 

measures were made based on public input and further research . Final staff guidance on 

implementation was published in December 2007. 

B. Factors To Be Considered in Evaluation of Industrial Zones 

Land Use Policy: The adopted General Plan Framework and Community Plans represent 

comprehensive and long-term goals and policies for development of the City . Land use designations 

and policies identify where industrial and other job producing activity is appropriate . Business 

investment is more likely where there is certainty in land use policy, as evidenced both by the City' s 

planning documents and by its track record of handling applications for change of use and change of 

zone . 

Strategic/Focused Planning Efforts: Uses within Specific Plan Areas or other plans or study areas 

such as Transit Oriented Districts (TOO) or the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan indicate 

where public and private investment is currently being directed, and where particular types and 

mixes of uses are to be encouraged. Adaptive Reuse areas signify where mixed use and conversion 

strategies have been directed in a concerted effort to reintroduce vitality into downtown districts 

specifically. 

Existing Uses, Scale and Concentration: Areas with a preponderance of industrial uses suggest 

retention as a cohesive jobs and employment district. Introducing new non-industrial uses in these 

areas may adversely affect the future viability of industrial or job producing activity. Small pockets 

or islands of industrial uses may be more suitable for conversion . Uses adjacent to or surrounding 

industrial districts need to be examined for compatibility with and/or transition from industrial areas 

to minimize adverse impacts on industrial operations. Special attention needs to be given to districts 

with particular industry clusters or specialized linkages (agglomeration) i.e., garment/fashion, 

produce, entertainment, etc. 

District Character/Infrastructure: Many industrial districts are underserved and under-improved. 

Street, drainage, sewer, lighting, utility and sidewalk infrastructure are substandard for industrial 

uses and need to be improved for better functionality . Transit and pedestrian amenities, as well as 

design guidelines for new development, are limited in industrial areas . Industrial districts lack the 

traditional neighborhood services such as retail, open space/parks, libraries, and schools, and need 
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additional capital investment if they are to be converted to non-industrial use. Fire and Police 

service levels and demands in industrial districts are different from those in residential districts, 

raising the need for both additional capital and operating expenditures if their use is to be changed. 

Access: Industrial operations as well as the region benefit from their proximity to freeways and 

railways, and connections to the ports and airports to move goods and products. Truck routes and 

rail corridors are established for the region and industrial districts have developed in proximity to 

these access routes. Industrial operations often require specialized access to structures such as 

wider streets and turning radii, and loading areas. Locating housing in close proximity to major 

transportation facilities raises environmental and health concerns, including noise and pollutant 

exposure. 

Parcel Characteristics: Size and configuration of sites determine the potential for viable industrial 

use. Large, assembled sites are suitable for industrial uses such as logistics, warehousing, research/ 

development parks, studios and other large-scale uses. Smaller parcels provide inexpensive sites for 

start-up businesses as well as incubator space for emerging industries. Vacant parcels may suggest 

either that transition is appropriate or that new industrial development opportunities exist; further 

analysis is required to ascertain cause of vacancy. 

Economic Development Initiatives: Local, State and Federal programs such as Redevelopment 

Project Areas and Enterprise and Empowerment Zones provide important incentives for certain 

business activities. Often designation and associated funding are contingent upon a minimum 

proportion of industrial activity within plan or zone boundaries. 

Reuse/Remediation Costs: Heavy industrial sites are likely to have considerable contamination. 

Such sites may not make feasible conversion projects due to the costs to remediate. 

Local and Regional Economic Impact: There is the potential for current employees to be displaced 

with conversion, as well as potential fiscal impact on City revenues and costs to provide services. 

Market Trends: Investment in new construction and/or renovation of industrial buildings indicates 

that industrial landowners and businesses are confident in the long term viability of their 

operations. Lack of investment may indicate lack of demand or lack of confidence that the City will 

continue to protect the area for its business or job potential, or that owners see the potential for 

increased land value with a potential conversion to another use. Very low vacancy rates suggest 

continued strong demand and viability, even in areas with seemingly obsolete buildings and weak 

infrastructure. 

Demographics: Consideration of the local residential population, including tran_sit dependency, 

sector employment and education should be made when determining appropriate land uses and 

activities. If the area were to be converted to another use, there is the potential for the local 

workforce to be displaced from current employment; the potential for retraining and alternate work 

placement should be considered. 
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Proximity to Transit: Many industrial areas have limited access to transportation options such as 

regional and local buses and light rail. Those areas with adequate or planned transit access should 

be evaluated for their ability to provide access to transit dependent workers, as well as the more 

traditional creation of mixed-use transit oriented districts. 

Neighborhood Characteristics : The availability and proximity, as well as the absence of local 

groceries, restaurants, parks and public amenities is one indicator of the appropriateness of 

introducing new non-industrial uses in an industrial district. Before such assessment can be made 

the density and critical mass of residents needed to attract such amenities should be considered as 

an indicator of the ability to provide such services in the future. 

C. Guiding Principles For Undertaking Analysis of Industrial Areas 

The following principles were used to guide the analysis of industrial zoned land : 

• Provide adequate industrial land to support a diversified and sustainable economy for the 

current and projected population. 

• Provide land that helps meet the business growth and employment needs of current and future 

Los Angeles residents . 

• Ensure that there is land for important services and other uses that are undesirable and 

inappropriate in other geographic areas. 

• Protect current and future viable job-producing land from intrusions of incompatible uses. 

• Provide clarity in land-use decision-making and the entitlement process for investors, business 

owners, workers and neighbors. 

• Allow for agility in responding to the market. 

• Keep synergistic districts intact (i .e., entertainment, fashion, toy, produce, flower). 

• Plan for functional neighborhoods, and take actions that will attract a critical mass. Consider 

timeframe for evolving districts. 

• Encourage transformation of inappropriate or no longer viable industrial land in non-industrial 

areas with housing and other uses. 

• Consider environmental justice and appropriateness of uses. 

• Facilitate mixed use buildings and districts where appropriate . 

• When zone changes and/or other actions increase land value, ensure that community benefits 

are appropriately identified and provided. 

• Whenever possible, provide mechanisms to mitigate the business- and job-loss impacts when 

zones are changed . 

• Phase development to allow for absorption. Minimize or prevent unhealthy or incompatible 

uses by concentrating new housing development in areas planned for residential or mixed use 

neighborhoods. 
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Appendix 2 

General Plan Excerpts 

GOAL3A 

Chapter 3 - Land Use 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

ISSUE ONE: DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USE 

A physically balanced distribution of land uses that contributes towards and facilitates the City's 

long-term fiscal and economic viability, revitalization of economically depressed areas, conservation 

of existing residential neighborhoods, equitable distribution of public resources, conservation of 

natural resources, provision of adequate infrastructure and public services, reduction of traffic 

congestion and improvement of air quality, enhancement of recreation and open space 

opportunities, assurance of environmental justice and a healthful living environment, and 

achievement of the vision for a more liveable [sic] city . 

Objective 3.2 
Provide for the spatial distribution of development that promotes an improved quality of life by 

facilitating a reduction of vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled, and air pollution . 

Policy 3.2.3 
Provide for the development of land use patterns that emphasize pedestrian/bicycle access 
and use in appropriate locations. (Pl, £1., P4) 

Objective 3.4 
Encourage new multi-family residential, retail commercial, and office development in the City's 

neighborhood districts, community, regional, and downtown centers as well as along primary 

transit corridors/boulevards, while at the same time conserving existing neighborhoods and 

related districts. 

Policy 3.4.2 
Encourage new industrial development in areas traditionally planned for such purposes 
generally in accordance with the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram and as 
specifically shown on the community plans. (£!, £1., Pl8, P21, P26, P37, P39) 
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Chapter 3 - Land Use 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

ISSUE TWO: USES, DENSITY, AND CHARACTER 
INDUSTRIAL 

Definition 
It is the intent of the General Plan Framework Element to preserve industrial lands for the retention 
and expansion of existing and attraction of new industrial uses that provide job opportunities for the 
City's residents. As indicated in the Economic Development Chapter of the Framework Element, 
some existing industrially zoned lands may be inappropriate for new industries and should be 
converted for other land uses. Where such lands are to be converted, their appropriate use shall be 
the subject of future planning studies. Policies provide for the consideration of a broader array of 
uses within the industrial zones than has traditionally been acceptable to facilitate the clustering of 
uses, which may include retail, that support the basic industries or the location of industries in the 
same area where the waste products of one can be recycled as a resource for another ("industrial 
ecology") or a campus-like cluster of related uses. 

GOAL 3J 
Industrial growth that provides job opportunities for the City's residents and maintains the City's 

fiscal viability. 

Objective 3.14 
Provide land and supporting services for the retention of existing and attraction of new 
industries. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.14.1 Accommodate the development of industrial uses in areas designated as "Industrial-Light," 
"Industrial-Heavy," and "Industrial-Transit" in accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-9. The range 
and intensities of uses permitted in any area shall be determined by the community plans. 
(.!:1, P18) 

Table 3-9 

land Use Designation . !Corresponding Zones 

Industrial-Light ICM, MR 1, MR 2, M1, M2 

•industrial-Heavy 

·Industrial-Transit ICM, M1, M2, C2 
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Provide flexible zoning to facilitate the clustering of industries and supporting uses, thereby 
establishing viable "themed" sectors (e .g., movie/television/media production, set design, 
reproductions, etc.). (P19) 

3.14.2 Promote the re-use of industrial corridors for small scale incubator industries. (fl, P2, P26, 
P31, P36) 

3.14.3 Limit the introduction of new commercial and other non-industrial uses in existing 
commercial manufacturing zones to uses which support the primary industrial function of 
the location in which they are located. (P1, P38) 

3.14.4 Promote the development of a mix of commercial and light industrial uses in areas 
designated as Industrial-Transit. (fl, P38) 

3.14.5 Consider the potential re-designation of marginal industrial lands for alternative uses by 
amending the community plans based on the following criteria : 

a. Where it can be demonstrated that the existing parcelization precludes effective use for 

industrial or supporting functions and where there is no available method to assemble 

parcels into a unified site that will support viable industrial development; 

b. Where the size and/or the configuration of assembled parcels are insufficient to 

accommodate viable industrial development; 

c. Where the size, use, and/or configuration of the industrial parcels adversely impact 

adjacent residential neighborhoods; 

d. Where available infrastructure is inadequate and improvements are economically 

infeasible to support the needs of industrial uses; 

e. Where the conversion of industrial lands to an alternative use will not create a 

fragmented pattern of development and reduce the integrity and viabil ity of existing 

industrial areas; 

f . Where the conversion of industrial lands to an alternative use will not result in an 

adverse impact on adjacent residential neighborhoods, commercial districts, or other 

land uses; 

g. Where it can be demonstrated that the reduction of industrial lands will not adversely 

impact the City's ability to accommodate sufficient industrial uses to provide jobs for the 

City's residents or incur adverse fiscal impacts; and/or 

h. Where existing industrial uses constitute a hazard to adjacent residential or natural areas. 

3.14 .9 Initiate programs for lot consolidation and implement improvements to assist in the 
retention/expansion of existing and attraction of new industrial uses, where feasible. (P36, 
P37) 
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GOAL 7A 

Chapter 7- Economic Development 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

A vibrant economically revitalized City. 

Objective 7.1 

Policies 

Focus available resources on a coordinated and comprehensive effort to promote economic 
activity in Los Angeles, including an aggressive marketing program that communicates the 
resources and assets available within the City. 

7.1.2 Encourage community-based service and development entities in efforts to create small 

business expansion at the local level. (P35, P43) 

7.1.3 Create and implement an economic development strategy. {P35 ) 

7.1.4 Develop an infrastructure investment strategy to support the population and employment 

growth areas. {P36) 

7.1.5 Allocate available public resources within the context of the market demand anticipated 

over the next five years . {P38) 

7.1.6 Identify Federal and State mandates which represent unreasonable barriers to future 

economic development in the City, and begin to address these mandates through 

appropriate lobbying efforts. (P27) 

GOAL7B 
A City with land appropriately and sufficiently designated to sustain a robust commercial and 
industrial base. 

Objective 7.2 

Establish a balance of land uses that provides for commercial and industrial development 
which meets the needs of local residents, sustains economic growth, and assures maximum 
feasible environmental quality. 

Policies 
Industrial 

7.2 .8 Retain the current manufacturing and industrial land use designations, consistent with 

other Framework Element policies, to provide adequate quantities of land for emerging 

industrial sectors. {£1, P18) 
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7.2 .9 Limit the redesignation of existing industrial land to other land uses except in cases where 

such redesignation serves to mitigate existing land use conflicts, and where it meets the 

criteria spelled out in Policy 3.14.6 of Chapter 3: Land Use . (P18) 

7.2 .10 

7.2.11 

7.2.12 

7.2.13 

7.2.14 

GOAL 7C 

Ensure that the City's industrial sites are regionally competitive to maintain and enhance a 

core manufacturing base. (P37, P38, P39 ) 

Ensure that the City has sufficient quantities of land suitable to accommodate existing, 

new and relocating industrial firms, whose operations are appropriate to a specific 

location in Los Angeles. (P18, P26, P38) 

Establish, as shown in Figu re 7-1, the area adjacent to the Port of Los Angeles, the rail 

corridor bisecting the San Fernando Valley, and the South Central/Southeast industrial 

area as market-linked targeted industrial areas (market-linked areas are described on 

page 7-4) . (.!:1., P18) 

Facil itate environmentally sound operations and expansion of the Port of Los Angeles and 

the Los Angeles International Airport as major drivers of the local and regional economy. 

(£1, !:2, .!:§., P42) 

Take steps to assure that new industries developed are sensitive to environmental and 

conservation issues, and that cumulative environmental impacts are addressed. 

A City with thriving and expanding businesses. 

Objective 7.3 

Maintain and enhance the existing businesses in the City . 

Policies 

Industrial 

7.3.4 Recognize the crucial role that the Port of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles International 

Airport play in future employment growth by supporting planned Port and Airport 

expansion and modernization that mitigates its negative impacts . (!:2, P40) 

7.3.5 Improve the movement of goods and workers to industrial areas. (£1, E1, P45) 

7.3 .6 Retain the City's existing manufacturing base through an outreach program to existing 

businesses and an ongoing assessment of their specific land use requirements. (P35, P36, 

P62) 

7.3 .7 Prioritize the retention and renewal of existing industrial businesses. (P35, P36, P37) 
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7.3 .8 Assist existing industries located in Los Angeles with their expansion plans and/or 

relocation efforts to find suitable industrial sites in the City. (P36, P37) 

GOAL7D 

A City able to attract and maintain new land uses and businesses. 

Target Indus tries 

Objective 7.5 
Capture a significant share of regional growth in the "targeted" or emerging industries in the 
City of Los Angeles. 

Policies 

7.5.1 Identify emerging and pro-actively clean industries to specifically attract to the City of Los 

Angeles. (P35 ) 

7.5.2 Maintain an ongoing dialogue with representatives of major firms in the target industries 

to determine facility/siting, infrastructure, and labor force requirements. (P35, P37) 

7.5 .3 Strive to provide an industrial business climate that meets the needs of the targeted 

industries. (P21, P35, P36, P40) 

7.5.4 Proactively market Los Angeles to emerging industries to encourage them to locate within 

the City, with an emphasis on the attraction of environmentally-oriented and "clean" 

industries. (P35, P40) 

GOAL 7E 

A City with a highly qualified labor force . 

Objective 7. 7 
Achieve an effective "match" between the qualifications of the local labor force and the 
anticipated personnel requirements of existing and emerging industries in the City. 

GOAL 7F 

A fiscally stable City. 

Objective 7.8 
Maintain and improve municipal service levels throughout the City to support current 
residents' quality of life and enable Los Angeles to be competitive when attracting desirable 
new development. 
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Policies 

7.8 .1 Place the highest priority on attracting new development projects to Los Angeles which have 

the potential to generate a net fiscal surplus for the City. (P35, P36) 

7.8.2 Implement proactive policies to attract development that enhances the City's fiscal balance, 

such as providing financial incentives and permitting assistance. (P35, P36, P40, P67) 

7.8 .3 Encourage mixed-use development projects, which include revenue generating retail, to 

offset the fiscal costs associated with residential development. (Pl8, P22) 

GOAL 7G 

A range of housing opportunities in the City. 

Objective 7.9 
Ensure that the available range of housing opportunities is sufficient, in terms of location, 

concentration, type, size, price/rent range, access to local services and access to 

transportation, to accommodate future population growth and to enable a reasonable 

portion of the City's work force to both live and work in the City. 

GOAL7H 

A distribution of economic opportunity throughout the City. 

Objective 7.10 
Program resources in a manner that encourages appropriate development, housing 

opportunities, transit service and employment generation in all areas of the City, with 

particular emphasis on those portions of the City which historically have not received a 

proportional share of such opportunities, consistent with the City's overall economic 

policies. 
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Appendix 3 

Other Existing Policies that Shape Industrial Districts 

Adaptive Reuse Ordinance 

In 1999, the City adopted an ordinance to facilitate the conversion of old, abandoned Downtown 

office buildings into housing. That ordinance made it possible to convert many historic buildings 

within a designated geography into apartments and condominiums by waiving modern zoning 

requirements that were difficult to apply to historic buildings . The adaptive reuse ordinance has 

now been expanded to Hollywood, Koreatown, Chinatown, and other areas and a modified ve rsion 

has been adopted that applies Citywide . The expanded ordinance does not allow live-work by right; 

zoning administrator approval is required . New construction-live-work or otherwise-is not 

allowed . 

When Adapt ive Reuse project s are in indust ria l zones, they have to meet cert ain criteria . This 

includes limit ing permissible occupations to arts-related occupations such as arch itects, multimedia, 

fashion, and interior design . And, pursuant to the code, no building can be converted to residences 

under the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance if such conversion will displace current or future industrial 

uses. 

joint Living and Work Quarters 

Joint Living and Work (Live-Work) Quarters permit combined living and work units that include a 

kitchen and a bathroom in abandoned industrial buildings . The residential portion of the unit, 

including the sleeping area, kitchen, bathroom, and closet areas, can occupy no more than 33 

percent of the total floor area, and the living space is not separated from the work space. Living and 

work spaces which are independently accessible are not considered live-work. 

To gain approval, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (Section 12.24.X.13) states "that the uses of 

property surrounding the proposed location of the joint living and work quarters and the use of the 

proposed location will not be detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of prospective residents 

of the quarters; and that the proposed joint living and work quarters will not displace viable 

industrial uses and will not substantially lessen the likelihood that the property will be available in 

the future for industrial uses." 

Artist in Residence District 

The Artist in Residence District (AIR) is an area of Downtown Los Angeles designated by the Central 

City North Community Plan, and bounded by First Street, the Los Angeles River, Sixth Street, and 

Alameda Street. The purpose of the AIR District, as stated in the Central dty North Community Plan, 

is "to identify the presence of the artists as a distinct and integral part of the Central City North 
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Community." This is the only district in which City policy encourages residential development in an 

industrial area . 

Single Room Occupancy Interim Control Ordinance 

In May of 2006 the City enacted an interim control ordinance to temporarily prohibit the conversion 

or demolition of guest rooms or efficiency units in Residential Hotels, which at the time were being 

rapidly converted into market-rate residential developments and exacerbating the affordable 

housing crisis . The Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) reported that from 1995 through 2003, 

the City lost ten Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels3s with a net loss of 1,087 units.36 These SRO 

hotels are primarily located in Downtown Los Angeles and are mostly located on industrially-zoned 

land . Conversion of these SROs to market-rate housing unaffordable to the vast majority of Los 

Angeles residents is a component of the Downtown housing market resurgence that is also putting 

pressure on industrial buildings to convert to luxury housing. 

Downtown Residential Development Guidelines 

The CRA/LA's Downtown Residential Development Guidelines restrict the use and development of 

Residential Hotels in the City Center and Central Industrial Redevelopment Project Areas to preserve 

existing affordable housing, guarantee one-for-one replacement of affordable Residential Hotel 

units when a Residential Hotel is proposed for conversion or demolition, and prevent or mitigate the 

hardship that results to predominantly lower income households when residential displacement 

occurs . 

The CRA/LA will not sign permit requests for demolition, rehabilitation or conversion of a residential 

hotel unless: 

1. The proposed new use is an affordable housing project covenanted for at least 55 years 

2. The demolition, rehabilitation or conversion is required by the Building and Safety 

Department to meet immediate health and safety violations and no Residential Hotel 

occupants are permanently displaced. If permanent displacement is necessary to meet code 

requirements, the Residential Hotel occupants must be relocated in accordance with the 

Development Guidelines and development of replacement units would be triggered . 

3 . The Residential Hotel is converted or demolished but Residential Hotel units are replaced on 

a one-for-one basis and all displaced persons receive relocation benefits. 

35 Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Hotels are a subset of Residential Hotels, distinguished by a lower ratio of bathrooms to 
guest rooms than in other Residential Hotels. 
36 1nterim Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 177557, May 10, 2006. 
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Appendix4a 

Other Cities' Industrial Land Use Policies37 

The importance of developing policies to preserve and promote industrial uses is not a problem 

unique to Los Angeles. Many other cities throughout North America have addressed the changing 

nature of industry and pressures from residential conversion with innovative strategies to preserve 

areas that create and sustain local jobs-ranging from land use policies to economic incentives to 

public outreach. The following list of strategies from other cities is not meant to be exhaustive, but 

to give a sense of the diversity and scope of various approaches. 

Land Use Policies 

In New York City, planners and policymakers designated 'Industrial Business Zones' (IBZs) to better 

reflect the most productive industrial districts within the city. Within these IBZs, there is an officially

mandated guarantee not to rezone or allow residential uses. 'Buffer areas' were created around 

these IBZs to allow conversions under certain circumstances . The City of New York-which controls 

about 13 million square feet of industrial space itself-began offering city-owned parcels to 

industrial businesses seeking to build their own facilities . During 2004, roughly 400,000 square feet 

of building space was constructed and about $45 million invested to develop these sites, resulting in 

the retention of 294 industrial jobs and the creation 300 additional jobs. 

Likewise in the City of Chicago, 'Permanent Manufacturing Districts' {PMDs) have been extremely 

effective in preserving industrial areas. PMDs were created as prototypical industrial sanctuaries, 

and are almost always combined with the use of Tax Increment Financing to ensure tax incentives 

for land owners. Each PMD provides that no residential uses will be permitted, with supplementary 

regulations specifying uses and restrictions adopted on an ad-hoc basis for each particular area 

when the district is applied to the zoning map. 

In addition to setting aside land for industrial use, many cities are revising their zoning codes to 

accommodate changes in the industrial sector. In the City of Baltimore, new zoning categories were 

added to the city's zoning code to remedy weaknesses in the existing industrial zoning 

classifications . New categories included : Industrial Park for properties of 20 acres or more, which 

would impose setbacks, design guidelines and performance standards to ensure quality 

development; Urban Business, which would accommodate office and technology uses (the city 

37 Research by CRA/LA staff and LAEDC Memo on Best Industrial Land Practices of Other Industrial Cities (September 11, 

2007). 
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decided that urban business zones should be created that exclude retail); and Port-Compatible 

Development, which designates and protects industrial and port-related activities. 

The City of Vancouver wanted to bring zoning regulations into the 21'1 Century to better reflect the 

modern industrial sector in their city; these changes included: increasing the allowable floor area for 

service industrial uses; creating new definitions (for example, a new definition was created for 

"software manufacturing"); increasing the amount of accessory and office space allowed; and 

facilitating "change of use" in inner-city industrial areas (for example, manufacturing uses may be 

permitted without requiring additional parking if it cannot be provided). And in the City of Toronto, 

zones formerly designated 'commercial' and 'industrial' are now defined more openly as 

employment areas that 'reflect the broad objective of retaining places of business and developing 

and intensifying job growth' 38 The new land use designations give flexibility and allow the specifics 

of zoning laws to address specific needs. 

Many cities have developed criteria that must be met before conversions will be considered. In the 

City of Vancouver, before land can be released from industrial uses, it must be shown that the 

proposed development will not affect the operations of adjacent existing or potential future 

industrial activity in the area. Moreover, the proposed development should not increase land values 

of surrounding industrial land. In the City of Baltimore, certain guidelines must be met to change 

the use such as demonstrating that the intensity, investment levels and economic benefits of the 

new use far outweigh the alternative industrial use; that any nearby concentration of viable industry 

would not be negatively affected by the new uses; and that the new use should produce more jobs 

than the alternative industrial use. 

In the City of Portland, Employment and Industrial Zones have use restrictions that protect these 

lands by curbing the development of non-industrial uses through a discretionary review process that 

encourages the preservation of industrial uses while allowing residential uses in very limited 

situations, such as: where residential uses will not interfere with industry (have adverse effects on 

nearby industrial firms), where they will not alter the overall industrial character of the area based 

on existing proportion of industrial to non-industrial uses, and where the residential development 

needs to be located in an industrial area/building because industrial firms and/or their employees 

constitute the primary market of the proposed use. Similarly, Oakland recently developed a list of 

criteria that ensures economic benefits, social/environmental justice, and access to transit before 

converting industrially-zoned land. 

38 Section 4-2, Toronto Official Plan. 
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Economic Development Incentives & Strategies 

Cities can develop policies that address the needs of industrial businesses through their economic 

development strategies. In the City of Portland, financing and incentive strategies were used to 

preserve the city' s most readily developable industrial land supply, including: t argeting public 

infrastructure investments (roads and ut ilit ies); creating industrial land banking activities; 

developing local tax incentives such as allowing property tax abatement for industrial 

redevelopment projects; and expanding government loan and grant programs that could be used for 

environmental remediation on industrial land . In Toronto, the City of Toronto Economic 

Development Corporation (TEDCO) helped with business relocation assistance and was able to 

relocate some tenants successfully. For example, one of the larger firms successfully relocated was 

Canpa r (one of Canada's leading small parcel delivery companies), which TEDCO assisted in 

relocation while 'achieving the City's objectives of employment land preservation and job retention .' 

The Canpar shipping facility was relocated elsewhere in the city with sign ificant assistance that 

included : purchase of land elsewhere with in city limits; development of Y, the new site; and 

construction of the new buildings . 

Education, Outreach & Marketing 

Communicating the city's polices and encouraging feedback from diverse constituencies is critical to 

developing an effective policy. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) 

implemented a universaiiBZ branding campaign as well as IBZ-specific packages to market individual 

IBZ areas, and the New York City Department of Small Business Services (SBS) conducted outreach to 

industrial companies . 

In the City of St. Louis, there was a small but job-rich industrial area that was facing loft conversions. 

A private consultant proposed that the city should stem land speculation by announcing and 

publicizing the city's plans for industrial retention, as well as the promotion of the significance of 

small businesses on the local economy, often not recognized by area stakeholders and public 

officials . 

The City of San Francisco generated a report entitled : Industrial Lands in San Francisco : 

Understanding Production, Distribution, and Repair {PDR) to help stakeholders understand what 

industrial means in the modern era, why it is important to the San Francisco economy, and what 

needs to be done about this critical part of San Francisco's urban development. 
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Appendix4b 

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF INDUSTRIAL lAND USE STUDIES 

Reason for Study Description of Program Land Use Implementation 
Other Related 

Strategies/Misc. 

Port expansion- need to Presented guidelines for change-of- New Zones: Industrial Park, Urban Brownfield development, TIF 
protect port-related industrial use decisions. Evaluation of 8 Business, Mixed Use, Port- financing, Eminent Domain, and 
property; Development industrial areas and Compatible Development. "streamlined permitting" for 
pressure and job retention. recommendations for 12 'unstable' desirable development 

properties. Allow office and technology by 
exception in industrial zones if more 
jobs would be created than 

Cl) Baltimore Development alternative industrial use . Currently a 10 year moratorium for ... 
0 

Corporation (consultant) Goals: development in portside industrial E 
:;:::: Rezoning: concentrate M-3 in zones. Plan does not contain 'E 
al • Maintain an adequate supply of established clusters. Buffering & strategies for workforce 

industrial land landscaping standards for development or housing. 
Industrial Land Use • Provide certainty for developers downzoned areas. 
Analysis Report I 2003 • Reinforce existing office and 

residential districts. New Maritime Industrial Overlay 
30% of City, 15,133 acres/ District. 
13.5% vacancy 

Job creation and retention; Preservation and growth of 8 Marine Industrial Park Site location, workforce 
Residential development established industrial areas. development, advocacy and 
pressure, esp. in Downtown/ Comprehensive, strategic use of land, • Institutional Master Plan navigation (district liaisons), 

job training and financial resources. • All M1, M2, M3 allowed financial assistance (tax breaks and 
Mayor & Redevelopment • 2500 jobs and 180 businesses incentives) and a formal, collective 
Authority • Tenants include biomedical voice in future planning. 

manufacturers, beer brewers, 

Boston's Back Streets curtain makers, and computer 
I: Program I 2002 manufacturers 
0 -II) 0 5% of City, al Strategic Plans: 

1,561 acres/ 2.7% vacancy 
• Ex: South Boston I Massport SP 
• Maintain Priority on Port-Related 

Activities 

46,000 jobs in 2000/ 7% City • Improve Port Access while 
Limiting Traffic Impacts 

Employment • Facilitate Development of a 
Mixed-use District. 
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Loss of manufacturing jobs I Identified 25 industrial corridors and Industrial Residential Buffer Zones- TIFs (Tax Increment Financing) for 
City of Chicago 13 Planned Manufacturing Districts proposed: 'Commercial, infrastructure improvements and job 

which together preserve about 50% Manufacturing and Employment' creation programs. Enterprise 
of Chicago's M-zoned land-outside zone would allow commercial zones, Industrial Street and Alley 

Industrial Corridors & 
of these, change of use is reviewed developments up to a 5:1 floor to Vacation program, 1 Eco-lndustrial 
case-by-case. area ratio, but developments larger Network (Calumet). If adaptive 

Planned Manufacturing than 75,000 square feet, must go reuse area is recommended, sales 
Districts 

The Industrial Corridor Program is through a 'Planned Development' tax increment to be invested in 
designed to make Chicago's industrial review. neighboring industrial areas. Focus 
environment competitive by bringing on communications upgrades in 

8.63% vacancy rate company and community interests 4 New Downtown designations industrial areas. 
together to plan and implement including: 

0 improvements in dedicated industrial 'Made in Chicago' assists local 
C) • OS, Downtown Service- for production/manufacturing CIJ areas. 
.~ 193k sq ft total areas with many types of businesses with marketing and ..s:::: commercial and service uses 0 

The program makes resources that are essential for the 
business development. 

available to select Local Industrial livelihood of downtown 
City uses condemnation, tax 

Retention Initiative (URI) businesses and residents. 
98,000 manufacturing jobs in 

organizations to create, implement Typical uses range from large reactivation, and lien foreclosure to 
2000 distribution and shipping centers acquire and assemble industrial 

and manage strategic development to small-scale office, parcels. Now applying in more areas 
plans for specific corridors. commercial, and light industrial with retail and residential 

operations, to big-box retailing. speculation. 

4 new half-step districts allow 
smoother transitions between 
existing districts, in terms of FAR 
and #of dwelling units. 

Industrial Land Use Policy Policy study and land use change Implementation options being Beginning stages of inter-agency 
Project recommendations in response to the explored include: effort to design business attraction, 

trend of converting industrial land for workforce development and 
residential, commercial and • Rezoning through Community affordable housing strategies in the 
institutional uses. Staff Plan Process to allow for new evolving industrial climate. 

City of Los Angeles recommendations regarding current definitions of industrial uses and 
Department of City Planning, city policy-to preserve industrial transitional districts. 
Community Redevelopment districts for job-producing uses-and 

• Offering development 

Agency/LA agreements to developers of Recognized need for infrastructure recommendations to review certain conversion projects to provide Ul 
improvements; working to identify Cll key areas for new General Plan public benefit Cii 
funding sources for these C) designations and/or zoning will be • Modifying Artist Housing and r:::: 

<( 
14,093 acres of Industrial transmitted to the Planning Live/Work definitions improvements. 

Ul 
Commission (pending Spring • Industrial design and building 0 

Use (8% of City zoned ...J guidelines 
industrial) /Summer 2007). 

• Vertical integration of uses 

No change to the General Plan will • Increased FAR for new industrial 

directly occur from these policy 
uses 

.9% Vacancy Rate recommendations; stakeholder input 
regarding land use changes will be 
included in the Community Plan . 
Update process. 

Page 46 



los Angeles' Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy· December 2007 

Diversify the local 3 general recommendations were Adopted Recommendations: Study did not account for increased 

economy. submitted: city services when converted from 
- Designate 2,193 acres for industrial to residential. 

• Provide policy statements continued industrial use, which 
to guide land use, represents 55% of industrial-zoned 

Industrial Land Use • Outline criteria for LU acreage and 70% of industrial-used 
.~ Study 

decisions, land. City did not adopt measures to 
0 • Limit LU changes prohibit residential development in c.. 

C'CI - Revise Minneapolis Plan to clarify Employment Districts (Industrial Cl) 
3,987 acres industrial zoning; s::::: 

that Industrial Business Park Living Overlay District -ILOD) s::::: 
City decided to combine :E Opportunity Areas (IBPOA) are 3,132 acres industrial land recommendations: 'Strengthen policy 

prioritized for industrial use. use statement in Minneapolis Plan; 
Clearly define - Clearly define boundaries of 

Employment Districts.' 
Industrial Business Park Opportunity 
Areas in the Minneapolis Plan. 

Residential development Preserve industrial zoning by IBZs: M2 and M3 zoning IBZs: 
pressure & Interest in diverse designating 161ndustrial Business designations guaranteed in 
economy I Mayor Zones (IBZs) in areas with high perpetuity (current administration's • Dedicated business councilors 

concentration of industrial uses, to commitment) • Relocation assistance to firms 

prohibit residential. outside IBZs 

Protecting and Growing • Market IBZs to emerging and 

NYC's Industrial Job Basel expanding businesses 

2005 Ombudsman Areas: • Discourage illegal conversions 

IBZ geographic boundaries were • Lower the cost of Industrial real 

delineated largely on pre-existing • Enforce industrial zoning estate production and 
maintenance with incentives, 

4% of City, 6,101 acres boundaries of In-Place-Industrial- • Buffer zones between Res & 
rebates, etc IBZs 

..II: Parks, established in 1980. 
• MX -Industrial Mix zoning • Commercial fleet parking .... 

0 violations program to facilitate >- • Trained on-site ombudsmen delivery and services 
== 233,000 jobs in 2000 mitigate compatibility issues 
Cl) • Education centers with z Area planning studies conducted to • Tax incentives and zoning dedicated business councilors 

identify solutions unique to each IBZ. 
commitments do not apply and Ombudsmen located in 

• Ex: Tribeca and Loft Districts each IBZ 
• Make under-utilized city owned 

New M1-D designation (non IBZs): 
land available for industrial use. 

Designated three (3) Industrial buffer • Administer Bi-annual industry 

(Ombudsman) areas adjacent to Areas which have a significant 
survey 

residential. number of residences; allow 
conversion to residential by right. 
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Residential/Industrial land use Following their zoning update, 4 Industrial Districts: Zoning recommendations developed 
conflicts Business Oakland prepared land use as location specific, i.e. CIX only in 
Development Staff w/planning, recommendations for industrial areas, • Commercial and Light Industrial West Oakland, etc. 
workforce development, and Business Mix (CIX)- technology, 

redevelopment agency (& live/work conditionally, big box 
near freeway/BART consultant) 

• Light Industrial Business Mix Currently under 
(IBX) - Heavy commercial and consideration/discussion: a correct light industrial. Heavy 

proportion of residential conversions manufacturing & live/work 
17.73 Industrial Districts- conditionally. in by-right industrial areas. 
Zoning Update, Industrial • General Industrial (GI)-uses that 
Lands Policy Review generate offsite impacts. All 

uses that may inhibit industrial 
uses prohibited. This zone only Mid-study, council voted to exclude 

2,804 acres, 8% Industrial land mapped 300 ft from existing some areas of agreed-upon 

use Open Space, Residential, and industrial retention. 
Institutional. 

• Industrial Office Park (10)-
Large parcel development; light 

4.8% Vacancy rate 
industrial, R&D, wholesale & 
dis!, large scale office. 

4 Criteria for industrial I residential 
~ 25,458 employed in conversions s::: 
CIS Manufacturing, warehousing, ::;: 
CIS and utilities. 15% of employed • Gen Plan Consistency- should 0 

residents in these sectors. support neighborhood & citywide 
goals. If converted, no neg. 
impact on industrial business. 

• Economic Benefit- Not located 
on lands that could be used to 
produce jobs. No secondary 
impact to other Oakland-based 
business. 

• Environmental Quality-
Conversion should include 
buffers and mitigation from 
industrial impacts. 

• Transit Modes & TODs- no 
conversion of sites with direct 
access to cargo/freight. New 
residential should be TOO so as 
not to increase traffic in 
industrial districts. 

Health and Safety Overlay Zone 
created for industrial districts within 
300 feet of residential to regulate 
health impacts of uses. 
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Residential and mixed-use As part of zoning update, new zoning New Zone Designations: 
conversion pressures districts were created that actively 

preserve and enhance the • NDI - Neighborhood Industrial: 
productivity of industrial areas. allow a broad range of industrial 

uses and encourage 
No Study development patterns that 

include a mix of housing, 
employment and shopping 
opportunities. 

.1:: 7.1% of City; 2,545 acres of • Ul- Urban Industrial: allow mid-Cl .... sized to large industries in a :s industrial use _Q flexible district with multi-use Ul = buildings and flexible spaces for 
~ office parks, incubator spaces, 

8.7% vacancy rate 
high technology and service 
sector industries. 

• Gl- General Industrial: 
accommodate a full range of 
industrial, manufacturing, 
warehouse, and similar uses 
which are incompatible with 
lower intensity land uses. 

Accommodation of 'New Identify 20 year industrial land needs Protection of Industrial and Public infrastructure investment, tax 
Urban Economy' & based on regional job forecasts and Employment districts through strict breaks, public/private partnerships 
employment preservation design strategies for Portland's discretionary review process: no to assist in master planning 

industrial and employment zones adverse impacts on industrial firms, industrial real estate developments. 
Bureau of Planning +multiple generally allow a full range of not alter character thru incremental Development Commission 
regional agencies industrial use categories; the change, need for industrial location; established 7 industrial clusters; 

distinctions between the zones lie buffers, transit and landscape plan Transit Dept.'s Freight Master plan; 
Central Eastside Industrial more in their development standards must be included. 'Plan Districts' are River Planning process to revitalize 

~ Zoning Study, 2003/ and allowances for non-industrial neighborhood designations that riverfront industrial areas; s:::: 
Regionally Significant CIS uses. comply with current zoning and Brown/Greenfields study. t: Industrial Areas 0 include other regulations Qob a.. 
6.3% vacancy rate 

retention, environmental/cultural 
protection, etc). New zones: 

48,690 employed in Industrial Office (to include digital 

manufacturing, wholesale, industry with customer visits), and 

warehousing and utilities. Industrial Serving Retail. 

18.4% of employed persons 
work in these sectors. 

Affordable housing shortage Service/Light Industrial District that A relatively small portion of the 
& preservation of existing prohibits general office use, but targeted PDR areas will have strict 
industry specifically allows work space for protections from non industrial uses. 

design professionals, in keeping 
0 Industrial Protection Zones with the zone's specific arts-related u 
Ul theme. New PDR (production, ·u 7% zoned industrial 3% industrially zoned land expected s:::: distribution and repair) zoning CIS 

to remain . .... 
designations: Large Commercial u... 

51,220 employed in s:::: PDR, Light PDR, Core PDR. CIS manufacturing, warehousing, U) 

wholesale and utilities. 13% 
of employed work in these 
sectors. 
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"Employment Land A major background study was In progress. Implementation has been on hold. 
Conversion" I City of San performed to estimate future demand Currently undergoing Gen Plan 
Jose (consultant) for industrial land as part of the San update. New Mayor (inaugurated 

Jose General Plan Update. Analysis Jan. 1, 2007) is interested in 
of San Jose's economic base and exploring new zoning options. 

San Jose Industrial Land 
employment trends, interviews with 
experts regarding future space use 

Supply and Fiscal Impact patterns, and estimates of building 
Analysis /2004 needs by economic sector. Includes 

an overview of high technology 
industries and 15 in-depth interviews 

3,023 Vacant Acres with corporate leaders to estimate the 

Cll 
20-year demand for industrial land. 

II) 
0 -, Includes recommendations about s:: 

development mixes and densities that CIS 116,240 employed in U) 

manufacturing, warehousing, would use the city's land resources 

wholesale and utilities. 27.8% efficiently, intensify development in 

of employed work in those the areas served by light rail, provide 

sectors. a positive fiscal outcome, and support 
long-term economic development 
while meeting the city's need for new 
housing. Projected land demand for 
employment uses and determined 
which areas would be most important 
for San Jose's long-term 
competitiveness, particularly in the 
high-tech industries. 

Encourage industrial activity Promote expansion/locational 3 Types of Industrial Zones: Retain and expand Seattle's 
& diverse economic base opportunities for manufacturing, manufacturing and maritime sectors: 

advanced technologies, and a wide • General Industrial Zones (IG1 & 
range of industrial-related commercial IG2)- full range of industrial uses • Provide user-friendly permitting 
activities such as warehouse and and limited commercial for industrial users. 

Industrial Areas Land Use distribution. • Industrial Buffer Zones (IB) - • Improve transportation to keep 
Policies provide transition from industrial freight moving. 

to residential/mixed residential • Industrial Brownfield cleanup 
commercial- incl. widest range programs. 
of uses. Required performance 

49,171 employed in standards to separate uses 
• Industrial Commercial Zones 

Cll manufacturing, wholesale, (I C)- Promote biz development, E warehousing and utilities. CIS light manufacturing. +R&D. Cll 
U) 15.8% of employed work in Required development 

these sectors. standards to mitigate conflicts. 
Manufacturing Center Overlay Zone 
(MCO) -established as rezoning 
applications on existing industrial 
areas to encourage industry, esp. 
tech/research. 

Other mechanisms include 
landscaping, setback and street 
standards. 
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Need to repopulate/grow city New 'Strategic Land Use Plan' SLDC targets smaller industrial 

authorized in 2005; incorporates parcels for strategic assembly into 
Strategic Land Use Plan neighborhood-level planning into modern-sized parcels fit for 

-~ (January 2005) broader land use categories. redevelopment 
::II 
0 

....J 86 Million sq. ft., Vacancy +-= 
VJ Rate: 5% 

Approx 20% of City M-zoned 

Residential development Employment Areas (Land Use Uses: Offices, manufacturing, Employment Districts the focus of 
pressure & declining Designation): Protect and promote warehousing, distribution, research regional economic strategy: 
manufacturing sector economic activity in order to attract and development facilities, utilities, 

new and expand existing employment media facilities, parks, hotels, retail • Investments in 
clusters that are key to Toronto's outlets ancillary to the preceding infrastructure 

competitive advantage: uses and restaurants and small • Marketing 
8% vacancy scale stores and services that serve 

• Develop quality Employment area businesses and workers. 
Districts that are globally 
competitive locations and offer a • Places of worship, recreation 
wide choice of sites for new and entertainment facilities, 
business; business and trade schools and 

• Nurture Toronto's diverse branches of community colleges "Live/Work" is considered residential 

economic base; or universities may locate only and not permitted in Employment 
0 • Provide a range of employment on major streets. Areas; "Artist Live/Work" is -c opportunities for Toronto • Big box restricted to area considered non-residential, must be 0 ... residents that can be reached by boundaries (intersection with affordable and is permitted in 0 
1- means other than the private · other zones) by exception only. Employment Areas 

automobile. • Residential not permitted. 

Employment Districts -Large districts 
comprised exclusively of Employment 
Areas land use designation. Can 
accommodate substantial growth in 
jobs and met the needs of some of 
the City's key economic clusters. 

• Ex- Manufacturing, warehousing 
and product assembly; 
Commercial office parks. 

Retain industrial land for port and Increase allowable FAR for service Vancouver's 1-3 zone allows 
river-related industry, and for industrial. Create new definitions Information Technology office uses 

Industrial Lands Strategy I industries that employ city workers (e.g. software manufacturing, artist outright, and other offices only 
1995 & Metropolitan Core and/or serve city businesses and studio, Class A +B). Increase through a public review process. 
Jobs and Economy Land Use residents. allowable accessory office space. ... Plan /2005 Reduce height and bulk provisions . Cl) 

> Replace heavy industrial with light ::II 
0 industrial. Facilitate change-of-use Not under review: Jobs/economy u 
c areas where land use policy will ra in inner city neighborhoods. For > 1.4% Vacancy 

conditional change of use, proposed 
development should not increase 

not be reviewed by this study; e.g., 
local mixed use districts with 

land values of surrounding 
housing above commercial; recently 

industrial. 
planned areas; and the Port. 
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