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Re: Supplemental Justifications for Appeal of Case No. CPC-2015-2593-GPA-ZC- 
HD-ZAA-SPR; ENV-2014-4755-EIM and Case No. VTT-73656-CN-1A; ENV-2G14- 
4755-EIR

Dear Honorable Members of the Los Angeles City Council:

This firm represents the La Cienega Heights Association (“LCHA” or “Appellant”). 
LCHA filed an appeal of the above referenced project (“Project”) on April 11, 2016. This letter 
is being drafted to supplement the justifications for the appeal of VTT-73656-CN-1A. CPC- 
20 15-2593-GP A-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR and ENV-2014-4755-EIR, which was approved by City 
Planning Commission (“CPC”) on or about March 10,2016.

As you may be aware, the City Council recently approved a controversial project known 
as the “Palladium Project.” The AIDS Healthcare Foundation, who is represented by the Daniel 
Wright of The Silverstein Law Firm, vigorously opposed the Palladium Project. Mr. Wright 
conducted extensive historical research at the City Archives and concluded that the City’s 
issuance of General Plan Amendments on a project-specific basis violates the City Charter in 
most instances. Mr. Wright’s research has major implications for large “mega-projects” 
throughout the City of Los Angeles. Appellant contends that the same problems associated with 
the Palladium Project, namely the piecemeal granting of General Plan Amendments, is equally 
applicable to this Project and submits the following supplemental justifications for appeal, which 
is the product of Mr. Wright’s extensive research.



I. THE CITY HAS CONDUCTED THE TENTATIVE TRACT MAP APPROVAL
PROCESS IN VIOLATION OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT.

Under Government Code Section 66474.61, applicable to the City of Los Angeles, “the 
advisory' agency ... shall deny approval of a tentative map ... if it makes any of the following 
findings:

(a) That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans 
as specified in Section 65451.

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

On pages 2 and 3 of the Advisory-' Agency determination letter, the tract map approval is 
subject to conditions:

7a. “Show compliance with the [Q] and [D] conditions of 
Ordinance 165,662 as applicable or Department of City Planning 
approval to amend [Q] or D conditions is required regarding the 
allowable FAR and the allowable residential uses on the site.
Proposed project does not meet the density and FAR required 
per the above ordinance. City Planning approval to be consistent 
with the Regional Center Commercial requirements.”

7b. “Obtain City Planning approval to designate the entire 
project site as Regional Center Commercial.”

7c. “Provide a copy of the Zone Change approval. Zone 
change must be enacted and effective prior to obtaining Zoning 
clearance.” (Emphasis added.)

Thus, the Advisory Agency determination letter itself states that as currently designated 
under tire City’s General Plan set forth in the West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert Community 
Plan, the applicant has no right to develop the Project as proposed because it is inconsistent with 
those plans.

Only with the grant of a General Plan Amendment, which then makes it possible to 
rezone die property to remove current restrictions on residential use, height, and the density, 
could the Advisory1 Agency make a finding of consistency with the City’s General Plan. But the 
City Planning Commission has not yet heard a request for those entitlements, so it is pure 
speculation by the Advisory Agency that the entitlements will be granted. This '’post hoc 
rationalization” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn, v. Regents of University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 394) nature of the Project’s entitlement process taints the entire 
proceedings, and “has the process exactly backward[.]” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v.
Board of Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1371.

The Advisory Agency attempts to make the Subdivision Map Act findings, but just as 
with the Project Conditions and the CEQA findings, the Advisory Agency has no substantial 
evidence that the proposed tract map or the project proposal is consistent with the City’s General
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Plan.

While the Subdivision Map Act permits the Advisory Agency to conditionally approve a 
proposed tentative tract map and impose conditions to mitigate environmental and other impacts, 
the project conditions may not include approval conditionally granted based upon the 
presumption the applicant subsequently will obtain approval of a General Plan Amendment. 
Woodland Hills Residents Ass ’n., Inc. v. City Council of Los Angeles (1975) 44 Cal.App.3d 825, 
838 (failure of Planning Commission or City Council to make the required statutory finding 
required invalidation of the approval). Because the City cannot make a consistency finding 
when there is no guarantee that a General Plan Amendment will be (or can be) granted, the Tract 
Map Approval is unlawful for a failure to proceed in accordance with law.

II. THE TRACT MAP APPROVAL IS ALSO ILLEGAL BECAUSE IT ASSUMES A 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT CAN BE LAWFULLY PROCESSED BY THE 
CITY PLANNING DIRECTOR, THE PLANNING COMMISSION, AND THE 
CITY COUNCIL AT THE REQUEST OF THE APPLICANT - WHICH IT 
CANNOT,

A. The Cifyr Charter and LAMC Bar This Project from Seeking A General Plaa 
Amendment,

Los Angeles City Charter Section 555 expressly prohibits the City from proposing, 
considering, or approving any general plan amendment that does not encompass a geographical 
area with “significant social, economic, or physical identity.” The entire Project as conceived, 
applied for, and approved by the Advisory Agency is a clear violation of Section 555 because it 
assumes that the general plan amendment as requested by the applicant for a portion of a single 
lot, can be granted by the City. It cannot. Because so much rides on the General Plan 
Amendment, the Project’s house of cards falls.

“In the case of a charter city, “the charter represents the supreme 
law of the City, subject only to conflicting provisions in the federal 
and state Constitutions and to preemptive state law. [Citation.]
' P’jhe charter operates ... as an instrument of limitation and 
restriction on the exercise of power over all municipal affairs 
which the city is assumed to possess....’ [Citations.]” (Domar 
Electric, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles {1994)9 Cal .4th 161,170, 36 
Cai.Rptr.2d 521, 885 P.2d 934 (Domar), italics added.) “[I]tis 
well settled that a charter city may not act in conflict with its 
charter. [Citations.] Any act that is violative of or not in 
compliance with the charter is void. [Citation.]” (Id. at p. 171,36 
Cal.Rptr.2d 521, 885 P.2d 934.) The provisions of the city’s 
charter thus “supersede all municipal laws, ordinances, rules or 
regulations inconsistent therewith” (Stuart v. Civil Service Com.
(1985) 174 Cal.App.3d 201, 206, 219 Cal.Rptr. 770) and “an 
ordinance [or resolution] violative of or not in compliance with the 
city charter is void.” (5 McQuillm Municipal Corporations (3d ed.
2011) § 15:17.)” San Diego City Firefighters, Local 145, AFL- 
CIO v. Board of Admin, of San Diego City Employees' Retirement 
System (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 594, 608.
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As conceded by the applicant and City, the applicant seeks to amend the West Adams - 
Baldwin Hills - Leimert Community Plan to facilitate the Project. But Charter Section 555 does 
not authorize an individual property owner to apply for a general plan amendment to enable 
rezoning like this. For such a small bit or piece of the City, the Charter bars a general plan 
amendment because the geographical area involved lacks a “significant social, economic, or 
physical identity.”

The Mayor, the City Planning Commission, the City Planning Director, and the City 
Attorney suffer from a misperception of the law that has gone on in this City for too long. They 
act as though they may engage in what amounts to spot general planning and spot zoning to give 
to favored development interests what an average resident of this City could not dream of 
requesting - an individually-tailored amendment of the long-term, comprehensive plan for how 
the City’s growth is to proceed.

Even more concerning for City residents is the fact that for a number of years, someone 
at City Hall began to allow developers to apply for general plan amendments, zoning changes, 
and removal of height limits to accomplish what the City Charter does not allow: a parcel-by
parcel increase in land use density, up-zoning, and removal of height limits outside of a 
comprehensive planning process embodied in a holistic review of: (1) the entire general plan, (2) 
an entire element, or (3) a geographic area encompassing a “significant social, economic, or 
physical identity.”

With increasing frequency, the Mayor, City Planning Commission, the City Planning 
Director, and the City Attorney have dismantled the concept of a general plan by amending our 
City’s community plans bit-by-bit and piece-by-piece.

The plain language of the Los Angeles City Charter prohibits two things:

1. A landowner has no authority under City Charter Section 
555 to request a general plan amendment to allow' a project that 
would otherwise violate the current general plan. By the express 
language of Section 555, subdivision (b), a general plan 
amendment may only be requested as follows: “The Council, the 
City Planning Commission or the Director of Planning may 
propose amendments to the General Plan.” (Emphasis added.)

2. Even more significantly, Charter Section 555, subdivision
(a), expressly limits amendments of the general plan as follows:
“The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by subject 
elements or parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, 
provided that the part or area involved has significant social, 
economic or physical identity.” (Emphasis added.)

These restrictions on the powers of the Mayor, City Planning Commission and City 
Planning Director were imposed by vote of the People, exercising their home rule powers, so that 
the City’s General Plan would retain its force and integrity to guide the long-term and 
comprehensive development of the City. It specifically bans what the City and Project developer 
here seek to accomplish.

Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 11.5.6 contains provisions that implement the City
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Charter procedures for the general plan. With respect to who may request a general plan 
amendment and the required minimum scope of a general plan amendment, the LAMC repeats 
the limitations imposed by Charter Section 555:

SEC. 11.5.6. GENERAL PLAN. Pursuant to Charter Section 
555, ike City’s comprehensive General Plan may he adopted, 
and amended from time to time, either as a whole, by complete 
subject elements, by geographic areas or by portions of 
elements or areas, provided that any area or portion of an area 
has significant social, economic or physical identity.

A. Amendments. Amendments to the General Plan of 
the City shall be initiated, prepared and acted upon in 
accordance with the procedures set forth in Charter Section 
555 and this section,

B. Initiation of Plan Amendment. As provided in 
Charter Section 555, as amendment to the General Plan may 
be initiated by the Council, the City' Planning Commission or 
the Director of Planning. Initiations by the Council or City 
Planning Commission shall be by majority' vote. If an amendment 
is initiated by the Council or City Planning Commission, then it 
shall be transmitted to the Director for report and recommendation 
to the City Planning Commission. Whether initiated by the 
Director, the Council or the City Planning Commission, the 
Director shall prepare the amendment and a report recommending 
action by the City Planning Commission. The report shall contain 
an explanation of the reasons for the action recommended. After 
the Director prepares a Plan amendment and report, the Director 
shall transmit the file to the City Planning Commission for its 
action. (Emphasis added.)

Nowhere does the City Charter or the implementing LAMC provisions authorize the City 
to accept a Master Land Use Permit Application that includes a request by an applicant for a 
general plan amendment in relation to his or her parcel of land.

In contrast, both the City' Charter and the applicable LAMC provisions contemplate that 
in certain circumstances, an applicant may file an application for a zone change applicable to his 
or her property, if it is consistent with the currently adopted General Plan. Charter Section 558 
provides in relevant part:

(a) The requirements of this section shall apply to the 
adoption, amendment or repeal of ordinances, orders or 
resolutions by the Council concerning:

(1) the creation or change of any zones or districts for 
the purpose of regulating the use of land;

(2) zoning or other land use regulations concerning 
permissible uses, height, density, bulk, location or use of buildings

5



or structures, size of yards, open space, setbacks, building line 
requirements, and other similar requirements, including specific 
plan ordinances....

(b) Procedures for the adoption, amendment or repeal of 
ordinances, orders or resolutions described in subsection (a) shall 
be prescribed by ordinance, subject to the following limitations:

(1) Initiation, An ordinance, order or resolution may 
be proposed by the Council, the City Planning Commission, or 
Director of Planning or by application of the owner of the affected 
property if authorized by ordinance.

(2) Recommendation of the City Planning 
Commission. After initiation, the proposed ordinance, order or 
resolution shall be referred to the City Planning Commission for its 
report and recommendation regarding the relation of the 
proposed ordinance, order or resolution to the General Plan 
and, in the case of proposed zoning regulations, whether adoption 
of the proposed ordinance, order or resolution will be in 
conformity with public necessity, convenience, general welfare 
and good zoning practice. (Emphasis added.)

Thus, while the City Charter contemplates an applicant requesting a zone change that is 
consistent with the currently adopted general plan, it does not contemplate or authorize an owner 
of property to propose a piecemeal amendment of the general plan.

LAMC Section 12.32 implements Charter Section 558. In relevant part it provides:

A. Initiation. The City Council, the City Planning 
Commission or the Director of Planning may initiate 
consideration of a proposed land use ordinance. Any initiation 
by the Council or the City Planning Commission shall be by 
majority vote. The Council or the City Planning Commission shall 
forward the proposed ordinance to the Director of Planning for a 
report and recommendation,

B. Application. An owner of property' may apply for a 
proposed land use ordinance If authorized to do so by 
Subsections F through S relative to that owner’s property7. The 
applicant shall complete the application for that proposed land use 
ordinance, pay the required fee and file the application with the 
Department of City Planning on a form provided by the 
Department. (Emphasis added.)

The language used by the People in the City Charter and the City' Council in its 
implementing ordinances demonstrates that while an applicant might file an application on the 
City’s form for a zoning change that meets certain criteria set forth in the LAMC (and is of 
course consistent with the currently adopted general plan), there is no authority for the City even 
to accept for filing a Master Land Use Permit Application Form that includes an applicant-
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initiated general plan amendment.

Despite the unambiguous limitation on who may apply for a general plan amendment, the 
City’s Planning Department began not only allowing applicants to apply for a general plan 
amendment so they could develop their property contrary to the City’s adopted general plan, but 
the City Planning Director has instituted a formal policy of accepting general plan amendment 
applications from applicants. Then, after a review, the Director uses his own power under the 
City’s Charter to initiate parcel-by-parcel general plan amendments on behalf of applicants.

The City has de vised procedural memoranda and general plan initiation forms to carry 
out this process. However, the City Planning Director’s memorandum to consultants and 
developers evidences no assessment of whether or not an applicant’s general plan amendment 
request covers a geographical area that has a significant social, economic, or physical identity, as 
required by the City Charter, (Exhibit 7 [Planning Director April 8, 2015 Memo, “General Plan 
Amendment Initiations, Requests to the Director of Planning”].)

In fact, the City Planning Director has implemented an Orwellian wording on forms he 
requires applicants to sign as a condition of having the City Planning Director “initiate” a general 
plan amendment. For example, as shown in Exhibit 8, “Request for Initiation of an Amendment 
to the City’s General Plan,” the “Initiation Request and Time Extension Authorization” attached 
thereto admits:

By law only the City may initiate a Plan Amendment. Your 
application is technically for a Zone Change only. Therefore you 
must request that the City initiate the corresponding Plan
Amendment by checking the box below: __I hereby request that
the City Planning Commission initiate a Plan Amendment 
consistent with my requested zone change. (Exhibit 8, 
emphasis added.)

In other words, the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission and Director have forms stating 
that what they are doing is amending the General Plan to make it “consistent with my zone 
change.”

Regardless of the form of the transaction, the substance is that the property owner 
“initiates” the general plan amendment by asking for a zone change that is inconsistent with the 
currently adopted General Plan. By this proposed Project, Los Angeles would be violating the 
integrity of the General Plan process enacted by its voters in 1969. The City Planning 
Commission and/or City Planning Director then act as if the whole idea to initiate for this 
particular property at this particular time was the City’s and not the property owner’s as it states 
in his Master Land Use Application. Our City’s Charter may not be so easily defeated by such 
an obvious contrivance.

The Project applicant filed a Master Land Use Permit Application Form “requesting” a 
general plan amendment. In no way does the Project site meet the definition of minimum size 
required to process a general plan amendment. The City’s pattern and practice is unlawful, and 
its use in the instant case illustrates how developers are permitted to violate the law by 
densifying individual parcels beyond that permitted by the General Plan or ever analyzed in the 
ETRs supporting the General Plan.
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The City Planning Director himself also has no authority to propose a general plan 
amendment as is sought herein. The language contained in the City Charter prohibits the 
processing of a general plan amendment unless such proposal involves the entire General Plan, 
an entire Element, a significant part of an Element, or a geographical area so long as the Element 
part or geographical area constitutes a “significant social, economic, or physical identity.’*

Yet for some time the City Planning Director and City Planning Commission have 
engaged in changing General Plan land use designations at the mere request of a developer. It 
has become an accepted assumption that almost any proposed project in Los Angeles can happen 
because a developer wants it, regardless of the general plan land use designation.

B. The Current Process Undermines Any Integrity in The Comprehensive General
Plan and Feeds The Public’s Cynicism.

Former City Planning Director Gail Goldberg famously observed on her arrival at the
City:

In every city in this country, the zone on the land establishes the 
value of the land. In Los Angeles, that’s not true. The value of the 
land is not based on what the zone says .... It’s based on what 
[the] developer believes he can change the zone to. This is 
disastrous for tire city. Disastrous. Zoning has to mean something 
in this city. (Exhibit 9 [LA Weekly article, “Density Hawks”].)

Ms. Goldberg’s efforts to change this culture of easy amendment of general plans and 
zoning failed. She was pushed out in a short time. Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa appointed 
former Zoning Administrator Michael LoGrande who, unfortunately, carried forward the 
violations of the City Charter outlined herein.

Several new proposed ordinances once submitted for City Council approval (Master 
Planned Development Zone Ordinance and Hybrid Industrial Zone Ordinance) directly 
conflicted with the City Charter by including language that if an applicant’s project proposal 
does not comply with the currently adopted general plan, a plan amendment will be processed to 
make the City’s General Plan “consistent” with the developer’s proposed project - in effect an 
improperly guaranteed, reverse-engineered outcome.

Gail Goldberg’s disaster is unfolding before our eyes.

The California Supreme Court has acknowledged that since 1971, a city’s general plan is 
a constitution for future real estate development and all plans, codes, and planning decisions are 
subordinate to and must conform with the genera! plan. In De Vita v. County of Napa (\ 995)
9 Cal.4th 763, 772-773, the Supreme Court explained:

Although California law' has prescribed that cities and counties 
adopt general or master plans since 1927 (Stats. 1927, ch. 874, pp.
1899-1913), the general plan prior to 1972 has been characterized 
as merely an ‘interesting study,’ and no law required local land use 
decisions to follow the general plan's dictates. (City of Santa Am 
v. City of Garden Grove (1979) 100 Cal.App.3d 521, 532 [].) In 
1971 several legislative changes were made to significantly alter
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the status of the general plan. For the first time, proposed 
subdi visions and their improvements were required to be consistent 
with the general plan (Gov. Code, § 66473.5 [formerly in Bus. &
Prof. Code, § 11526]), as were zoning ordinances (Gov. Code, §
65860). (Stats. 1971, ch. 1446, §§ 2, 12, pp. 2853, 2858; City of 
Santa Ana, supra, 100 Cal.App.3d atp. 532.) Moreover, charter 
cities were no longer completely exempted from the requirements 
of the planning law; these cities had to at least adopt general plans 
with the required mandatory elements. (Gov. Code, § 65700, subd.
(a); Stats, 1971, ch. 3803, § 2, p. 3904.) Thus after 1971 the 
general plan truly became, and today remains, a “constitution" for 
future development" (Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of 
Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531, 540 [) [] located at the top of 
The hierarchy of local government law regulating land use’
{Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 
Cal.App.3d 1176, 1183 []).

The general plan consists of a ‘statement of development policies 
.. setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan 
proposals.’ (Gov. Code, § 65302.) The plan must include seven 
elements - land use, circulation, conservation, housing, noise, 
safety and open space - and address each of these elements in 
whatever level of detail local conditions require (id., § 65301).
General plans are also required to be “comprehensive [and] 
long[]term” (id., § 65300) as well as ‘internally consistent.’ (Id., §
65300.5.) The planning law thus compels cities and counties to 
undergo the discipline of drafting a master plan to guide future 
local land use decisions.

The City in this case proposes to amend the general plan to conform with the Project 
developer’s desired use of land at a greater height, density, and in derogation of the current 
general plan land use designation as industrial land use. This is improper. The Supreme Court 
held in Lesher Communications v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 535, 541 that the 
primacy of the general plan cannot be overridden by enacting inconsistent zoning ordinances:

The Planning and Zoning Law itself precludes consideration of a 
zoning ordinance vdiich conflicts with a general plan as a pro tanto 
repeal or implied amendment of the general plan. The general plan 
stands. A zoning ordinance that is inconsistent with the general 
plan is invalid when passed [citations omitted] and one that was 
originally consistent but has become inconsistent must be brought 
into conformity with the general plan. (§ 65860.) The Planning 
and Zoning Law does not contemplate that general plans will be 
amended to conform to zoning ordinances. The tail does not wag 
the dog. The general plan is the charter to which the ordinance 
must conform,

The result of these Charter violations, apparent in the case of the Project proposed herein, 
is destructive and far-reaching. The City is up-zoning the density and height of parcels at the
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requests of developers, and conflicts with the General Plan are wiped away by ignoring the City-' 
Charter mandate that the General Plan process does not permit such piecemeal amendment. In 
fact, because the City has “solved” the density and height desires of developers via the unlawful 
process outlined above, the City has had no incentive for decades to conduct comprehensive 
general plan revisions envisioned by both the State Planning law and the City’s own charter. 
Why engage in a comprehensive and holistic planning process embodied in the General Plan 
when developers can get the density and increased value by merely asking the City Planning 
Director, or City Council/Mayor to amend the General Plan for his or her lot?

C. The City Council Repealed a Section of the Municipal Code Imposing a Duty to
Periodically and Comprehensively Review and Amend the General Plan and the
City Attorney’s Office Swept this Under the Rug.

According to research conducted, in October 2005, the City Council approved Ordinance 
177103 (effective December 18, 2005) to repeal LAMC Section 11.5.8. This law formerly 
imposed on the City Planning Commission the duty to periodically and comprehensively review, 
revise and amend the General Plan in accordance with a schedule adopted by the City Council.

Incredibly, head of the Civil Division of the City Attorney’s office signed a memo 
representing to the public that the changes in the ordinance were merely “technical and 
clarifying” changes to correct typographical errors and similar matters. (Exhibit 10 [City 
Attorney Report No. R05-0317 dated, September 12, 2005].)

We would suggest that a repeal of the City Planning Commission’s legal duty to engage 
in comprehensive and long-term general planning is not a technical or clarifying change. It was 
a substantive change, apparently adopted without serious discussion because the City Attorney’s 
accompanying memorandum erroneously represented it as a non-substantive change. The City 
Planning Commission was relieved of doing “real planning.” Curiously, we know of no 
evidence that thereafter anyone on the City Council or the City Planning Commission asked what 
happened to the general plan comprehensive reviews.

For the last decade, free of the legal obligations of Section 13.5.8, this City’s planning 
activities have been focused on project-by-project General Plan amendments and massive 
density upzoning schemes rather than on comprehensive and long-term planning.

In this illegally “de-regulated” atmosphere, any project can be approved almost 
anywhere. With the so called Hybrid Industrial Zone Ordinance, the City proposes to foreclose 
high-paying industrial jobs in order to inject residential land uses into industrial zones 
constructed by the same developers who were developing other parts of the City. On the day 
when the Hybrid Industrial Zone Ordinance was before the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee of the City Council, staff explained that once the ordinance was adopted, it would be 
implemented through more General Plan Amendments, likely on a project-by-project basis. The 
loss of such industrial land will be incremental until the day will come when the City does not 
have sufficient industrial land. Most recently, the City Council and Mayor approved a massive 
skyscraper on quiet Catalina Avenue in Koreatown by allowing a General Plan Amendment to 
increase the density, to rezone, and to increase height limits. These are examples of serial 
violations of the People’s Charter.

The City’s refusal to comply with the plain language of the City Charter and the
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discovery that it quietly repealed its legal obligation to periodically and comprehensively keep its 
General Plan up-to-date, led to the formation of a Coalition to propose and gather signatures on 
an initiative addressing this corrupt practice of City officials. Entitled the “Neighborhood 
Integrity Initiative.” it provides further clarification of the City Charter prohibition against 
piecemeal general plan amendments, and it restores former LAMC Section 11.5.8 that imposes a 
duty on the City to periodically and comprehensively update its General Plan on a regular basis, 
instead of ignoring this vital planning duty for decades. The initiative is a logical expression of 
community realization that the 1966-69 pay-to-play process has been revived at City Hall and 
once again must be constrained. The Project is a poster child for why the initiative, is needed to 
curb open violation of the City’s laws.

1), The History Of The Enactment Of City7 Charter Section 555 Establishes That Small
General Flag Amendments Are Prohibited.

Sometimes things go full circle. The current state of spot zoning for individual 
developers looks similar to the crisis that led to the People reforming the City’s planning and 
land use laws in the 1960s - including placement of the geographical limitation clause of City 
Charter Section 555 in the City Charter.

The crisis became clear when, in November 1966, the Los Angeles Civil Grand Jury 
issued a report concerning “a complex zoning case in the West Valley section of Los Angeles.” 
“The evidence before us indicated that a developer had represented to his partners that he could 
secure favorable zoning treatment from the City of Los Angeles in exchange for payment of 
monies.” (Exhibit 2) Although the Grand Jury was unable to conclusively determine that 
monies were paid in exchange for the City Council to reverse adverse recommendations from 
every agency that considered the West Valley zoning proposal from its inception, the Grand Jury' 
observed:

We regretfully report that evidence we heard demonstrated that 
influence can and has been and in all probability will be exerted 
through the medium of campaign contributions, political 
obligations and friendships. (Id.)

Based upon this observation, the Grand Jury made a number of recommendations 
including conflict of interest legislation, requiring applicants to list campaign contributions made 
or promised to an elected official under penalty of perjury, that zoning hearings be conducted 
under oath, and that super majority City Council votes be required to override the conclusions of 
subordinate land use decision makers in the City.

In the Grand Jury’s conclusion, it strongly urged the City to commence an in-depth study 
to prevent the poor adherence to the City’s General Plan evidenced in the case before it:

It is apparent that a projected and in-depth study of this field is not 
only overdue, but one which would be invaluable to the interests of 
our community. It is our recommendation that such a study should 
be undertaken as soon as possible. (Id.)

Corruption indictments and convictions of numerous people (Exhibit 3) including a City 
Councilmember (Exhibit 4) followed. The City Council then appointed a Blue Ribbon
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Commission that studied and made recommendations. Known as the “Citizen’s Committee on 
Zoning Practices and Procedures,” it dealt with abuses that resulted from the City Council 
routinely ignoring its General Plan to grant developers zoning or exceptions to zoning they 
wanted - apparently in exchange for campaign contributions, monies given to favorite non
profits of the Councilmember, and free travel/gifts.

As the West Valley Property Owners’ Association observed in its letter to the City 
Council supporting the charter amendments proposed by the Citizen’s Committee:

In 1966 a mandate was delivered by the Grand Jury to enact proper 
zoning practice reforms to prevent a re-occurance [sic] of the 
shocking scandals surrounding certain zoning cases. Since that 
time, we have seen several public officials brought to trial and 
convicted on various charges. One case, still before the courts, 
involves a member of the Los Angeles City Council. (Exhibit! 1 
[West Valley Property Owners’ Assn. February 11, 1969 letter]).

After more than a year of hearings and Investigation, in July 1968, the Citizen’s 
Committee issued its First Report to the Mayor and City Council entitled “A Program to Improve 
Planning and Zoning in Los Angeles.” The report contained 36 recommendations for 
improvement including charter amendments, municipal code amendments, uniform zoning 
hearing procedures (which 46 years later remain incomplete), and ethics reforms. (Exhibit 1).

The findings of the Citizen’s Committee will be particularly significant for a reviewing 
court with regard to the actions proposed to be taken in this case:

The main purpose of defining the General Plan content [in the 
City’s Charter] should be to insure comprehensiveness. We find 
that there are at least four dimensions of comprehensiveness which 
should be recognized:

1. Geographic - The entire area of the City should be 
covered. However, because of the large size and peculiar 
boundaries of the City, it is not always practical to consider the 
entire City as a single planning unit. Therefore the City should be 
divided into smaller units for planning purposes - but any such 
unit should be an area of substantial size, with social and 
economic identity. (Exhibit 1, p. 19.)

And on p. 21 of the First Report where “Area-by-Area Consideration” is set forth in 
detail, the Committee made this recommendation:

Recommendation 3: Provide for the adoption or amendment of 
the General Plan on a scheduled area-by-area basis, each area 
covering less than the entire City, but must involve 
comprehensive consideration of a logical planning area. The 
General Plan should be reviewed on this regularly scheduled area- 
by-area basis, such schedule and areas to be established by the City 
Council upon recommendation of the Director of Planning and the 
City Planning Commission. (Emphasis added.)
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The Committee then acknowledged for local planning that “for many purposes it is 
necessary to deal with community-size units such as Hollywood, San Pedro, Pacific Palisades 
and the central business district/’ The Committee’s recommendation emphasized the need to 
assess each general plan amendment within “logical planning units” on the community level:

In view of the size and diversity of the City of Los Angeles, it is 
apparent that much of the material which should constitute the 
City’s General Plan can only be adequately maintained through a 
continuing area-by-area process of study and revision. (Exhibit I.
P-21.)

In support of the recommendation that general plan amendments be conducted on an 
area-by-area basis, the Citizen’s Committee observed regarding the origin of the language in the 
City Charter that defines the legal minimum area for a General Plan Amendment:

A completely piecemeal approach to General Plan amendments 
would defeat the principle of comprehensiveness and destroy the 
integrity of the Plan. To prevent this, any change in the Plan 
should be viewed in si least a community-wide context 
Therefore, in the above recommendation we propose that 
recognized community areas with social and economic identity 
be the minimum size units for general plan study and revision.
(Exhibit 1. p. 21; emphasis added.)

Following the First Report, there were two joint meetings of the Citizen’s Committee and 
the City Planning Commission where there was agreement on 21 recommendations.. After the 
Citizen’s Committee submitted its proposed charter amendments to the City, the City Council 
revised and weakened some of the amendments and sent it to the voters. On May 25,1969, the 
voters adopted the Charter Amendments.

Just prior to the election, the Citizen’s Committee issued its Final Report, which set forth 
each of the charter amendments proposed to the planning and zoning provisions of the City’s 
charter. (Exhibit 5.) The Citizen’s Committee set forth all new proposed language to 
implement its recommendations regarding adoption and amendment of the general plan. New 
City Charter Section 96.5(3){a) read as follows:

Proceedings pertaining to preparation, consideration, hearings, 
time limited, approval and adoption of the General Plan, or any of 
its parts or amendments thereto, shall be as provided by ordinance, 
subject to the following limitations:

(a) The General Plan shall be so prepared that the
Planning Commission may approve and the Council 
may adopt it only as follows: as a whole: by 
complete subject elements; by substantial 
geographical areas; or by substantial portions of 
subject elements; provided that any such area or 
portion has significant social, economic or physical 
identity. (Final Report, p. 15; emphasis added.)
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This portion of new City Charter Section 96.5 included this explanatory note of the 
Committee's drafting intent:

To be truly comprehensive, the General Plan must cover the entire 
City and interrelate all of the pertinent subject matter. However, 
because Los Angeles is so large and complex, it is necessary as a 
practical matter to break the Plan into logical units for 
consideration and adoption. On the other hand, it would be 
entirely inconsistent with the comprehensive nature and 
coordinating purpose of the General Plan for it to be adopted 
and amended In small bits and pieces. In order to prevent such 
piecemeal consideration, a limitation must be placed upon the 
extent to which the Plan can be divided up for purposes of 
adoption or amendment. (Emphasis added.)

Under the authority of this section, the City was broken up into 35 community plans 
based upon characteristics that marked a significant social, economic or physical identity.

In 1999, the draft of the Appointed Charter Reform Commission was adopted by the joint 
meetings of the Appointed and Elected City Charter Reform Commissions. The redimed 
changes to the City Charter Section 96.5 were minor and the limiting language is now found in 
the reorganized 2000 City7 Charter at Section 555. The portion relevant to the issues involving 
the Project is:

Sec. 555. General Plan - Procedures for Adoption.

Procedures pertaining to the preparation, consideration, adoption 
and amendment of the General Plan, or any of its elements or parts, 
shall be prescribed by ordinance, subject to the requirements of 
this section.

(a) Amendment in Whole or in Part. The General Plan 
may be amended in its entirety, by subject elements or parts of 
subject elements, or by geographic areas, provided that the part 
or area involved has significant social, economic or physical 
identity.

(b) Initiation of Amendments. The Council, the City 
Planning Commission or the Director of Planning may propose 
amendments to the General Plan. The Director of Planning shall 
make a report and recommendation on all proposed amendments.
Prior to Council action, the proposed amendment shall be referred 
to the City7 Planning Commission for its recommendation and then 
to the Mayor for his or her recommendation. (Emphasis added.)

The City Planning Department, City7 Planning Commission, the City Attorney, and City 
Council have violated the City Charter by allowing project applicants to apply for general plan 
amendments in the above-described manner. Further, such project applicants have been allowed 
to apply for a general plan amendment merely for their own parcel(s) of land. City officials are 
violating the City Charter by allo wing project applicants to ask for general plan amendments and
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to seek such amendments for, in the words of the Citizen’s Committee, “small bits and pieces” of 
the City which is “entirely inconsistent with the comprehensive nature and coordinating purpose 
of the General Plan.”

In a recent Second District Court of Appeal case involving the City of Los Angeles, 
Schafer v. City of Los Angeles (2015) 237 Cal.App.4th 1250, 1263, the Court of Appeal 
observed how the grant of an exception from a currently adopted general plan or zoning code 
would override the public interest in comprehensive zoning.

Zoning laws concern ‘a vital public interest - not one that is 
strictly between the municipality and the individual litigant. All 
the residents of the community have a protectable property and 
personal interest in maintaining the character of the area as 
established by comprehensive and carefully considered zoning 
plans in order to promote the orderly physical development of the 
district and the city and to prevent the property of one person from 
being damaged by the use of neighboring property in a manner not 
compatible with the general location of the two parcels. [Citation.]
These protectable interests further manifest themselves in the 
preservation of land values, in esthetic considerations and in the 
desire to increase safety by lowering traffic volume.’... (Pettitt v.
City of Fresno (1973) 34 Cal.App.3d 833, 822-823, [parallel cite 
omitted].” (Emphasis added.)

As shown above, the City’s Advisory Agency cannot approve the tract map because it 
has no means to conditionally accept a violation of City Charter Section 555. The applicant 
has no authority to propose a Charter violation as a means to significantly decsify his 
project. Just because the City’s Advisory Agency regularly engages in these violations does 
not make it lawful. The Project must simply comply with the existing zoning and general land 
use designation of the West Adams - Baldwin Hills - Leimert Community Plan. Accordingly, the 
Advisory Agency erred when it conditionally approved the tract map in this case because it is 
based upon an unlawful proposed general plan amendment. Since the amendment is unlawful, 
Government Code Section 66474.61 imposes a mandatory duty upon the City to deny the 
requested vesting tract map approval.

ill. ALL OF THE FOREGOING REQUIRES THE CITY COUNCIL TO DENY THE
ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED FROM THE CITY.

The previous sections set forth the substantial evidence showing the Advisory Agency 
can make no valid finding that the Project as proposed and discussed in the Final EIR can 
comply with the General Plan because the proposed plan amendment would be unlawful. All of 
the same evidence set forth above also supports the conclusion that the requested zone change 
and height district, which directly depend upon the ability to carry out the general plan 
amendment, must be denied because an attempt to approve such entitlements would violate 
Charter Section 555 and the current general plan provisions. This conclusion is supported by the 
fact that nowhere in the Draft or Final EIR did the City disclose or discuss the applicability of 
Charter Section 555, or how this Project could evade the strict limitation on general plan 
amendments of small geographic areas.
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If the Project as proposed is approved, a reviewing court will interpret the restrictive 
language used by the Citizen’s Committee, and it will regard any “findings” to the contrary' as 
evidence of the City’s conscious and willful violation of its Charter. The Citizen’s Committee 
expressed its specific legislative intent at page 15 of its final report, which bears emphasis:

In order to prevent such piecemeal consideration [of general 
plan amendments], a limitation must be placed upon the 
extent to which the Plan can be divided for purposes of 
adoption or amendment. (Exhibit 12.)

The parcels in question do not qualify for rezoning by amending the applicable 
community plan to be consistent with the applicant’s zone change request.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the City Council must deny the Project entitlements. 1 
may be contacted at 310-982-1760 or atjamie.hail@channellawgroup.com. if you have any 
questions, comments or concerns.

Sincerely,

Jamie T. Hall
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Office of the City Attorney
ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO 

City attorney

REPORT NO.
R05-0317 

SB3 I 2 2005

REPORT RE:

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

CLARIFYING CHANGES

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

Room 395. City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012

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

Honorable Members:

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

Charter Findings

Pursuant to Charter Section 559, the Director of Planning has approved this draft 
of ordinance on behalf of the City Planning Commission and recommended that the City 
Council adopt it. Should the City Council adopt this ordinance, it may comply with the 
provisions of Charter Section 558 by either adopting the findings of the Director of Planning 
as set forth in his report dated August 23.2005, or by making its own findings.

CEQA Findings . •. •

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

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY-AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
200 NORTH MAIN STREET. LOS ANGELES. CA 90012-4131 • 213.976.6100 • 213.378.8310 TOO l
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Honorable Los Angeles City Council 
of the City of Los Angeles 

Page 2

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

Summary of Ordinance Provisions

The draft of ordinance amends various provisions of the Los Angeles Administrative 
and Municipal Codes to correct typographical errors, and to make clarifying and technical 
changes.

Council Rule 38 Referral

A copy of the final draft ordinance was sent, pursuant to Council Rule 38, to the 
Departments of Building and Safety and Housing. The Departments have indicated that 
they have no objections to the draft ordinance.

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

Sincerely,

DM/SSC:pj(i i<872) 
Transmittal

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney

DAVID MfCHAELSON 
Chief Assistant City Attorney



ORDINANCE NO._____________

An ordinance amending Sections 4.91 and 4.111.1 and repealing 
Section 4.111.3 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code and repealing Section 11.5.8, 
adding Sections 11.5.9 and amending Sections 11.00,11.5.6,11.5.7,12.03,12.04,
12.09, 12.16,12.21, 12.21.3,12.21.5,12.22, 12.24,12.26,12.27, 12.32,12.36,13.01, 
13.02, 13.10,14.00,16.05,16.50, 17.03, 17.06,17.50, 17.52,17.54,4150,91.6218.2, 
Table 62-C of Division 62 of Article 1 of Chapter IX, 91.6305, 91.8607, 97.0201,
151.09, and 152.06 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code to make various technical and 
clarifying changes.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 4. The first paragraph of Subsection (0 of Section 11.00 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code is amended to read;

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



Sec. 5. The second and third unnumbered paragraphs of Subsection E of 
Section 11.5.6 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are amended to read:

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

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

2. Propose changes to the Plan amendment

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 11.5.9. WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION.

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

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

C. Code Sections. This section applies to applications filed pursuant to 
Sections 11.5.6, 11.5.7, 12.20.2,12.20.3,12.21,12.22,12.23, 12.24.12.25,12.26, 
12.27,12.28, 12.30, 12.32, 12.36, 12.39, 12.50,13.01 H, 14.00,14.5.6,16.01,16.02, 
16.04,16.05, 16.50 and Articles 7 and 8 of Chapter 1 of this Code.
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Sec. 9. Lettered paragraphs (a) and (f) of the definition of Accessory Use in 
Section 12.03 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are amended to read:

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

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

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

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

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

C. In order to regulate more adequately and restrict the height and floor area of 
buildings and structures, each lot shall include a height district designation. Height 
district designations shall be numbered from 1 to 4, CRA 1 to 4. EZ1 to 4, and CSA 1 
to 4 and shall regulate the height or floor area of buildings and structures as provided in 
Sections 12.21.1,12.21.2,12.21.3,12.21.4 and 12.21.5. The height districts and their 
boundaries are shown on the Zoning Map by a combination of zone symbols and height 
district number markings, e.g., R2-1, C2-2, M1-3, C1-CRA1, M2-EZ2, C2-CSA3, efc. 
Where a lot is located in more than one height district, the applicable zone symbol 
designations shall be separated by a slash mark, e.g., R2-CRA/CSA, C2-EZ1/CRA2, 
etc. The symbol "HO" preceding height district number markings, when shown on the 
Zoning Map or used in a zoning ordinance, is an abbreviation for the words "height 
district" and refers to height districts. The height districts for the "CW Zone are the 
height districts shown, in Section 6 of the Central City West Specific Plan. The height 
districts for the "ADP" Zone are height districts shown in Section 7 of the Alameda 
District Specific Plan. The height districts for the 'WC" Zone are height districts shown 
In Section 7 of the Warner Center Specific Plan. The height districts for the "LASED" 
Zone are the height districts shown on Section 10 of the Los Angeles Sports and 
Entertainment District Specific Plan.
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Sec, 12. Subdivision 4 of Subsection C of Section 12.09 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code is amended to read:

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

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

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

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

(a) The following amusement enterprises:

(1) boxing arena;

(2) games of skill and science;

(3) merry-go-round, ferris wheel or carousel; .

(4) penny arcade; '

(5) shooting gallery;

(6) skating rink;

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

(8) billiard or pool hail;



(9) bowling alley;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 18. Sub-subparagraphs 7, 8,9 and 10 of Subparagraph (3) of 
Paragraph (x) of Subdivision 4 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code are repealed.

Sec. 19. The Exception of Subparagraph (k) of Subdivision 5 of Subsection A of 
Section 12.21 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

EXCEPTION:

Lights in compliance with Sections 91.6305 and 91.8607 of 
the Code.

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

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

11. Tennis or Paddle Tennis Courts. A tennis or paddle tennis court, 
constructed as an accessory use to the primary residential use on the same lot in 
the A or R Zones, shall comply with specific construction and operation 
standards as may be established by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to 
Subsection C 4 of this section and shall be located as required in Subsection C 5 
of this section.
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Sec. 21. Paragraph (i) of Subdivision 16 of Subsection A of Section 12.21 of the 
Los Angeies Municipal Code is amended to read:

(i) Showers and lockers shall be provided as required by Section 91.6307 
of this Code.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Within the boundaries of the Centers Study areas designated on Maps 
numbered 1 through 3 and 5 through 28 in Council File Nos. 86-0958, 86-0057,85
0193 and 84-1554, the height district limitations set forth below in Subsections A 
through F shall apply.

Sec. 26. The Maps in Section 12.21.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code are 
deleted.
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Sec. 27. Sub-subparagraph (i) of Subparagraph (10) of Paragraph (a) of 
Subdivision 23 of Subsection A of Section 12.22 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is 
amended to read:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



maker shall be the City Planning Commission and the appellate body shall be the City 
Council.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 44. Subdivision 2 of Subsection D of Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code is amended to read:



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

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

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

Sec. 48. The sixth unnumbered paragraph of Subsection A of Section 17.03 of 
the Los. Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

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

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

3. Appeal to the Appeal Board. The subdivider, the Mayor, any 
member of the City Council, or any other interested person adversely affected by 
the proposed subdivision may appeal any action of the Advisory Agency with 
respect to the tentative map or the kind, nature or extent of the improvement 
required to the Appeal Board.
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Appeals to the Appeal Board shall be Hied In duplicate, in a public office of 
the Department of City Planning on forms provided for that purpose within ten 
days of the date of mailing of the written decision of the Advisory Agency and 
shall be accompanied by the fee required in Section 19.02 of this Code. No 
appeal shall be considered filed until the form has been properly completed and 
all information required by it has been submitted. The completed appeal form 
and file shall then immediately be transmitted to the Appeal Board Secretary for 
a public hearing before the Appeal Board.

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

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

Failure to Act If at the end of the time limit specified in this subsection or 
at the end of any extension of time pursuant to subdivision 5 of this subsection, 
the Appeal Board fails to act, the appeal shall be deemed denied; the decision 
from which the appeal was taken shall be deemed affirmed and an appeal may 
be filed and taken to the City Council pursuant to Subdivision 4 below.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 49. Subsection A of Section 17.54 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code Is 
amended to read:

A. Procedure.

Appeal to Appeal Board. An applicant or any other person claiming to be 
aggrieved by an action or determination of the Advisory Agency with respect to a 
preliminary Parcel Map, certificate or conditional certificate of compliance pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 66499.35 or an exemption from the Parcel Map 
regulations pursuant to Section 17.50 B 3 (c) of this Code may, withjn a period of 15



days after the date of mailing of the decision of the Advisory Agency, appeal to the 
Appeal Board for a public hearing. Appeals to the Appeal Board shall be filed in 
duplicate in a public office of the Department of City Planning on forms provided for that 
purpose and shall be accompanied by the fees required In Section 19.02 of this Code. 
The appeal shall not be considered as having been filed unfess and until the form has 
been properly completed and all information required by it has been submitted. The 
complete appeal form and file shall then immediately be transmitted to the Appeal 
Board Secretary for hearing before the Appeal Board.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sec, 54. The second sentence of the first unnumbered paragraph of Section 
91.8807 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is amended to read:

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

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

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

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

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

Sec. 57. Subsection I of Section 151,09 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is 
amended in its entirety to read:

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

Sec. 58. Subsection K of Section 151.09 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is



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

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

(111211)



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

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

FRANK T. MARTINEZ. City Clerk

By
Deputy

Approved

Approved as to Form and Legality

Rockard J. Delgadillo, City Attorney Pursuant to Chatter Section 560. I approve 
this ordinance on behalf of the City Planning 
Commission end recommend 
It be adopted...........

August 25. 2005IStEDORF CARDENAS 
stant City Attorney

AUG l 4 200$ COM HOWE 
Director of Pfenning

File No. CF 99-1800 & 01-0760; CPC 99-0435
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The Honorable Rockard J. Delgadillo
City Attorney
Room 700, City Hall East

Stop 140

Attention; Sharon Siedorf Cardenas
Assistant City Attorney

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

On May 26,2005. your office transmitted a letter and draft ordinance making various technical and 
clarifying changes to the Administrative and Municipal Codes in conformance with the Council's 
previous actions stemming from the CharterandJncoqporatlng additional technical changes. These 
additional technical and clarifying changes have been incorporated in to this ordinance to meet the 
Intent of the original City Planning Commission and City Council reports to provide internal 
consistency. Subsequently, the City Attorney has prepared a revised draft ordinance stemming 
from the Charter and Incorporating additional technical corrections.

Environmental Impact .

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

Eludings
1. In accordance with Charter Section 556, that the subject ordinance is in substantial 

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

Further, the subject ordinance implements the City Wide General Plan Framework 
Element Economic Development Objective 7.4 * to improve the provision of governmental 
services, expedite the administrative processing of development applications’ in order to 
‘develop and maintain a streamlined development review process to assure the City's 
competitiveness with the... region* (policy 7.4:1) and objective 7.8, ‘maintain and improve 
municipal service levels throughout the city to support current residents quality of life and 
enable Los Angeles to be competitive when attracting new development*; and

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

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

Charter Section 559

For tiie foregoing reasons and as provided under the authority of Charter Section 559 and City Plan 
Case No. 13505-A, I find that my action conforms with alt applicable portions of the General Plan 
and with the January 27,2000 action of the City Planning Commission implementing the provisions 
of the enacted City Charter, and I. therefore, approve this ordinance (attached) and recommend 
that it be adopted by the City Council.
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July 1968
Honorable !>am Yorty, Mayor 
Honorable Council

Ciiy cl Los Angeles Council Kile No. 132,460
Gentlemen:

The 1966 Los Angeles County Grand Jury, at the completion of its year's work, submitted 
*i special re|7ort entitled, "Zoning Study Report and Recommendations." Referring to its investi
gation of a complex zoning case in the West Valley secticn of Los Angeles, the report staled that:

. . . evidence *1‘ hogI<J dmnausirored that influence ccn and hoi been and m all probability will be 
Cxt-rlvd Ihronijh [Iw- medium of campaign contributions, |>olilicol *bligol■<.■>» aid friendships.

In the spirit of hope lor continuing progress in the field of efficient and honest governmental 
practices, the Grand Jury made eight specific recommendations relating to the subject matter and 
reached the following conclusion:

In conclusion, the- Grand fury has heard much evidence ihol demonsliulcs existing wrongs in I he lie Id ot 
zoning odmin;viroiK*i which are subiect ro corrcclrun. Vet our study wos one limited to evidence growing 
uul ill only not cost.. I| it cippareni Ihol a projected and nvdcprh study ol this field is nol only overdue,
Lhji one which would be invaluable la the interests of cur community. It r$ our recommendation Ihol such 
a study l>e undertaken as toon at possible. While it is not within our purview re set forth guidelines for 
such o study, common sense dktolcs (hat such a study should be undertaken by on agency which is in no 
woy answerable to ony of I he city agencies which arc obiecis of the study itself.

On December 20, 1966, Mayor Yorty filed a message with the City Council inviting the atten
tion of that body to the report of the Grand Juty. He requested "such a study be instituted to 
undertake o review of present zoning and planning practices, procedures, and policies and that a 
report and recommendation on this subject be made to the Mayor and the City Council."

Subsequently, on January 19, 1967, the City Council adopted the recommendation of ils Plan
ning Committee "that a citizen committee consisting of seven members, three to be appointed by 
the Mayor and lour to be appointed by the President ul the City Council from names submifted lo 
him by individual Councilmen, be established and that the 1966 Los Angeles County Grand Jury 
report entitled 'Zoning Study Report and Recommendations' be referred to such citizen committee 
for report and recommendations." Upon appointment of Committee members, the Committee held 
its initial meeting on April 25, 1967.

This is the Committee's first report, which coniains general recommendations to the Mayor 
and Council, arrived at unanimously by the Committee after many months of conducting hearings, 
sifting evidence, receiving suggestions for improved zoning practices, and holding discussions with 
individuals and organizations. We have listed these individuals and their affiliations in Appendix F 
to this report.

We have also set lorfh in detail in Appendix A a description of fhe background and organiza
tion of the Committee with the reasons for its establishment, together with a section summarizing 
the discussions between elected officials and the Committee. After these discussions, the Committee 
issued a public statement of its objectives-

The Committo* considers Ihol iho reasons far ils exnlcn:c ore lo inquire inre the entire sublet I of zoning 
in Iho City of Los Angeles, including the odequocy or inodequocy of opphcobla law, policies and practices 
whether legally .sanctioned or not; to identify and rcvfol. if passible, the originol purposes that motivated 
establishing the practice of toning; to determine, d possible, whether these purposes ore being realized 
or ml and. If not, why; and. Iinally, to recommend such changes in low or practice os il believes necessory 
lo Justify public confidence in Ihe practice af zoning, but equolly important, to moke available to Iho 
public an undcisrondrng i;f the sublCCl su clear and comprehensible as lo make it increasingly difficult for 
anyone, serving in ony capocily. lo deviolo tram proper and effective policies and practices.

As a result of our investigation, it has become clear that the basic solution to the problem of 
improper zoning practices is an adherence to the principles of planning and zoning and the adoption



of laws and procedures which clearly differentiate between the legislative, administrative, and quasi
judicial processes of government. Many of the present problems result from deviations from these 
basic principles. There can be no adequate consideration of zoning practices without considering, 
at the same time, the principles and practices of city planning in general. Our findings and 
recommendations take into account this essential relationship.

We have not gone into the over-all subject of organization and administration within the City 
Planning Department since this type of examination is not within the scope of the Committee's 
work; such examinations are conducted periodically under the management audit program of the 
City Administrative Officer. Nevertheless, because of certain proposals and criticisms received by the 
Committee, a few of our recommendations touch upon aspects of this subject,

The Committee believes that 1 his first report will provide the general guidelines which will 
insure good planning and zoning practices in the City of Los Angeles. In one or more later reports, 
the Committee will present suggested texts of proposed Charter amendments and a few signficant 
new or amendatory ordinances calculated to carry into effect the various recommendations herein 
set forth.

The Citizens Committee on 
Zoning Practices and Procedures
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS
Afier <m in depth sludy, we agree with 

the report of the 1966 Grand .fury that . . 
influence can and has been and in ail prob
ability will be exerted through the medium of 
campaign contributions, political obligations, 
and friendships," and that there arc . . ex
isting wrongs in the field of zoning adminis
tration which arc subject to correction."

We conclude that the public welfare will 
be better served by not enumerating the 
many reported charges of suspicious illegal 
actions, bul rather ro recommend changes in 
administrative procedures, the enactment of 
ordinances and the submission to voters of 
certain Charter changes which will make fa
voritism in planning and zoning matters very 
difficult.

Elected and appointed officials having 
responsibilities in planning and zoning must 
be relieved of the great pressures exerted 
upon them; they must be afforded more time 
and opportunity for constructive planning, 
and rezoning should be accomplished by dis
tricts, rather than by piecemeal or spot zon
ing which the courts of practically every state 
condemn as against Ihe public interest and, 
in most instances contrary ro the basic legal 
provisions for planning and zoning.

We find that there is a widespread public 
belief that favoritism occurs in the granting 
of appeals for variances and conditional use 
permits. Whether or not money has been 
passed, directly or through intermediaries, we 
have reached the inescapable conclusion that

ixiblic confidence m the administration of City 
government in Los Angeles must be restored 
by prompt and major changes in planning and 
zoning practices. No doubt many accusations 
and innuendoes regarding zoning improprieties 
cannot be proven. But there is no doubt that 
great, even tremendous, wealth can be accrued 
from zoning actions. Thus, the opportunity and 
incentive to grant zoning favors—whether in 
the form ol variances from the provisions of 
Ihe zoning ordinance, issuance of conditional 
use permits or approval of spot zone changes 
—present a fertile field for corruption.

While we do not say that criminal acts 
have gone unpunished, the requirements of 
tiie law that one cannot be convicted on the 
uncorroborated testimony of accomplices 
makes it very difficult for the District Attor
ney to make a case for presentation to the 
County Grand Jury. Necessary corroborating 
evidence is almost impossible to develop. One 
who gives and one who receives a bribe, and 
any go-betweens are equally guilty; and, even 
d I wo or more persons would come forward 
and agree to testify against the third, the re
quirements of the law would not be met, 
because those who would be willing to turn 
State's evidence are accomplices. In the his
tory of Los Angeles County, there is only one 
case where bribery has been established en
tirely by circumstantial evidence (People v. 
Graves, 137 C.A. 1).

The term zoning has lost its significance 
in the City of Los Angeles, for it has come to 
mean promiscuous changes in a zoning pattern
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rather than adherence to consistent compre
hensive zoning. Procedures in actual practice 
have become so loose that even the require
ments of the City Charter have not been met 
in numerous variance cases. Most complaints 
reaching us have concerned the actions of the 
Board of Zoning Adjustment in reviewing de
cisions of the Office of Zoning Administration.

The practice in Los Angeles is not unique 
in this respect. In cities of almost every state, 
cases are reported where owners of property 
seek to increase Ihe value of their property by 
approval of zone changes, variances or condi
tional use permits, in a great many instances 
lo the detriment of other property. In many 
cases the approval of a change in permitted 
use constitutes a special privilege.

In an arricle entirled "Opening Pandora's 
Box—the Property Tax and Planning," which 
appeared in the March 1965 issue of Nation's 
Cities, Marion Gaffney, a well-known econo
mist says:

When iht Planning Commitwon and the 
Zoning Board flit about sprinkling little 
golden ihnntn here, rather ihon there, 
they moke millionaire! at tome, end 
social reformer* ot other*.

In the proceedings of the 1967 annual 
meeting of ihe American Society of Planning 
Officials (Planning 1967). there is a pertinent 
article by Sheldon J. Plager, Professor of Law 
at the University of Wisconsin, entitled "The 
XVZ's of Zoning " The title suggests that, 
perhaps, zoning as it is now practiced in many 
communities has reached the end of the road.
A large part of the problem stems from the 
way zoning is administered at the local level. 
Professor Plager points out that zoning is in
tended to implement a pre-existing plan for 
the community's development and growth. Ob
viously, the more careful and thorough the 
planning, the better the foundation for zoning 
decisions.

Planning authorities agree that individual 
zoning actions by the legislative body must 
have reference to an over-all zoning plan, and 
such a plan must, in turn, relate to a master 
plan—the newer, more descriptive term tor 
which is comprehensive general plan—for the 
future physical development of a city.

A comprehensive general plan deals with 
intermediate and long-range goals and objec
tives. ft is a frame of reference which should 
be used to guide the future physical develop
ment and growth of the city. The general plan 
should be the result of a complete and detailed 
analysis of the city. Its content should include 
not only maps showing the desirable trend in 
future development, but also statements of 
policy with respect to each element of the plan.

Zoning, on the other hand, is a fool which 
is used to regulate specifically the use of land 
and to put into effect the principles and pat
terns set forth in the general plan. Zoning 
cannot take the place of planning—it must be 
based upon the results of sound plans care
fully developed.

Zoning is the process of authorizing, by 
districts, the uses to which land may be put. 
Uniform regulations within a zone are funda
mental to proper and legal zoning. The courts 
have held that the essence of zoning is terri
torial division according to the character of 
land and buildings particularly suitable for 
particular uses, and the establishment of uni
form regulations for uses within the zone. 
There are several outstanding authorities on 
the law of zoning, and their books are fre
quently quoted by the courts. One of these is 
James Metzenbaum, a distinguished member 
of the Cleveland Bar who represented the pre
vailing party in the famous case of Euclid Vil
lage v. Amber Realty Company, an Ohio case 
which reached the U.S. Supreme Court. The 
Court rendered an epic decision in 1926 (272 
U.S. 365). In his latest volume, Law of Zoning, 
Metzenbaum says:

Zoning now m*om o comprehensive zon
ing ordinance. Zoning ordinances do nor 
oim to prevent mar* harmful uses, but.
On the contrary, they ore comprehensive 
in l hat they concern oil use*—good, bad, 
ond indiflerent—and generally through
out the entire convnuniry.1

A comprehensive zoning ordinance must 
consider all uses. But too often incompatible 
uses have unnecessarily been introduced into 
areas and gravely affect the character of a 
neighborhood. Such abuses are well described * &

1 James Metienboum, Law of Zoning (Barker, Voorhi*
& Co., Inc.: New York, 1955).
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by Professoi PI tiger in his previously mentioned 
article.

comprehensive zoning ordinance for Los An
geles in 1946 the many changes in zoning 
effected by various means and procedures have 
produced a general bypassing of the intent and 
purpose of sound zoning, which i$ to provide 
uniform provisions within each zoning district. 
Over a period of twenty years, the bad, if not 
entirely illegal, practice of piecemeal or spot 
changing of zoning patterns has evolved, 
resuming in a hodge-podge of land uses in vari 
ous districts, with encroachment into residen
tial sections and other areas contrary to basic 
principles of sound city planning.

Some of the improper piecemeal changes 
in zoning patterns have been accomplished by 
incorrect employment of the procedure re
ferred to in the City of Los Angeles as condi
tional uses and in other jurisdictions as zoning 
exceptions, special exceptions, or special ex
ception uses. A great number of abuses have 
come through actions of the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment on appeals from decisions of the 
Zoning Administrator,

*Sh*ldon J. Piofl*r. "The XYZ'i of Zoning," Plaining 
1M7 (Amariccn Socitlv of Plon.iiny Officials: 1967)

The Office of Zoning Administration, 
created by the 1941 Charter amendment and 
Ihe first such office in the nation, has con
sistently recognized the prerequisites to the 
granting of variances as prescribed by Section 
98 of the Charter and related ordinances. 
Through the years, the Office has earned a 
reputation as a model zoning agency with 
particular reference to variances.

For many years comparatively few appeals 
were made from decisions of the Chief Zoning 
Administrator and his Associates. Within re
cent years a different attitude apparently has 
been introduced by the Board of Zoning Ad
justment. Particularly during the period from 
1963 to Hie end of 1967 a substantial increase 
in the number ol reversals occurred.

The Board of Zoning Adjustment, in 
actual practice, has frequently disregarded the 
findings of fact and reasons set forth in the 
decision of the Zoning Administrator. It has, 
in effect, acted as an agency to consider 
many cases de novo (anew), taking evidence 
not presented earlier to the Zoning Adminis
trator. Based upon our inquiries during the 
calendar year 1967, we find the Board has 
disregarded legal requirements to observe the 
same limitations as are placed upon Zoning 
Administrators by Section 98 of the Charter. 
The end result of such action in terms of what 
develops on the land creates a condition con
trary to the intent of the City Council as 
expressed in the Zoning Code.

COMPLAINTS RECEIVED 
BY THE COMMITTEE

We have received complaints of and 
our investigations show evidence that the 
Board of Zoning Adjustment disregarded the 
record of evidence received at hearings before 
the Zoning Administrator as well as his find
ings. Complainants stated that in the final 
determination the identities of the appellant 
and the expediter (the appellant's professional 
representative) were apparently more impor
tant than were the facts of the case. We heard 
charges that (I) determinations were made by 
conference in advance of hearings before the 
Board; (2) some hearings were a mere sham;
(3) the Board heard evidence not presented al
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the hearing before the Zoning Administrator; 
and (4) the Board often did not receive ade
quate, if any, evidence on which to base find
ings of fact as required by the Charter to 
support the granting of a variance or to re
verse the determination of the Zoning Admin
istrator. Frequently, it was alleged, statements 
of expediters were accepted without support
ing evidence.

It was further charged that the Board, in 
various ways, acted arbitrarily and capriciously, 
and the effect of its decisions was to grant 
favors to individuals, firms or corporations. It 
was also pointed out that, in frequent cases, 
citizens who appeared to protest the granting 
of variances were not afforded equal oppor
tunity to present facts, and were treated with 
disrespect by the then presiding officer of 
the Board, who, almost without exception, 
exercised arbitrary control over the conduct of 
the hearings.

We are particularly concerned that ac
tions of the Board of Zoning Adjustment have 
provided an alternative to legislative action by 
the City Council, thus allowing an applicant 
to select his forum. There are too many in
stances in which an application for rezoning 
has been denied by the Planning Commission 
and by the City Council on appeal, followed 
by a request to a Zoning Administrator for a 
variance, which was denied but subsequently 
reversed by the Board of Zoning Adjustment 
and the use granted. The net effect is a re
zoning which constitutes a misappropriation 
of the legislative power which legally is pos
sessed oniy by the Mayor and Council. The 
Committee concludes that there should be only 
one correct route to follow for each type of 
zoning action. There are at present two such 
routes, either legislative or quasi-judicial. The 
quasi-judicial route (variance) should never be 
used to produce an end result that should 
properly only be accomplished by a legislative 
change. A variance should not (and cannot 
legally) be a substitute for a legislative zone 
change.

We also received complaints concerning 
the actions of the City Council, particularly 
with reference to conditional use matters. The 
complainants maintained that in some cases 
the action of the Council was taken in disre

gard of the facts and recommendations pre
sented. The Committee points out that the 
Council, in reserving to itself the right of ad
ministrative review, is clearly obligated to 
exercise this power without favoritism and 
within the guidelines of its adopted regula
tions as set forth in the zoning ordinance. The 
recommendations of this Committee will re
lieve the Council of this criticism.

SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
IN THIS REPORT

The purpose and justification for the 
planning function in government, including 
zoning, are to develop plans, programs and 
standards that will permit utilization of lands 
to achieve the greatest potential benefits for 
the community as a whole. Through this plan
ning process, an environment conducive to 
the highest level of living, commerce and in
dustry can be produced. In the final analysis, 
the extent to which these objectives are at
tained or lost must be the measurement by 
which the success or failure of employing the 
planning function must be judged.

Basically, there are three principal means 
for the operation of municipal government in 
the regulatory field. They are (1) the legisla
tive process for prescribing regulations and 
fixing policy, (2) the administrative process 
for applying the policies and (3) the quasi
judicial process for reviewing and adjusting 
matters equitably under the policies.

Specifically, in the City of Los Angeles, 
in the field of zoning, there are basic ques
tions that need answers. Providing these an
swers represents one of our major assignments.

The first question is whether the basic 
land use pattern, represented initially by a 
comprehensive zoning map, reflects the in
tended land use based on the functional 
pattern of the City as defined by the compre
hensive General Plan, economics and social 
terests of the people.

The City Planning Department is cur
rently engaged in revising elements of the 
General Plan which are out of date and in 
developing new elements of the Plan which 
have heretofore been missing. Land use plans

5



have been progressively adopted for seme 
areas o( the City, and plans are in process tor 
other areas. Complenon of the General Plan 
should be a matter of high priority for the De
partment if the City is lo have the necessary 
guide for (setter zoning.

The second question is whether zoning 
actions, either (or zone changes, conditional 
uses or variances, stabilize the comprehensive 
land use pattern. Or do they represent an 
abandonment of the principles of comprehen
siveness and substitute llioielui isolated grants 
of special privilege, the effect of which is lo 
destroy public confidence in the reliability of 
zoning and severely reduce any real value lhat 
zoning may have?

Another question is whether basic poli
cies of I a tid use control have been defined, 
including matters ot procedure, and, d so, 
whether the administration of zoning has ad
hered to such policies. If adequately defined 
policies appear not to exist, how can they be 
established? In the event that adequate poli
cies have been established, has the adminis- 
Irative process strengthened the policies 01 

undermined them*
Whatever may be done with reference to 

amending the Charter and ordinances or 
Ihrough administrative action as a result of rhis 
report, every effort should be made to clearly 
distinguish between The areas of legislation, 
administrative direction and quasi-judicial 
review.

It must be recognized that the many crit
icisms which have been brought to our atten
tion do not apply to all elected and appointed 
officials. To a large extent, it is the system 
which is at fault rather than the people in
volved. In particular, we hnd that over the 
years the Planning Department’s career staff 
has performed its du'ies with competence, 
dedication and persistence. The staff has met 
the unprecedented rapid growth of this City 
with a consistently high quality of research, 
analysis, plan preparation and planning admin
istration—-the essential foundations for sound 
city planning efforts.

The City of Los Angeles pioneered in the 
regulation of land use. Through the years there 
have been many significant court cases result
ing in decisions of the Supreme Court of Cali-
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fornia and of the Uniled States Supreme Court 
that have upheld imaginative zoning proce
dures originating in Los Angeles. But this 
community in recent years has fallen behind 
in practical and farsighted municipal control 
of land uses. Los Angeles is now the third 
largest city in the country and the center ot 
the second largest metropolitan area, with 
constantly growing potentialities. It should be 
Second to none in planning and zoning policies 
and procedures.

After fourteen months of exhaustive 
hearings, meetings, research and analysis of 
resulting information, we are making thirty-six 
recommendations for the improvement of 
planning and zoning in Los Angeles. They are 
scf forth in the Summary of Recommenda
tions grouped according to chapter headings. 
The recommendations are repeated together 
with supporting explanation and discussion in 
the chapters which constitute the body ot this 
report.

Chapter 1 is concerned with the basic 
laws and policies for planning and zoning and 
the processes by which the City Council, Mayor 
and the City Planning Commission establish 
and maintain these laws and policies—particu
larly the General Plan and the Zoning Code.

Chapter 2 relates to the need to clearly 
identify the legislative, adminstrative and 
quasi-judicial functions of government in zon
ing matters and makes recommendations for 
strengthening (he administrative and quasi
judicial zoning processes A new concept of, 
and procedure for, conditional use permits is 
recommended.

Chapter 3 deals in detail with the proce
dures for acting upon zoning requests and 
appeals to insure that the principles of law and 
democratic processes are observed.

The recommendations of Chapter 4 are 
designed to insure that each of the elected 
officials and appointed citizen boards—Mayor, 
Council, Planning Commission and Board of 
Zoning Appeals—assumes its intended role in 
representing the citizenry so that the distinct 
but interrelated actions of each will achieve 
the best possible interpretation of the public 
interest



In Chapter 5 we seek to strengthen the 
protections against private influences entering 
into public decision-making except through 
open democratic process.

Chapter 6 summarizes the Committee's 
recommendations related to the 1966 County 
Grand Jury's recommendations.

Finally, Chapter 7 presents a suggested 
schedule of actions for effecting our recom
mendations.

Appendixes provide the reader with addi
tional information concerning the Committee's 
investigations.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

A SOUND LEGISLATIVE AND POLICY BASE 
FOR PLANNING AND ZONING 

(A summary of the recommendations contained in Chapter 1)

GENERAL PLAN
CHARTER AND CODE AMENDMENTS
Recommendation 1: Amend the Charter to set 
forth the purpose, comprehensive nature and 
esseotml procedural requirements tor the de
velopment and adoption of the General Plan 
ot the City. Supplement this by a section of 
the Municipal Code defining the required 
content and form of the General Plan and 
prescribing rhe specific procedure (or its 
adoption and amendment.

PROCEDURE
Recommendation 2: Provide by ordinance for 
adoption and amendment of the General Plan 
according to the following pattern:

I. Study initiated by the Director of 
Planning, City Planning Commission 
or City Council.

2 Preparation of General Plan proposals 
by the Director of Planning with the 
advice of the General Plan Advisory 
Board and the City Planning Commis
sion

3 Public notice and hearing on the 
Diic-clui's revommendai ions io be 
conducted by the City Planning Com

mission or a Hearing Examiner.

8

A. Recommendations by the City Plan
ning Commission. Any changes from 
the recommendations of the Director 
shaft be referred to the Director for 
report prior to action by the Com
mission.

5. Transmittal of the City Planning 
Commission's recommendations to the 
City Council with a copy to the May
or. The Mayor may send comments or 
recommendations to the Council 
within thirty days.

6 Public notice and hearing by the City 
Council (or the Planning Committee 
of the Council! not less than thirty 
days after receipt of the Commission's 
recommendat ions.

7. Prior to Council adoption, any pro
posed changes from rhe Commission's 
recommendations must be referred 
back to the Director of Planning for 
report through the Commission with 
copy to the Mayor. Such report must 
be received within forty days or such 
longer period as the Council may 
designate.

S. Final action by the City Council with
in thirty days after conclusion of its 
public hearing if no changes are



made, or within thirty days after re
ceipt of the Commission's report if 
changes are being considered. Adop
tion of the General Plan or any part 
shall be by majority vote if in accord 
with the recommendations of both 
the Commission and the Mayor, A 
two-thirds vote shall be required to 
deviate from the recommendations of 
the Commission or Mayor after resub
mission.

9. Publication of General Plan as adopted.

AREA BY-AREA CONSIDERATION
Recommendation 3: Provide for the adoption 
or amendment of the General Plan on a sched
uled area-by-area basis, each area covering 
less than the entire City, but must involve 
comprehensive consideration of a logical 
planning area, The General Plan should be 
reviewed on this regularly scheduled area-by- 
orea basis, such schedule and areas to be 
established by the City Council upon recom
mendation of the Director of Planning and 
the City Planning Commission.

ZONING

GENERAL PLAN RELATIONSHIP
Recommendation 4: Amend the City Charter 
to require that in adopting or amending any 
zoning regulations or zoning maps, the City

Planning Commission and City Council shall 
make specific findings showing that the ac
tion is in substantial conformance with the 
purposes and intent of the General Plan. If 
the City Council does not adopt the Commis
sion's findings, the Council shall adopt spe
cific findings showing that its action is in 
conformance with the General Plan.

ZONING CODE REVISION
Recommendation 5: A complete revision of 
the Zoning Code should be promptly initiated, 
However, since two years or more will be re
quired for this revision, certain changes as 
recommended in this report should be enacted 
as soon as possible, pending the completion of 
the over-all revision.

ZONING MAP—REVISIONS BY AREA
Recommendation 6: Establish a procedure for 
review and revision of the Zoning Map of the 
City on a regularly scheduled area-by-area 
basis, such schedule and areas to be estab
lished by the City Council upon recommenda
tion of the Director of Planning and the City 
Planning Commission. Provide in the Charter 
and Zoning Code, that, unless there are ex
ceptional circumstances affecting the public 
interest, requests for zone changes should be 
processed for a given area only during the 
regularly scheduled review of the area in which 
the property lies.

UNRAVELING THE LEGISLATIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
QUASI-JUDICIAL FUNCTIONS

(A summary of the recommendations contained in Chapter 2)

ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS
Recommendation 7: Amend the Zoning Code 
to establish uniform regulations and criteria 
for specific uses named in the Code as being 
subject to review and approval with condi
tions, The consideralion and approval of such

conditional uses should be an administrative 
matter under the jurisdiction of the office of 
Zoning Administration with appeal to the 
Board of Zoning Appeals and any further 
appeal to the courts. (The Committee intends 
to submit more detailed recommendations and 
proposed legislation concerning conditional 
use permits in a subsequent report.)



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

UNCLASSIFIABLE USES once with zoning regulations, oariicuJarlv the
Recommendation 8: Amend the Zoning Code 
t.. ;>r s tin i ;r individual legislative considera
tion and approval of those few land uses which 
because of their unusual nature cannot be 
listed as permitted—either automatically or 
as conditional uses—in particular zones. Pro
vide in the Code the criteria for the approval 
of Such uses and require that specific written 
findings showing how the criteria are met 
musr be adopted before approving any such 
use. Approval of such uses should be by ordi
nance, with specific conditions or require
ments, after recommendation by the Planning 
Commission in the same manner as for zone 
changes. The unclassifi.ible category should be 
limited to uses such as airports, cemeteries, 
higher educational institutions, land reclama
tion protects and natural resource develop
ments.

Recommendation 9; Planned developments 
should be treated under the type ot condi
tional use provisions recommended in I His re
port, arid not as unclassdiable or supplemental 
uses.

Recommendation 10: The Committee strongly 
opposes the "Q"-qualified zone concept. The 
desired obtective should he met through con
ditional use provisions as recommended in this 
report and through revision of the list of uses 
permitted in the various zoning classifications. 
If action is deemed necessary before revision 
of the Code as sel forth in Recommendation 5, 
the procedure suggested should be followed.

Recommendation 11: Provide ndequate staff 
in rhe Building and Safety Department for 
regular inspections and follow-up on compli-

special requirements of conditional use and 
variaitcc approvals. The City Pfenning Depart
ment should assist in enforcement by check
ing compliance with zoning requirements 
during area planning surveys and referring 
violations to the Building and Safety Depart
ment

QUASI-JUDICIAL FUNCTIONS

VARIANCES
Recommendation 12: Clarify and strengthen 
the Charter limitations on the granting of var
iances as follows:

1. Set forth the quasi-judicial nature of 
variance determinations and prohibit 
use of the variance lo accomplish 
purposes which should properly be 
accomplished through legislation.

2. Slate the over-all intent and purpose 
of the variance provisions as a means 
of insuring equal application o! zon
ing regulations to property in similar 
situations but prohibiting the use of 
the variance to grant special privi
leges

3. Clarify and add to the requirements 
for rhe finding which must be made 
in order to grant a variance. Retain 
the basic principles contained In the 
present four requirements, but make 
them more specific. These tests for 
granting of a variance should be ca
pable of realistic but strict application.

4. Provide that, in granting a variance, 
self-imposed hardships are not a 
proper consideration.

5. include more specific limitations on 
Hie circumstances under which vari
ances from permitted land uses are 
justifiable.

PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS

"Q -QUALIFIED ZONE

ZONING ENFORCEMENT



OFFICE OF ZONING ADMINISTRATION
Recommendation 13: Retain the present pow
ers, relationship and civil service status of the 
positions of Chief Zoning Administrator and 
Associate Zoning Administrators.
Recommendation 14: Amend the City Charter 
to clearly define the authority of a Zoning 
Administrator as quasi-judicial, making it 
clear that no actions shail be taken which 
usurp legislative authority

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
Recommendation 15; Amend the Charter to 
change the title of the Board of Zoning Ad
justment to its original designation as the 
Board of Zoning Appeals and to limit the jur
isdiction of the Board to appeals from deter
minations ot Zoning Administrators. The 
Board should not have jurisdiction over mat
ers outside the proper scope of its appellate 
function.

INSURING FAIR, UNDERSTANDABLE AND EFFECTIVE PROCEDURES 
(A summary of the recommendations contained in Chapter 3)

PROCEDURES

UNIFORM REQUIREMENTS
Recommendation 16: Amend the Municipal 
Cude to provide simple and uniform proce
dural requirements governing applications, 
notices, hearings, time limits and appeals for 
all types of planning and zoning cases. Also 
provide that each agency having jurisdiction 
in such matters must formally adopt and pub
lish any rules of procedure which are used.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
Recommendation 17: Provide timely and ef
fective notification to all interested parties 
concerning hearings on planning and zoning 
cases through improvements in the record 
keeping and data processing procedures of the 
departments involved.
Recommendation 16: Establish a subscription 
service to provide notification to any inter
ested individuals and organizations not other
wise notified.

CONDUCT OF HEARINGS 
Recommendation 19: Require that all testi
mony and other statements of fact be given 
under oath at all hearings held by or on be
half of the City Planning Commission, Office 
of Zoning Administration and Board of Zoning 
Appeals.

Recommendation 20; Make a verbatim record 
of the testimony at each hearing and retain 
such records for three years.

FINDINGS IN ZONING CASES
Recommendation 21: Amend the Charter and 
the Zoning Code to clearly require that spe
cific written findings of fact based upon com
petent evidence of record, and showing con
formance or nonconformance to the required 
criteria, must be adopted in acting upon all 
zoning matters other than slight modifications 
as defined in the Charter and the Zoning Code.

APPEALS
Recommendation 22: Amend the Zoning Code 
to standardize appeal procedures for all types 
of planning and zoning cases, and include the 
following provisions;

1. Allow a twenty-day period following 
the original determination for the fil
ing of appeals.

2. Provide that those eligible to file an 
appeal include an applicant, any per
son aggrieved, the Director of Planning 
and the Planning Commission.

3. The written appeal must show spe
cifically wherein the original findings

11



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

and determination are not sii|>ported 
l>y the (acts

4 Appeals to the Board of Zoning Ap- 
l>eals, involving as they do interpre
tations of the provisions of the Charter 
and ordinances, are to be considered 
only upon the record of the original 
hearing and determination. No new 
evidence may be introduced. If new 
evidence is offered ihe case shall be 
returned to the agency having original 
jurisdiction for rehearing and redeler- 
mination.

5. Any modification or reversal on appeal 
must include written reasons detailing 
wherein the original determination is 
nol supported by the findings of facl, 
and must set forth specific revised 
findings.

6. Failure of the appellate body to act 
within fitly days after fifing of an 
appeal (or longer period when an ex
tension ot time is authorized) shall 
constitute denial of the appeal.

TRANSFERS OF JURISDICTION
Recommendation 23: Amend the Zoning Code 
to standardize the procedure for transfer of 
jurisdiction to an appellate body when the 
original body fails fo act, and include Ihe 
following provisions:

1. Faifure of the original authority to act 
within Ihe fifty-day time limit (or 
longer period when an extension of 
time is authorized) constitutes neither 
approval nor denial but permits trans
fer upon written request of fhe appli
cant. The appellate body then assumes 
all responsibilities and duties imposed 
upon the original authority, and must 
act within fifty days of transfer of 
jurisdiction (or longer period when 
extended by mutual consent).

2. Upon transfer of jurisdiction, public 
notification shall be made and a hear
ing held in the same manner as re
quired for an original hearing,

RESOLVING THE PUBLIC INTEREST — A DEFINITION OF ROLES
(A summary of fhe recommendations contained in Chapter 4)

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

APPOINTMENTS
Recommendation 24: In making and confirm
ing apjxjintments fo Ihe City Planning Com
mission and the Board of Zoning Appeals, fhe 
Mayor and the City Council must assume full 
and equal responsibility for insuring that per
sons of the highest integrity, competence and 
interest in civic and public affairs are selected.

12

ORIENTATION
Recommendation 25: Furnish new appointees 
with a written manual covering the nature of 
the planning and zoning functions, the role 
of the Planning Commission and Board of 
Zoning Appeals, and the legal, policy and 
ethical limitations within which they must op
erate. (The Committee will make more specific 
recommendations on this in a subsequent 
report.)



POLICY REVIEWS
Recommendation 26: The Director of Plan
ning should arrange periodic meetings with 
members of the Planning Commission, the 
Board of Zoning Appeals, the City Attorney, 
Zoning Administrators and key staff members 
to review over-all operations, consider basic 
policies, examine the relationship of zoning 
actions to such policies and reevaluate estab
lished procedures and policies in the light of 
advancements elsewhere.

TERMS OF OFFICE
Recommendation 27: Amend the Charter to 
strengthen the system of overlapping terms of 
service on the City Planning Commission and 
the Board of Zoning Appeals as intended by 
the City Charter. This should be accomplished 
by providing that:

1. Appointments can only be made when 
an office becomes vacant.

2. Vacancy in an office occurs only upon:
a. Expiration of the term.
b. Removal accomplished by either:

1) Request of the Mayor approved 
by simple majority vote of the 
Council.

2) On initiative of the Council by 
a two-thirds vote. If disapproved 
by the Mayor, a four-fifths vote 
required to sustain removal.

c. By a commissioner or board mem
ber filing a resignation with the 
City Clerk.

3. Appointments will be deemed ap
proved if not acted upon by the 
Council within sixty days.

4. In the event the Mayor does not make 
an appointment within sixty days after 
a vacancy in an office occurs, the 
President of the City Council shall 
make the appointment, subject to 
confirmation by the Council as in the 
case of appointment by the Mayor.

COUNCIL ACTION
Recommendation 28: Provide by Charter or 
ordinance that, for planning and zoning mat
ers where time limits are not otherwise pro
vided, each such matter must appear on the 
Council agenda each ninety days from the 
date of transmittal to the Council, until Coun
cil action is completed.

AWVOJM VETO
Recommendation 29: Identify in the Charter 
and Code those matters that are legislative in 
character (as distinguished from administra
tive and quasi-judicial matters) and therefore 
to be adopted by ordinance with the right of 
veto by the Mayor.

PROTECTING THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
(A summary of fhe recommendafions contained in Chapter 5)

PUBLIC INFORMATION
Recommendation 30: Strengthen the City's 
program of keeping the general public ade
quately informed as to the purposes, require
ments and procedures of sound planning and 
zoning and as to the activities and decisions 
of City government in planning and zoning 
matters. This program should include the 
following:

1. Make available to the public simple 
and clear explanations of adopted ob
jectives, policies, plans, regulations 
and procedures.

2. Place capable personnel in public con
tact positions and provide adequate 
training for such personnel.

3. Provide adequate records and staff at 
each branch office of the City Plan
ning Department.

13



SUMMARY Of RECOMMENDATIONS

sion or Board as a whole. Engaging in private 
oral or written communical ions concerning 
such matters shall constitute a misdemeanor 
by all of the parties involved and misconduct 
in office by City officials.

FIELD INSPECTIONS —BOARD OF 
ZONING APPEALS

4, Prepare a statement to be available for 
use at public hearings and meetings 
which explains clearly and simply the 
procedures which will be followed in 
ilio mailers lo be considered.

CODE OF ETHICS
Recommendation 31: The Committee recom
mends that the Cily Council adopt a code of 
ethics tor City officials and employees in
volved m planning and zoning matters. Prior 
to such action the Council should undertake 
further study of this broad area including 
consideration of recent constructive develop
ments elsewhere.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Recommendation 32: Require by ordinance 
and amplification of Ihe Charter that prior to 
consideration o( any planning or zoning mai
ler, each member of rhe City Planning Com
mission or Board of Zoning Appeals who has 
a private or persona! inlerest in the matter 
must so state H at any lime during the con
sideration of a matter it becomes evident to a 
member that a conflict exists, he shall at that 
lime so indicate. (The Committee will submit 
additional recommendations concerning con
flict of interest in a subsequent report.)

PRIVATE COMMUNICATIONS
Recommendation 33: Enact an ordinance re
quiring lhal communications between inter
ested parties and members of the City 
Planning Commission or Board ot Zoning Ap
peals concerning any matter pending before 
the Commission or Board shall be limited to 
oral statements in open public meeting and 
written statements addressed to the Commis
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Recommendation 34: With respect to the 
Board of Zoning Appeals, field inspections by 
its members should be made only as an ad
journed meeting of the Board and in the com
pany of representatives of both sides of the 
issue. Findings of fact based upon inspections 
must be ori the basis of such inspections by 
the Board as a whole.

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS
Recommendation 35: Amend the Charier and 
enact municipal legislation to supplement 
State law concerning campaign contributions, 
including consideration of gifts and gratuities, 
which may affect planning and zoning, with 
a view to requiring itemized reports from all 
elected officials and candidates for elective 
office listing donors and amounts from each 
donor. Such reporting should include indirect 
contributions handled through campaign com
mittees campaign management firms or other 
individuals or organizations. (Further details 
on this subject are to be developed in a sub
sequent Committee report.)

GRAND JURIES
Recommendation 36: The Committee recom
mends that the Mayor and Council request the 
State legislature to expand the powers of grand 
juries to permit investigation of municipal 
planning and zoning matters on their own 
iniliative.



CHAPTER 1
A SOUND LEGISLATIVE AND POLICY BASE 

FOR PLANNING AND ZONING

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
To establish and maintain adequate legal authority for 

planning.
To establish and maintain an adequate legislative and 

policy basis for land use control.

During Ihe present century, zoning has 
become the primary legal means for regulating 
the use of land in the United Stales. Its pur
poses are to control Ihe pattern of land utili
zation in a communily so as to promote the 
best possible over-all community environment, 
to prevent unnecessary conflicts between land 
uses and to provide for a generally efficient 
functioning of Ihe community. Zoning is ac
complished at the municipal level under the 
principle of law known as the police power— 
the right ol Ihe body politic to regulate its 
members for the general welfare of all. To be 
enforceable, zoning must be staled in specific 
terms of permitted uses within defined areas 
(or zones). It is not practical for the zoning 
law itself to explain in detail the reasons for 
the regulations.

Many private and public activities other 
lhan zoning influence rhe land use pattern of 
the community These include various forms of 
regulation, the provision ol public utilities and 
services, the operation of Ihe real estate market, 
the effects of taxation and general social and 
cultural attitudes, lo be effective, city plan
ning must recognize and be concerned with 
all of these forces affecting urban develop

ment. In tact, city planning may be defined 
as the effort to coordinate these various influ
ences, including zoning, and direct them to
ward a common public goal. This need for a 
Sense of unity of purpose is vital to meaningful 
planning.

As a means of setting forth the basic 
objectives of a community for its physical de
velopment, including its land use pattern, an 
instrument called the comprehensive general 
plan'1 is utilized. The general plan is the basis 
for effective city planning. As a coordinating, 
direction-setting document, a general plan is 
a policy statement in written and map form, 
not a set of precise rules, and therefore is not 
itself suitable tor enactment as law. It is in
tended as a basis for specific local laws such 
as zoning. As Charles Haar, a former professor

■The term mailer plan has been commonly used in Los 
Angeles end elsewhere but ihe growing prod ice 
throughout the United Stores and now recognised In 
California law is lo use the term general plan. A gen
eral plon should (ways be comprehensive in ihe sense 
th<ii nil relevant foctoes ond '0'cilery e'e considered in 
prcpocuifl ond presenting ihe plan. The term general 
plan will be used in this report excepi where specific 
reference is mode lo existing documents which use ihe 
term matter plon.
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at Harvard Law School, has described it,'1 a 
general plan should be "an impermanent con
stitution" under which implementing regula
tions are enacted. Thus, fhe general plan is 
the primary statement of the purposes, prin
ciples and objectives which zoning and other 
regulations are designed to accomplish. 
Clearly, sound zoning must be based on a 
comprehensive general plan or seme equiva
lent policy base.

The legal basis for the general plan and 
for zoning, and their proper interrelationship, 
must be provided through enabling legislation. 
The City Charter is the basic enabling law for 
Los Angeles while the California Planning 
and Zoning Law is controlling law for non- 
chartered cities. We find that the present 
Charter provisions are vague and limited in 
laying the legal foundation for planning and 
zoning in Los Angeles. Although there are 
also deficiencies in the State law, it has been 
more frequently and consistently updated 
through the efforts of the planning and legal 
professions, and we believe it provides at least 
a guide for consideration.

Thus we are concerned in this chapter 
with (1) recommendations for adequate and 
sound provisions in the City Charter govern
ing both the general planning and zoning 
processes, (2) the effectiveness of the Gen
eral Plan as the City's guiding policy for the 
development of the City and (3) the imple
mentation of City policy through the regula
tions of (he Zoning Code. It fs obvious that 
the basic legislation of the City needs to be 
improved to define properly the respective 
roles and interrelationship of fhe General Plan 
and the Zoning Code (see Figure 1).

^Charles M, Hoar, “’'The MPlan: An Impermanent- 
Constitution/* Low ond Contemporary Problem*, Vol. 
20, No, 3 (Summer 1955), 353-4 18. See also Hoar's, 
comments in the article "In Accordance With A Com
prehensive Plon,1' Harvard Law Review, Vol. 68, No. 7 
May, 1955), 1154-1175,

GENERAL
PLAN

(Policy)

CITY CHARTER 
(Basic Enabling Low)

Figure T, Relationships Among City Charter, General 
Plan and Zoning Code

GENERAL PLAN

CHARTER AND CODE AMENDMENTS
The General Plan should be recognized 

as an important City document providing fhe 
basic policy guide for City development activi
ties.
Recommendation I: Amend the Charter to set 
forth the purpose, comprehensive nature and 
essential procedural requirements for the de
velopment and adoption of the General Plan 
of the City. Supplement this by a section of 
the Municipal Code defining the required 
content and form of the General Plan and pre
scribing the specific procedure for its adoption 
and amendment.

Among the points to be included in such 
changes are:

1 Use of the term general plan in place 
of master plan. This change would 
conform with State 'aw and the grow
ing trend throughout the United 
States.

2. Statement of purpose along the lines 
of coordinating the physical develop
ment of the City to contribute to the

17



public health, safety and general wel
fare and lo serve Ihe economic, social 
and individual needs of Ihe popula
tion. Adherence to this purpose then 
would justify police power regulation 
by zoning and other laws lo imple
ment the General Plan.

3 Definition of intended scope. The re
quired comprehensive nature of the 
General Plan should be clearly set 
tnrlh so that: (a) Ihe land use element 
and all other major functional ele
ments are encompassed; (b) the com
plete range of public objectives is 
recognized; (c) all possible time spans 
into the future for which plans can 
reasonably be made are covered (prob
ably with varying degrees of general
ity); and <d) all of ihese aspects are 
coordinated over the entire territory 
of Ihe City (although the Plan may be 
adopted in logical area units from 
lime to time).

We find three general areas of confusion 
relating to the preparation and use of the 
General Plan in Los Angeles confusion about 
its purpose and importance; confusion about 
its content; and confusion about procedures 
for its adoption (discussed under Recommen
dation 2). As to confusion about the purpose 
and importance of the General Plan, there is 
evidence that the confusion exists among City 
employees, commissioners and legislators, as 
well as in the minds of the general public. 
The starement "rhe General Plan is only a 
guide" is often heard, and may be literally 
true, but the implication is that the General 
Plan can be ignored when it is convenient tc 
do so. The General Plan should be given lull 
consideration in all planning and zoning ac
tions. To ignore n is lo waste the resources 
used in the preparation of the Plan.

This contusion may result Irons changing 
concepts over the years, due in part to the 
lack ol any clear statement of purpose in the 
Charter In the past, some people may have 
considered a General Plan to be merely a work
ing tool of the Planning Commission and not 
something ol direct concern outside of the 
deliberations of that body That this view is 
no longer valid is confirmed by the City Ad
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ministrative Officer in his June 1965 Manage
ment Audit Report of the City Planning 
Depart inenl.

. . ii iv rh* City's master plan wwl nol 
the prr pri tv ol any one deportment.
General City inicri-Si ond putlieipaliun 
■r. urcesvary it rhe plan is to be complete 
and practicable."

The concept of Ihe General Plan as a 
policy statement of Ihe City government is 
supported by the opinion of the City Attorney'1 
that under the present Charter the Master 
Plan is official only when adopted by the 
City Council And the recent revitalization 
of the Master Plan Advisory Board (consisting 
of City department heads and other key offi
cials) demonstrates the growing recognition of 
this principle. Vet no statement of the basic 
purpose of the Master or General Plan appears 
in the City Charter, leaving the door open to 
disagreement and misunderstanding concern
ing its proper role.

A second area of confusion concerns Ihe 
content of the General Plan. The present 
Master Plan document consists of a great 
variety of maps, reports, dements and area 
plans prepared and presented in various ways 
and with varying degrees of formal endorse
ment. Legally (that is, as adopted by the City 
Council) the present Master Plan consists es
sentially of area land use plans covering ap
proximately two-thirds of the City and of 
City-wide public facilities plans for highways 
and freeways, libraries, fire stations and 
three civic centers. By way of contrast, the 
Slate law requires a general plan to consist of 
a statement of development policies: it must 
include land use, circulation, population and 
housing elements and may include any num
ber of additional elements such as conserva
tion, recreation, transportation, transit, public 
services, public buildings and safety.1

We find that a General Plan has nol been 
suiiably prepared lo serve as a basis or guide

?i’.i {ii-, Admmistroriee Officer, Manage
ment Audit Report ol City Plonning Deportment, June,
1965. p. It.

“Roger Ameborgh, City Attorney, "Opinicn re Matter 
Plon City ol Lm Angeles: Lour (Vwrtninq and Pcuct-ckir* 
t'1 be Followed in Adapli'n nr Amendment Thereof. 
Nclicc-and Hearing in Connection Therewith," April 16, 
1966

•Californio Covemmont Coda, Sections 65302-65303,



for zoning. In some parts of the City, the 
land use element of the Plan is nothing more 
than a generalization of the previously adopted 
zoning pattern as it existed in the late 1940’s. 
In other parts ot the City, the adopted land 
use element of the Plan consists of precise 
zoning maps serving as a guide for piecemeal 
zoning changes. In still others areas of the 
City, progress has been made in recent years 
in adopting plans, for communities or larger 
areas, which more nearly approach the proper 
concept of a general plan as an over-all policy 
guide designed to serve as a basis for imple
mentation by zoning and other official actions, 
rather than being merely a reflection of pre
vious zoning decisions.

The present City Charter is of little help 
in defining what the content of the General 
Plan should be. It refers to the State law defi
nition of the term master plan, now more 
commonly called the general plan.* The City 
Attorney, however, has indicated that this 
definition does not apply except as all or part 
of rhe State law definition might be accepted 
by the City Planning Commission.9 In an action 
on August M, 1967, the City Planning Com
mission determined that the Master Plan shall 
include circulation and transportation elements 
as defined in the State law. The Master Plan 
Advisory Board, which should be renamed the 
General Plan Advisory Board, has considered a 
list of the elements which might be included 
in the General Plan, but apparently no com
plete outline of the desired content of the 
General Plan has yet been officially adopted.

The main purpose of defining the Gen
eral Plan content should be to insure compre
hensiveness. We find that there are at least 
four dimensions of comprehensiveness which 
should be recognized:

I. Geographic—The entire area of the 
City should be covered. However, because of 
the large size and peculiar boundaries of the 
City, it is not always practical to consider the 
enrire City as a single planning unit. There
fore the City should be divided into smaller 
units for planning purposes—but any such

’■Los Angelo Cily Chortor, Section 95lo>, ond ColtfoRiiO 
Government Code, Sections 65302-65303.

•Oly Attorney, "Opinion/' op. eft.

unit should be an area of substantial size, with 
social and economic identity. An area-by-area 
planning procedure is suggested in a succeed
ing section of this chapter. It should always 
be recognized, however, that all city planning 
activities must be carried on within a regional 
planning context.

2. Subject Matter—If effective coordina
tion is to be achieved, all physical elements of 
the City must be recognized and included.

3. Objectives—All public goals including 
those for social and economic achievement as 
well as for the improvement of the physical 
environment must be considered and inter
related.

4. Time—A useful general plan cannot 
be just a picture of what is to be achieved at 
a date in the future such as twenty years; it 
must also indicate the intermediate steps or 
sequence of changes as they are proposed to 
occur over the period of time extending from 
the present into the foreseeable future.

The City Planning Department has been 
making progress over the past several years in 
moving toward a truly comprehensive general 
plan. However, its work has been hampered by 
a lack of common understanding as to the 
content of a general plan. Pending amend
ment of the City Charter this problem could 
be solved by a suitable definition adopted by 
the City Planning Commission.

To the extent possible and found desir
able, the Charter and Code provisions concern
ing rhe General Plan should be similar to those 
contained in the State Planning and Zoning 
Law, Sections 65300 to 65402 of the California 
Government Code.

To implement Recommendation 1, the 
Charter preferably should have a separate sec
tion on the General Plan. Its provisions should 
not be too detailed and should establish mini
mum procedural requirements only. However, 
it should be sufficiently clear to make the 
Plan a guide or standard which must be rec
ognized as a basic consideration in all legisla
tive, administrative and quasi-judicial acts 
relating to planning, zoning and other city 
development matters. In addition, a General 
Plan Code should be provided as part of the 
Municipal Code, setting forth more detailed 
requirements on form, content and procedure.
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PROCEDURE

Pursuant lo Ihe Charier amendment un
der Recommendation I, more detailed proce
dure should be provided for as follows

Recommendation 2: Provide by ordinance for 
adoption and amendment of the General Plan 
according to the following pattern:

8. Final action by the City Council within 
thirty days after conclusion of its 
public hearing if no changes arc made, 
or within thirty days after receipt of 
the Commission's report if changes 
arc being considered. Adoption of the 
General Plan or any part shall be by 
majority vote if in accord with the 
recommendations of bofh the Com
mission and the Mayor. A two-thirds 
vote shall be required to deviate from 
the recommendations of the Commis
sion or Mayor after resubmission.

9. Publication of General Plan as adopted.

The above recommendation is designed 
to improve procedures for adoption and amend
ment ol Ihe General Plan—the third area of 
confusion with reference lo the General Plan. 
Tlae proposed procedure is illustrated in Fig
ure 2. The Charter is sketchy on this subject 
and there has never been a supplementing 
ordinance.

Under present provisions, the Director of 
Planning prepares the Master Plan with the 
advice of both the Master Plan Advisory Board 
and the City Planning Commission. Provision 
is made for adoption by the City Planning 
Commission followed by transmittal to the 
City Council. There is no requirement for pub
lic notification or hearing, and the responsi
bility of the City Council lo take final action 
is not clear. No provision is made for partici
pation by the Mayor other than as a member 
of the Master Plan Advisory Board.

Because the General Plan is an important 
public policy statement, it needs to be con
sidered and adopted by resolution of the City 
Council after public hearing. A definite proce
dure should be established to notify the public 
of such public hearing. All responsible public 
officials should provide the leadership and re
sources lo make the Plan effective, and the 
responsibilities of the Mayor and Council for 
the General Plan should not be left in doubt.

1. Study initiated by the Director of 
Planning, City Planning Commission 
or City Council.

2. Preparation of General Plan proposals 
by the Director of Planning with the 
advice of the General Plan Advisory 
Board and the City Planning Com
mission.

3. Public notice and hearing on the Di
rector's recommendations to be con
ducted by the City Planning Com
mission or a Hearing Examiner at a 
certain time and place.

4. Recommendations by the City Plan
ning Commission. Any changes from 
the recommendations of the Director 
shall be referred to the Director for 
report prior to action by the Com
mission.

5. Transmittal of the City Planning Com
mission's recommendations te the City 
Council with a copy to the Mayor. The 
Mayor may send comments or recom
mendations to the Council within 
thirty days.

6. Public notice and hearing by the City 
Council (or the Planning Committee 
of the Council) not less than thirty 
days after receipt of the Commission's 
recommendations.

7. Prior to Council adoption, any pro
posed changes from the Commission's 
recommendations must be referred 
back to the Director of Planning for 
report through the Commission with 
copy to the Mayor. Such report must 
be received within forty days or such 
longer period as the Council may 
designate.
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Figure 2. Recommended General Pfon Procedure

AREA-BY-AREA CONSIDERATION
Recommendation 3: Provide for the adoption 
or amendment of the General Plan on a sched
uled area-by-area basis, each area covering 
less than the entire City, but must involve 
comprehensive consideration of a logical 
planning area. The General Plan should be 
reviewed on this regularly scheduled area-by
area basis, such schedule and areas to be 
established by the City Council upon recom
mendation of the Director of Planning and 
the City Planning Commission,

For a city the size of Los Angeles, plan
ning must be carried or> at several levels of 
geographic coverage. At the broadest level, 
the entire City must be seen as a whole, but ir> 
many respects this can only be done by par
ticipating in regional planning for fhe larger 
urban area of which the City is a part. Such 
regional planning should provide a general 
framework within which somewhat more de
tailed planning can be done for smaller areas 
which form logical and workable local plan
ning units.

For some purposes, subregional areas 
such as the entire San Fernando Valley consti
tute logical planning units, but for many pur
poses it is necessary to deal with community- 
size units such as Hollywood, San Pedro, Pa
cific Palisades and the central business district

Effective planning must be a continuing 
process. A general plan which no lorger reflects 
the aims of the people, the realit'es of existing 
situations or the latest reliable social, eco
nomic and technological forecasts is a useless 
plan. In view of the size and diversity of the 
City ot Los Angeles, if is apparent that much 
of fhe material which should constitute the 
City's General Plan can only be adequately 
maintained through a continuing area-by-area 
process of study and revision.

A completely piecemeal approach to Gen
eral Plan amendments would defeat the prin
ciple of comprehensiveness and destroy fhe 
integrity of the Plan. To prevent this, any 
change in the Plan should be viewed in at least 
a community-wide context. Therefore, in the 
above recommendation we propose that recog
nized community areas with social and eco
nomic identity be the minimum size units for 
genera! plan study and revision.
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zoning legislation be referred to the City 
Planning Commission for report and recom
mendation as lo its relation to and effect upon 
the Plan, bul contains no requirement that 
zoning legislation should in fact be consonant 
with the Plan

ZONING

GENERAL PLAN RELATIONSHIP
It slniiild be made clear that implementa

tion -if Ihe General Plan is a required compo
nent id acceptable zoning practice.
Recommendation 4: Amend the City Charter 
lo require that in adopting or amending any 
zoning regulations or zoning maps, the City 
Planning Commission and City Council shall 
make specific findings showing that the action 
is in substantial conformance with the pur
poses and intent of the General Plan. If the 
City Council does not adopt the Commission's 
findings, the Council shall adopt specific 
findings showing that its action is in conform
ance with the General~Flan.

All too frequently zoning regulations have 
been established without the prior adoption 
of a general plan or without reference to a 
general plan l.os Angeles has not always 
avoided Ihis unfortunate tendency to ignore 
a cardinal principle of sound city planning.

Among the long-established legal prin
ciples upon which zoning should be based is 
that it must be consistent and nondiscrimina 
tory; that is, property in like situations must 
be treated similarly Also, zoning must be 
reasonable; that is, the restriction on individual 
rights must be logically related to the attain
ment of <1 valid public purpose. A general 
plan, among other things, should serve as a 
means ot defining and demonstrating the fair
ness and logic of the zoning restrictions 
applied.

Too often, however, Ihe General Plan has 
not been brought to bear in the legislative 
adoption of zoning regulations. Testimony be
fore the Commiflee pointed out numerous 
cases where zoning actions were apparently 
influenced far more by individual arguments, 
circumstances and pressures than by a con
sistent and logical rationale for achieving a 
long-range community plan.

One reason for this situation lies in the 
vague and permissive language of the City 
Charter regarding the nature and purpose of 
Ihe General Plan and the relationship ot zon
ing to the General Plan Section 97(2)(a) ot 
the Charter merely requires that proposed
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In addition, the Zoning Code is silent on 
the overall relationship between zoning and 
Ihe General Plan.

Thus, we find that rhe proper relationship 
between zoning and the General Plan has not 
been adequately recognized either m law or 
in practice.

Amending ltie Charter as proposed would 
U> firmly establish the relationship between 
zoning and the General Plan as a matter of 
law, (2) require that zone change applicants 
and City officials recognize this essential re
lationship and (3) aid the courts in determin
ing if challenged actions have deviated from 
the requirements of contributing to the public 
welfare in a reasonable and fair manner.

Recommendation 5: A complete revision of 
the Zoning Code should be promptly initialed. 
Howcvct, since two years or more will be re
quired for this revision, certain changes as 
recommended in this report should be enacted 
as soon as possible, pending the completion 
of the over-alt revision.

With respect to present zoning ordinances 
or the Zoning Code of the City, the Com
mittee has received considerable testimony 
regarding its patchwork nature—both as to the 
text of the regulations and the Zoning Map.

In 1946, after several years of concen
trated study, a completely new zoning ordi
nance and map were prepared and adopted— 
covering the entire City for the first time. Al
though it was an outstanding piece of work, 
it has subsequently undergone more than 300 
amendments to the text and several thousand 
changes to the Map. Practically none of these 
changes has involved a comprehensive study 
and revision of a major section of the text 
or a major portion of the Map. Rather, each 
amendment has been designed to meet a 
specific situation or a change in circumstances 
as rhey arose.

ZONING CODE REVISION
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There is now scarcely a paragraph of the 
Code that has not been amended. Some sec
tions have been repealed and some sections 
added to cover subjects new and different 
from those contemplated in the original ordi
nance. The result is that the Code has become 
more and more confusing, apparent inconsist
encies have increased and the applicable pro
visions on any given subject are difficult to 
locate and apply because a logical and orderly 
structure to the Code no longer prevails.

More basic, however, are the problems 
which arise because of Ihe significant techno
logical, social and economic changes which 
have occurred over the last two decades. 
These changes in turn have given rise to ad
vances in planning and zoning concepts and in 
legal attitudes reflected in court decisions 
throughout the country; but many of these 
advances have not yet been adopted in Los 
Angeles.

Perhaps the most telling evidence of the 
inadequacy of the present Zoning Code is 
simply to look at the development which has 
occurred in recent years. We have in mind 
the low-rise, box-like apartment houses which 
are simply designed to use up all the space 
whrch the zoning ordinance allows, without 
regard to the desirability of open space and 
some semblance of privacy. Or we can view 
the jumbled commercial oreas where different 
kinds of businesses have no functional rela
tionships with each other. And we are con
cerned about the growing ugliness of these 
areas with their profusion of signs and the 
vast expanses of parking lots devoid of land
scaping.

Complete review and redrafting of the 
Zoning Code are long overdue. A thorough 
study should be initiated as soon as possible, 
utilizing the best available consultants together 
with technical and legal assistance from City 
departments. This study should be carried 
forward in a concerted and expeditious manner 
until a comprehensive revision of the zoning 
regulations is achieved.

The Mayor's request tor funds for such 
a study has been approved in the 1968-69 
Budget. To aid in the study we suggest 
the City Attorney assign one of his assislants

on a continuing basis to provide legal advice 
on the drafting of the new Zoning Code.

We have particularly noted the following 
suggestions or areas of concern which should 
be considered, in addition to points recom
mended elsewhere in this report for more 
immediate action:

1. The term comprehensive zoning plan 
should be dropped because it is sometimes 
confused with the comprehensive general plan, 
and may lead to the inference that individual 
actions such as variances, conditional uses and 
piecemeal zone changes may be considered 
apart from comprehensive zoning. The term 
Zoning Code should be used for the entire 
section of the Muncipa! Code dealing with 
zoning, and the term Zoning Map should be 
used for the maps or plans adopted as part 
of the Code to show the zoning of the City.

2. The grouping of land uses into the 
various classifications should be established to 
insure compatibility with each other, including 
a consideration of performance standards, 
which are now being used in many jurisdictions.

A part of fhe difficulty in Los Angeles 
is attributable to the fact that the uses per
missible in any one of the zones, particularly 
the commercial zones, operate almost totally 
contrary to those criteria or principles that 
determine relative compatibility. For instance, 
in a commercial zone, an auto body repair 
plant is permitted even though adjacent to 
apartments. Also, the permitted uses include 
such businesses as second-hand car operations, 
a use which involves large open spaces—dead 
spaces which are inappropriate among a group 
of shopping facilities—where shoppers might 
have to go a block or two blocks to get to the 
next retail store. In the past, Los Angeles has 
largely ignored this line of reasoning and it 
should be considered when the zoning ordi
nance is revised.

Classifying uses on the basis of per
formance standards has become increasingly 
prominent in recent years in zoning practice. 
By giving consideration to characteristics of 
uses such as population density, hours of oper
ation, traffic flow, physical hazard, noise and 
pollution, the level of performance should be 
an important factor in determining the zoning 
classification for each use.
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3. A provision should be considered that 
in the revised Zoning Code there should be a 
designation on the Zoning Map of intended 
future zoning classifications This technique, 
which has been successfully employed else
where, gives official recognition to anticipated 
changes of land use in th<? affected areas. Such 
changes are nor to be permitted until some 
time in the future or until their exact location 
and extent arc determined. By this means, 
spotty or piecemeal changes can be avoided. 
Putting everyone on notice that a change is 
contemplated will help to avoid the creation 
of barriers to such change and may encourage 
joint action by owners to accomplish the 
change at the appropriate time. It would also 
tend to promote a suitable sequence of devel
opment or redevelopment.

4. Incorporate in appropriate ordinance 
form up-to-date development standards for 
signs, parking areas, open space, landscaping, 
commercial outdoor displays of merchandise 
and other such matters.

5- The present standards for lot size, set
backs, etc., which are applicable to individual 
lot-by-lot development should be supplemented 
with density and open-space standards which 
will apply to group developments on large 
parcels.

6. Provide means for tighter control over 
compliance with special limitations or condi
tions which are imposed under variances or 
conditioiial uses.

7. Clarify the provisions for termination 
of conditional uses and variances, including a 
review ot Ihe provisions for revocations of 
variance and conditional use approvals under 
circumstances of noncompliance.

8. Provide for a simplified procedure to 
consider certain limited types of temporary 
conditional uses under criteria and standards 
specified by ordinance. Conditional approval of 
such uses should require written findings by 
a Zoning Administrator and a hearing could 
be held but would not be required.

This suggestion is intended to provide 
for the authorization of certain types of tem
porary land use under conditions which will 
protect surrounding property. Under the pres
ent situation many short-term land uses, such 
as Christmas tree sales, on-site contractors'
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yards, fairs, carnivals or other special events, 
are likely to occur as zoning violations with 
no control. This is because the conditional use 
or variance procedures are too cumbersome 
and time-consuming in relation to the time 
period over which the use exists. At present, 
effective zoning enforcement action against 
such violations is difficult, if not impossible, 
for the same reasons. Uses eligible for tem
porary conditional use approval should be 
limited to types specified in the Code and 
should involve no permanent construction or 
change in the terrain. A definite maximum 
time limit should be established for all such 
uses.

9. Eliminate any overlapping of authority 
between the Office of Zoning Administration 
and the Building and Safety Department con
cerning slight modification variances.

10. Clarify the role of the Office of Zon
ing Administration as the quasi-judicial agency 
of the City responsible for resolving any un
certainties as to the application of the zoning 
regulations, subject to appeal to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. This authority should include.

a. Appeals from Building and Safety De
partment orders as now provided for 
in Section I2.27A of the Code.

b. Maintenance ot the extended list of 
land uses permited in the various 
zones as now provided for In Section 
I2.2JA2.

c. Minor zone boundary adjustments, 
now assigned to the City Planning 
Commission under Section 12.30G, H,
J and K.

d. Yard and fence adjustments as pro
vided for in Section I2.27C.

e. Such other determinations as are nec
essary to clarify and apply the provi
sions of the Zoning Code.

11. Strengthen the provisions for termina
tion of nonconforming uses. This should be 
accomplished in a realistic manner so as to 
avoid the unreasonable confiscation of prop
erty rights on the one hand, and to avoid de
lays in accomplishing ihe intended result on 
the other hand.

12. Permit following the provisions of the 
California Planning and Zoning Law insofar 
as possible and appropriate.
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13. Where possible and appropriate, es
tablish terminology and format generally uni
form with other local jurisdictions.

14. The Zoning Code should be organized 
and written in a style that is easy to under
stand and apply. The published Code should 
be supplemented with illustrations and dia
grams which clarify the intent and application 
of the regulations.

We are making a number of other rec
ommendations, found elsewhere in this report, 
which involve amendment of the Zoning Code. 
These other recommendations are of such 
importance that they should be adopted at an 
early date as amendments to the present Code 
and not be left for consideration as part of 
the overall study and revision of the Zoning 
Code recommended in this section—a study 
which may require two years or more.

ZONING MAP—REVISIONS BY AREA
Recommendation 6: Establish a procedure for 
review and revision of the Zoning Map of the 
City on a regularly scheduled area-by-area 
basis, such schedule and areas to be estab
lished by the City Council upon recommenda
tion of the Director of Planning and the City 
Planning Commission. Provide in the Charter 
and Zoning Code, that, unless there are ex
ceptional circumstances affecting the public 
interest, requests for zone changes should be 
processed for a given area only during the 
regularly scheduled review of the area in 
which the property lies.

We find that the Zoning Map of the City 
is indeed in need of over-all review and updat
ing. Since the City-wide rezoning in 1946, 
the City has relied almost entirely on individual 
applications from property owners to initiate 
changes in the Zoning Map.

A feature unique to present-day zon- 
legislation is that the individual property 
owner is given the relatively unrestricted 
privilege of applying for a legislative 
change and then is able to force consideration 
of his particular request through the entire 
legislative process. Although valid reasons can 
be found for this arrangement, it is doubtful 
that it was originally intended to be more than 
a rarely used provision which would serve to

protect the individual property owner from 
grossly unfair zoning. The fact that zone 
changes by owners' applications rather than 
by City initiative has become so prevalent is 
substantial evidence that the City is failing in 
its responsibility to keep its zoning legislation 
up to date.

In Los Angeles, however, it must be rec
ognized that the problems of very rapid and 
large-scale growth and the need to insure that 
adequate street and utility improvements are 
made as development occurs has led to this 
system of allowing the Zoning Map to lag 
rather than lead development pressures. In ef
fect, the individual zone change is being used 
as a development permit rather than having 
zone changes by large areas which would serve 
as a development guide. By withholding final 
action on zone changes until subdivision maps 
are approved, evasion of the subdivision map 
approval process with its improvement re
quirements is prevented. This distortion of 
zoning procedure has been partially corrected 
with the adoption of the "T"-tentative class
ification concept. However, owner applications 
are still relied upon to initiate most zone 
changes.

This system of using the zoning itself as 
a development permit device has led in turn 
to distortion of the General Plan for many 
areas of the City. In response to the need for 
some statement of the over-all zoning pattern 
likely to evolve out of the piecemeal zoning 
map changes being made, the adopted land 
use element of the General Plan has tended in 
some areas to become a rather detailed pre
zoning map.

Particularly in rapidly changing areas, re
liance upon the owners' applications to initiate 
zone changes often results in inefficient, repe
titious consideration of the same areas. For 
example, three separate zone change applica
tions might be filed within a few weeks and 
involve properties within a few blocks of each 
other. Unless a special study of the whole area 
has been initiated, the Department staff and 
Commission have no choice but to make sep
arate field investigations and reports, hold 
separate hearings and make separate decisions 
on these three cases even though most of the 
information and issues involved are the same.
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More importantly, there is not always rhe op
portunity to consider all three matters for their 
combined interrelationships and impact upon 
the community before making a decision on 
any one of them. Obviously with this piece
meal procedure the public is unnecessarily 
inconvenienced and less able to grapple effec
tively with ihe basic community issues which 
may be involved than would be the case if all 
the changes for an area could be considered 
at one lime.

Because the City is (ailing lo keep ii$ 
Zoning Map up to date unless property owners 
file applications, the imposition of a substan
tial application fee, to say nothing of the out
side costs in time and money lor the applicant 
to present and support his case, produces an 
additional inequity upon a single small prop
erty owner. The large landowner or developer 
or prospective commercial or industrial land 
user is not likely to be deterred by such costs, 
while the individual resident or small business
man will be likely lo accept and live with the 
exist nig zone pattern in view ol Ihe costs, the 
difficulties of organizing one's neighbors and 
the uncertainty ol the outcome.

It will be impractical to attempt to revise 
the Map for the entire City at one time. Also, 
in recognition ol the need for the Zoning Map 
lo be more effectively related to the General 
Plan and of Ihe proposal that community gen
eral plans should be regularly prepared and 
revised on a scheduled area-by-area basis, 
changes to the Zoning Map should be accom
plished on a similar area-by-area basis. By 
coordinating General Plan and Zoning Map 
studies, the same field surveys, basic research 
and analysis could be applied to both, with 
resulting efficiency, economy and comprehen
siveness in Planning Department operations.

The City Planning Department should 
propose standards for the minimum size and 
characteristics to be considered in determining 
such zoning study areas—normally they should 
correspond to or be logical subunits of General 
Plan study areas. The Department should also 
immediately undertake a study to divide the 
City into appropriate areas for this purpose, 
develop a proposed schedule and estimate ihe 
budget and personnel required to support this 
activity. The City Council should then adopt

such a schedule and provide the necessary 
support for the program.

Further details concerning policy for the 
bounding and scheduling of areas to be con
sidered will need to be worked out. There 
prol»bly should be a minimum and maximum 
time between the reviews of any given area. It 
may be desirable fo have overlapping bounda
ries of the ad|ccent areas so that fringe area 
adjustments can tie made when changes occur 
in Ihe basic pattern of any one of two or more 
nearby communities. However, m older to 
prevent gerrymandering of boundaries, the 
boundaries of an area should probably be re
viewed following each Zoning Map revision 
and then must not be changed until after the 
next revision.

A corollary to this area-by-area procedure 
is the need to delay action on individual zone 
change requests until the area as a whole is 
considered. At present, delays up to 180 days 
are possible. "■ It is recommended that this 
time limit be broadened to require withhold
ing of action on individual requests until the 
next regularly scheduled area review, regard
less of the length of delay involved. However, 
this procedure should not preclude acting on 
special cases on an individual basis when un
usual and acceptable reasons to do so are 
present. Criteria should be established by ordi
nance to assist in determining when these 
exceptional circumstances exist. Such out-of
turn zone change proceedings should only 
occur to meet pressing public needs and not 
I or the special convenience of particular prop
erty owners. Upon request, a determination as 
to whether or not the required public interest 
criteria are met in order to justify out-of-tum 
consideration of a zoning case should be made 
by the Planning Commission after staff report. 
Such determination would be appealable to 
the City Council.

The experience in Pasadena, where zon
ing applications are only received and con
sidered on a semiannual basis, provides an 
indication of the benefits of this proposed

'"Lot Angeles Municipal Cod*. Section 12.3202.



area-by-area procedure. In that city, the num
ber of zone change requests is relatively small 
and the procedure is readily accepted by the 
public. There seems to be a tendency for re
quests to cover block-sized areas rather than 
one or two lots, and for the requests to be 
considered more on the basis of community 
needs rather than solving individual problems 
and satisfying individual desires.

Once an area-by-area procedure is fully 
operative, we believe the number of separate 
zone change cases processed in Los Angeles 
will be substantially reduced and the result 
will be better and more stable zoning.

I

i

CONCLUSION
In summary, we believe that in order to 

create a sound legal basis tor land use control, 
the City of Los Angeles needs (Da more defi
nite foundation in the City Charter and Mu
nicipal Code for general planning, (2) the 
completion and maintenance of a suitable 
Generaf Plan as the policy basis for fhe zon
ing regulations, the Zoning Map and other 
specific plans, (3) fhe passage of enabling 
legislation for zoning to clearly establish this 
relationship between the General Plan and 
the Zoning Code, and (4) the complete revi
sion, updating, and maintenance of the Zoning 
Code and Map so as to lead rather than follow 
the future development of the City.
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CHAPTER 2
UNRAVELING THE LEGISLATIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE 

AND QUASI-JUDICIAL FUNCTIONS

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
To clearly establish the proper distinction between legisla

tive, administrative and quasi-judicial functions as they 
pertain to planning and zoning matters.

To prevent improper deviations from the land use plan 
and standards established by the General Plan and 
the Zoning Code.

Zoning regulations are established legis
latively, must be applied by administrative 
action, and are subject to quasi-judicial adjust
ment to assure equal treatment for all citizens.

As a use of fhe police power, zoning must 
he reasonable, fair and consistent. Yet, be
cause zoning is concerned with a great variety 
of uses of land located on parcels of various 
sizes, shapes and characteristics and because 
substantial sums of money are often involved 
in land development, a strong tendency 
emerges to depart from the principle of fair 
and equal treatment. When individual requests 
are made for zoning actions of one sort or 
aivsther, the stage is set for treating the indi
vidual property as a separate case rather than 
as a part of a whole—in short, to substitute 
Ihe rule of men tor the rule of law Giving 
way to this tendency would inevitably lead to 
complete chaos os far as land use planning and 
Control are concerned, and zoning would be
come a mockery of the principle of equality 
before the law.

In our sySlem of government, the basic 
protection against this tendency lies in the 
maintenance of the separation of powers 
among the three branches of government — 
legislative, executive and judicial — with each

exercising checks and balances in relation to 
the others. Unfortunately, in local government, 
particularly in the zoning field, the distinction 
between these powers has become seriously 
blurred.

Once a zoning pattern and regulations 
have been established on an over-all basis, 
modifications to the basic requirements may 
occur in three ways’

1. Legislatively — Amending the zoning 
map or the text of the zoning regulations by 
ordinance

2. Administratively—Determining the 
application of the ordinance to specific situa
tions within whatever limits and according to 
whatever guidelines are provided by ordinance.

3. Quasi-judicially — Applying judgment 
to achieve equal treatment within the intent 
of the regulations although some deviation 
from the literal requirements may be involved.

When an administrator overlooks the law 
or interprets it in a certain way for one prop
erty owner and in another way for a different 
property owner, or when a quasi-judicial body 
with the power to grant variances uses thal 
aulliorily to grant special privilege rather than 
to prevent discrimination, then legislative 
authority is being usurped. When a legislative
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body establishes special regulations applying 
lo one piece of property but not to other simi
lar properties without a substantial reason in 
terms of serving the general community wel
fare, the legislative body is going beyond its 
legally granted power.

In smaller cities the city council, in addi
tion to its legislative responsibilities, often 
acts as both the final administrative and quasi
judicial authority in zoning matters—a situa
tion which tends to perpetuate confusion 
concerning the legal powers involved. In Los 
Angeles the City Charter vests certain admin
istrative powers in the City Planning Com
mission and the City Planning Department, 
and quasi-judicial powers in the Office of 
Zoning Administration and the Board of Zon
ing Adjustment. However, the City Council 
retains some administrative authority, some 
administrative decisions have been transferred 
from the City Planning Commission to the 
Board of Zoning Adjustment, and the Board 
of Zoning Adjustment has at times acted as if 
it had legislative authority. Thus, although 
the original intent in Los Arigeles was to estab
lish separate agencies tor the legislative, ad
ministrative and quasi-judicial functions, their 
powers have become mixed, and confusion has 
been compounded,

LEGISLATIVE FUNCTIONS
In the recommendations of Chapter 1 we 

sought to strengthen the proper role of the 
legislative body by providing for the adoption 
of all zoning regulations in the light of com
prehensive, community-wide considerations, 
and for the constant balancing of individual 
requests against these public interest consid
erations. It is then the responsibility of the 
administrative and quasi-judicial agencies of 
government to see that the legisative policies 
and standards are reasonably and equitably 
applied.

ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS
Administrative authority can be exercised 

at several levels which have different degrees 
ol latitude and discretion.

PERMITS AND INSPECTION
Where a zoning code is clear in its stand

ards and requirements, its provisions can be 
equitably applied to all property and can be 
administered directly through the administra
tive agencies issuing licenses and permits. In 
Los Angeles, the Building and Safety Depart
ment is assigned the responsibility for zoning 
enforcement. If the recommendations of our 
Committee are carried through, we find no 
reason for recommending changes in this area 
of administration.

INTERPRETATION OF THE ZONING CODE11
A second level of administrative action 

arises when the Zoning Code is ambiguous, 
causing uncertainty as to its meaning in some 
situations. In Los Angeles the Building and 
Safety Department, as the enforcing agency, 
has the initial responsibility to interpret the 
Zoning Code. However, its decisions are appeal
able to the Office of Zoning Administration, 
with further appeal possible to the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment. In addition, the Office of 
Zoning Administration is specifically charged 
with making certain types of interpretations, 
such as augmenting the list of land uses per
mitted in each zoning classification.

We are not aware of specific complaints 
in this area of administration although there 
is the possibility that inconsistency between 
the interpretations of the Building and Safety 
Department and the Office of Zoning Adminis
tration does exist. This possible duplication of 
interpretive authority should be examined in 
connection with the revision of the Zoning 
Cede as recommended in Chapter 1

11 Because of the judgmental factors involved, interpre
tations ond conditional use permits ore, »n a sense, 
<|liosi-judicial as, well as cdrrvnisrtrolj've malters For 
the purposes of dvs report, they ore doss died as ad- 
rnimstrolive because of the emphosis we plate upon 
limiting such onions by detailed legislative require
ments.
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS
Recommendation 7: Amend the Zoning Code 
to establish uniform regulations and criteria 
for specific uses named in the Code as being 
subject to review and approval with conditions. 
The consideration and approval of such condi
tional uses should be an administrative matter 
under the jurisdiction of the Office of Zoning 
Administration with appeal to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals and any further appeal to the 
courts. (The Committee intends to submit 
mure detailed recommendations and proposed 
legislation concerning conditional use permits 
m a subsequent report I

The board is presently named Ihe "Board 
ol Zoning Adjustment," but is recommended 
tor change ol title to "Board ol Zoning Ap
peals" under a succeeding recommendation 
ol this report.

A third level ol administrative decision
making occurs when the Zoning Code inten
tionally provides for Ihe exercise of discretion 
in certain specified situations. It the legisla
tive body authorizes administrative discretion 
without supplying legislated standards to guide 
the administrator, ihe authorization is an un
warranted and presumably illegal delegation of 
legislative power. For an administrative body 
or the City Council acting in a review capacity 
to abuse such discretion by going beyond the 
limits of the legislated standards i$ equally 
Improper and illegal.

This kind of administrative power is in
volved in conditional use11 matters. We find 
that in some instances serious abuses of the 
conditional use authority have developed m 
Los Angeles. This is a subject of major Con
cern to the Committee. There are valid rea
sons for the proper application of the condi
tional use technique for controlling certain 
problem uses and some public service uses, 
but the serious dangers of discriminatory ac
tion must be recognized and avoided.

<"lii olhcr jivitiliciilini. rermv such us special uio permit, 
unclassified •» permit, zoning exception, r.f ipcciot 
exception, ote v.rrvumrs mr-d i-islcud s-t lire term 
conditional use permit. Wo believe conditional «n per
mit >c the nvoro occuroic end descripiive term except 
(mi lire limned Qnxip <>t uses discussed in ihe neni 
sec non os urwlossllioble uses.

The correct view of the conditional use 
procedure is that it provides lor administrative 
action within legislative guidelines.14 This 
necessary and proper emphasis on conditional 
use decisions being limited by definite guide
lines or criteria wilhin the Code is a com
pletely different approach from the wide open 
provisions of the present Code.

The conditional use section of Ihe 
Zoning Code provides for consideration of 
certain types of land uses" which because of 
unusual characteristics are neither automatic
ally permitted in, nor absolutely prohibited 
Irom, some zone classifications, and for which 
definite standards of development Ivave not 
been written into the Zoning Code. In effect, 
the City has said such a use may or may not be 
allowed in a given district, that each case will 
be treated individually, and that the City will 
write a special set of regulations or conditions 
for each such use il and when permitted. The 
Committee condemns this practice.

The present Code provisions on condi
tional uses are confusing since some types 
are under the original jurisdiction of the City 
Planning Commission appealable to the City 
Council, while others are handled directly by 
the Office of Zoning Administration. Of those 
handled by the Office of Zoning Administra
tion, all arc appealable to the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment, but some of these arc further 
appealable to the City Council while others 
by implication are reviewable only by the 
courts (see Figure 3).

The present requirements of the Code for 
approval of conditional uses arc slated too 
broadly For a few uses one or two limiting 
standards are prescribed but for the most part 
administrative discretion is unfettered.

For those conditional uses to be consid
ered by the City Planning Commission and for 
those assigned to the Office of Zoning Admin
istration but eventually appealable to the City

IAScciion 65901 ot rhe Start Plonning ond Zoning Low 
provides ihoi. "The board of zoning adjustment or 
zoning administrator shall hear on<| decide applications 
for conditional uses or other permits wlren Ihe zoning 
Ordinance prc.vid-.-s therefor and establishes criteria for 
determining such mailers, . . (emphasis added!

,4As dec-gnated in Seciitms 12 2'iBI, l2.2dCl ond I2.24CI.5 of ihe present Zoning Code.
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Council, the only criteria prescribed in the 
Zoning Code arc:

. . . that the proposed locotion will be 
desirable to the public convenience or 
we I to re and will be in harmony with the 
vorious elements and objectives ot the 
Moster Plan.11

For the conditional uses assigned to the 
Office of Zoning Administration and appeal
able only to the Board of Zoning Adjustment, 
the Code requirements are:

. . . that the location is proper in rela
tion to odioceni uses or the development 
of the community and to the various ele
ments and objectives of the Master Plon, 
ond that the use will nor be materially 
detrimental to the character of the devel
opment in the immediate neighborhood-1*

We find these vague requirements to be 
manifestly inadequate as standards for the 
equitable and consistent exercise of adminis
trative authority. The regulatory intent and 
standards must be provided by law; but, be
cause the application of these standards to in
dividual complex situations requires analysis

,3Las Angelas Municipal Coda, Sections I2.24BI and 
12.240.5.

<**lbid; Section 12.240.

and judgment, the specific rules or conditions 
to be followed in a given situation must be 
applied adminislratively. When the legislation 
authorizing conditional use procedures is either 
lacking or inadequate to serve as a sufficient 
guideline concerning the standards to be ap
plied by the administrative authority (whether 
that authority is a department, commission or 
the City Council itself), legislative power is 
being improperly delegated. This is a flagrant 
violation of the basic legal requirement that 
legislative power can reside only in the elected 
legislative body. Moreover, the Council is 
required to act in accordance with its own 
ordinances.

The State of New York dealt with this 
problem a number of years ago when it ad
vised local governments that:

The inclusion of only general Fonguoge io 
the effect that the special use must be 
in choroctar with the surrounding area, 
hormonioosly developed, or that the pub
lic welfore shall be served, in the opinion 
of rhe Board of Appeals or other review
ing agency, has not proved to be an 
acceptable standard, and hos been criti
cized by the courts. Therefore, in justice 
to rhe applicant and the Board of 
Appeals, every effort should be mode to
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include ipccifie longuo^e which Mlv 
deorly under^londohlc crilerio lor each 
lOKinl ute.
The ospeclt ol land ute which need to 
he considered include let area, building 
toll rock*, traffic circulation, accent tu 
and ogress from jtreelt. building bulk, 
specific uses involved, the mlcnuty of 
wve involved, and the pretence ol city 
harmful effluent or nuisoncc-creolirtg 
charaentrltucs. The obiectives of these 
standards ore the comrul ol the tire, 
kxoiion. nature ond intensity cl use, 
ond the irolfic generated, to those levels 
which will not nrtaleiinlly alien the over* 
all character u( the area.1'

The objeclive of our recommendation is 
t<; insure a proper legislative basis for all con
ditional uses—adequate standards should be 
spelled out legislatively and applied reason
ably, fairly and consistently by administrative 
action The City Council must not reserve to 
itself ihe right of review over individual cases 
since this is a purely administrative function.

Under our proposal the issuance of con
ditional use permits would be under the juris
diction of the Office of Zoning Administration 
with appeal to the Board of Zoning Appeals

Zoning In New York Stole: A Guide to the Preporofion 
*1 Zoning Ordinances :$tolc C< Ne* \o:k. J ?58.‘ 
f>3 94

and thereafter to the courts. The City Plan
ning Commission and City Council would ex
ercise their planning, policy-making and 
legislative functions in regard to such uses 
through approval of the Code provisions and 
the General Plan lay which the Office of Zoning 
Administration would be guided (see Figure 4).

For all conditional uses, specific require- 
menis and criteria which must be met in order 
for the use lo be permitted in the specified 
tones should be set forth in the Code. Before 
authorizing each such use, a Zoning Adminis
trator would be required to make written find
ings showing that the requirements for this 
use would be met and then impose special con
ditions to insure compliance with the intent, 
guidelines and criteria of the Code. If the 
Zoning Administrator finds that the Code cri
teria cannot be satisfactorily met, he must 
deny the request.

The burden ol proof that a proposed con
ditional use will satisfy the Code requirements 
should be on the applicant, and to this end 
we suggest the use of a questionnaire or check 
list technique as part of the application form 
for conditional uses. The check list should

32



cover all specific requirements for the pro
posed use, with the applicant stating how he 
will meet each requirement. Adoption of our 
recommendation on conditional uses will cor
rect one of the most serious weaknesses of the 
present Zoning Code and should go far to 
prevent improper or discriminatory use of 
discretionary authority.

Our recommendation is in contrast to 
Recommendation 3 of the 1966 County Grand 
Jury which proposed that the Mayor have 
veto power over conditional use permits. How
ever, we are proposing a completely different 
approach to conditional use permits so that 
they no longer will amount to reclassification 
of property as assumed by the Grand Jury. In
stead, we propose conditional uses be limited 
to administrative action within the require
ments of established zoning classifications. 
Under this circumstance, action by the Mayor 
and Council on individual cases could lead to 
greater pressure for special discriminatory 
treatment rather than providing a protection 
against such treatment. Nevertheless, certain 
uses now treated as conditional uses cannot be 
adequately classified by zone and therefore 
should be subject to individual legislative ac
tion with possible veto by the Mayor. Our rec
ommendation concerning these uses follows.

UNCLASSIFIABLE USES
Recommendation 8: Amend the Zoning Code 
to provide for individual legislative considera
tion and approval of those few land uses which 
because of their unusual nature cannot be 
listed as permitted—cither automatically or 
as conditional uses—in particular rones. Pro
vide in the Code the criteria for the approval 
of such uses and require that specific written 
findings showing how the criteria arc met 
must be adopted before approving any such 
use. Approval of such uses should be by ordi
nance, with specific conditions or require
ments, after recommendation by the Planning 
Commission in the same manner as for zone 
changes. The unclassifiable category should 
be limited to uses such as airports, cemeteries, 
higher educational institutions, land reclama
tion projects and natural resource develop
ments.

As indicated in our recommendation con
cerning conditional uses, we believe that most 
uses now treated in the separate conditional 
use section of the Zoning Code can be in
cluded within the regulations of the various 
zoning classifications. However, we recognize 
that certain uses of property will remain essen
tially unclassified as to zone. We have in mind 
such uses as airports, cemeteries, university 
campuses, land reclamation projects for refuse 
disposal and natural resource developments. 
The list of uses that are truly unclassifiable is 
limited.

The reasons which make uses unclassifi
able are:

1. A large area is usually required for 
each use and relatively few such uses are likely 
to occur in the City. To attempt to zone in 
advance for these uses could seriously upset 
the supply and demand relationships affecting 
other land uses.

2. In the case of natural resource devel
opments, location is dependent on discovery 
of such resources, which were unknown at the 
time of the original zoning.

3. A mixture of uses may be involved in 
a single large-scale development, as in the 
case of educational institutions, which cannot 
be suitably planned for or controlled through 
a zoning pattern.

4. A major impact on the surrounding 
property may be involved, as in the case of 
airports, so that careful evaluation, design and 
control are required.

5. The use is not compatible with other 
uses assigned to zones on the basis of per
formance standards, as in the case of land 
reclamation projects, and it would be imprac
tical and unfair to attempt to zone land in 
advance for a single use.

Because of the difficulties of zoning in 
advance for these uses, and because of the 
importance of such uses to the community, we 
believe it is necessary for each such use to be 
authorized legislatively, and administrative 
action with respect to such uses should be 
permitted only after the basic requirements 
have been established by ordinance.

The first step in authorizing any of these 
unclassifiable uses would be for the City
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Council, upon request and after recommenda
tion by the City Planning Commission in the 
same manner as for a zone change (and in
cluding required findings), to adopf an ordi
nance delimiting the area in which such a use 
could be permitted. The ordinance should in
clude any requirements, in addition to those 
already specified in the Code, which are nec
essary to control the effects of the use on 
the surrounding area. The Office of Zoning 
Administration would then have responsibility 
for review and approval of development plans 
to assure compliance with the legislative in
tent. The similarity of this procedure with 
that now used under the supplemental use 
distric! provisions (oil drilling sites, rock 
aiyj gravel quarries, slaughtering houses and 
stables) of the Zoning Code is apparent, and 
eventually these provisions might be consoli
dated with those proposed here for unclossifi- 
able uses.
PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 
Recommendation 9: Planned developments
should be treated under the type of conditional 
use provisions recommended in this report, 
and not as unclassifiable or supplemental uses.

A matter of special interest and contro
versy m the Citv is the question of how to 
treat large-scale planned developments -par
ticularly planned residential developments. 
These are developments usually created by a 
single developer, to bo maintained as a unit, 
and sometimes involve a combination of land 
uses— for instance, a complex of residential 
buildings together with commercial buildings 
and community facilities to serve the residen
tial population of the development. Although 
attention has been focused on planned resi
dential developments, the principles involved 
could apply to planned commercial develop
ments and planned industrial developments as 
well.

At present, planned residential develop
ments may be authorized as conditional uses 
by the City Planning Commission with appeal 
to the City Council It was the 1966 County 
Grand Jury- investigation of such a case 
which led to the formation of Cx.lr Citizens 
Committee.

The latest proposal for changes in the 
method of controlling such uses, now under

consideration by the City Planning Commis- 
sion,,K is an ordinance which would ireat 
planned residential developments as supple
mental use districts. These districts would be 
special overlay zones established by ordinance 
with individually tailored conditions adopted 
as part of each such ordinance. In addition, 
standard conditions to be adopted as part of 
the Zoning Code would apply. All proposed 
planned residential development districts 
would be processed through the Planning 
Commission in the same manner as zone 
changes.

While this proposal would be an advance 
over the present situation where planned resi
dential developments are authorized adminis
tratively with practically no legislative guide
lines, we do not believe this to be the best 
solution since the standards applied in each 
case could still be established on an individual 
basis without reference to the requirements 
of the underlying zone.

Since each planned development can be 
exacted to have a predominant use—resi
dential, commercial or industrial—we believe 
it is a use which can be provided for within 
the established zoning patterns, subject to 
the kind of conditional use approval suggested 
in this report. Under such a provision, planned 
residential developments would be listed as 
possible conditional uses in the residential 
zones with specific criteria and standards 
winch must be met written into the regula
tions for each zone These requirements would 
he designed to be comparable and harmonious 
with the requirements governing lot-by-lot de
velopment in the same zoning classification.

'V'-QUALIFfED ZONE
Recommendation TO: The Committee strongly 
opposes the "Q"-qualiticd zone concept. The 
desired objective should be met through con
ditional use provisions as recommended in this 
report and through revision of the list of uses 
permitted in the various zoning classifications.
If action is deemed necessary before revision 
of the Code as set forth in Recommendation 5, 
the procedure suggested in this section should 
be followed.

I . Cv'-C Nr I 7 1 c>5, C tinfil Ktltf Nc. I 19,840
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A proposal1* currently before the City 
Council would create a new form of conditional 
use permit. Under this proposal a "Q" zone 
designation could be adopted legislatively in 
combination with any zone change. The ordi
nance which applies the "Q" designation to 
an applicant's property would also specify one 
or more particular uses, in addition to those 
uses permitted under the previous zoning, to 
which the property could be put if it complies 
with specific conditions included in the same 
ordinance.

The proposed "Q" zone provisions in
clude no guidelines as to when or where the 
"Q" designation might be applied. It could be 
used in connection with any zoning classifica
tion, at any location, with any degree of re- 
stricliveness or permissiveness within the lim
its of the applied zoning classification. There 
are no rules or criteria established in advance; 
they will be created to fit each particular case.

The proposal originated from a desire to 
prevent deceptions in the arguments and pro
posed development plans presented in connec
tion with zone change applications. This would 
be accomplished by requiring applicants to 
comply with special requirements imposed by 
the City Council in each case where a change 
Is granted. While agreeing with the objec
tives, we find serious problems with the 
method suggested.

Our basic concerns are with certain fun
damental principles of zoning policy and 
administration, the ultimate effects or com
munity development and public confidence in 
the zoning process. The practice to be estab
lished under the "Q" zone device is ques
tionable because it violates the principle of 
adhering to a stable policy and substitutes in
dividual determinations on a parcel-by-parcel 
basis. The proposal would tend to perpetuate 
the type of zoning problems which were of 
concern to the Grand Jury and would be con
trary to what we believe to be the necessary 
direction for improvement of zoning practices.

Our major reasons for opposing the "Q" 
zone concept are that it would provide great 
opportunity for uncertainty and inequality In 
the application of zoning regulations, would

'•City Plan Cose Nc. 20414, Council File No. 132,649.

create unwarranted administrative burdens and 
could very well lead to increased deviation 
from a general community plan.

The courts have repeatedly recognized 
that, to be validly employed, zoning regula
tions should be both comprehensive and con
sistent. The pending proposal provides no 
guarantee that it would be so employed.

A fundamental principle of zoning taw is 
that it involves territorial districting, with uni
form regulations applying within each district. 
The "Q" zone would in effect create a separate 
zoning classification for each parcel of prop
erty to which it is applied. Thus, this technique 
has the potential for completely destroying 
the uniformity of regulations within districts.

Another basic principle is that the law 
shall reveal clearly on its face what those 
rules are which it presumes to establish. A 
property owner should be able to determine 
from the zoning regulations what he may and 
may not do with his property. He should also 
be able to determine what his neighbors are 
permitted to do. But with the "Q" zone avail
able, the tendency could be to keep property 
In a zone other than that eventually intended, 
just so that individual control could be exer
cised. Thus, the meaningful zoning rules 
would not be finally established until an owner 
requested a zone change, the rules would be 
adopted on a parcel-by-parcel basis and one 
would be required to examine the individual 
zone change ordinances for each parcel of 
property in order to determine the applicable 
zoning regulations.

It may be argued that once a "Q" desig
nation is applied to a parcel, the permitted use 
of that property will be known precisely, in 
contrast to the range of possible uses under 
conventional zoning classifications. But we be
lieve this certainty regarding those individual 
parcels to which the "Q" zone has been ap
plied would be of little value in the face of 
the great uncertainty which would exist re
garding all property to which the "Q" zone 
had not yet been applied. Thus, the net 
effect of the "Q" zone technique would be 
to intensify the now too prevalent lack of 
public confidence in the stability of zoning— 
a situation brought about by a piecemeal, 
individualized approach to zoning changes.
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Wt? are also greatly concerned about the 
degree of fairness likely to be maintained 
among property owners under "Q" zoning. 
The effect of lh» present proposal would bo 
to create an unknown numlx’r of what are rec
ognized by the courts, by the legal profession, 
by planners and by the public as ''spot zones". 
In principle, it means eventual custom zoning 
for individual parcels of land, which would 
inevitably result in inconsistent and preferen
tial treatment, thsed upon cur evaluation of 
experience elsewhere, "Q" zoning would result 
in different conditions being imposed on dif
ferent applicants even though circumstances 
were similar. The conditions adopted in each 
case would rend to depend upon the vicissi
tudes of pressure, salesmanship and personal 
bias. There should not be this kind of per
sonalized zoning Unequal treatment under 
the law in like situalions can only result in 
dissatisfaction with and discredit lo the prin
ciples of zoning.

The American Society of Planning Offi
cials Advisory Service in commenting on this 
type of legislation states that:

. . . there ll o soriuui problem <■ I Icninns 
in odminbtraii an. If lha C'Mfinwnriy 
adepts a proj«t-by-prolect cuP"X>ch the 
pohibilitrci ei improper discrimination 
become very treat. It is hard 1.1 tuggost 
any solution to this problem When 
zoning iiself *a& accepted by the c nor is, 
the problem uf cdiurlminotion grew-- |usl 
because different rules applied In ditfer- 
enl zones. The prn|ect-by-pioject ap
proach is just emthtr big step in rhe 
•amt direction. The problem is particularly 
ocure when lip only standards le guida 
decisions on irydividual prtijKls are so 
general as lo Izr virtually meaningiess.-11

Regarding the desirability of such legis
lation, the comment’ continues:

. . . wo think the problem ol d>vcrimmo- 
1km Is rremmdmJy *««>. Fuilhtr, m 
thmk ih<.ic is a danger that a projccr- 
by-projzct apio cdi ran be im$ai>pl>cd lo 
lead ro the Nirwi sort ol haphazard de- 
velapmenl lha? pbnrwis hose long and 
properly been <ri Ikiiing.

Under the proposed "Q" ordinance there 
would be a tendency to allow zone changes 
which might olherwi-se be obviously unjustified 
simply because of t he comfortable assurance 
lhal the conditions i mposed would control the

-"Letter dotod March 2O’, 1962, from American Society 
Ot Planning Officials P forming Advise *y Service to the 
Lm Angeles City Plorn-no Commi>y>r,n

situation and make the specific use palatable 
to neighbors. But the problem here is that 
conditions might be more readily set aside or 
evaded once a zone change is made. With 
changes in ownership, great pressure could be 
brought to bear to change the imposed con
ditions

The "Q" zone approach would create a 
potential bargaining situation in connection 
wilh every zone change request. An infinite 
number of decisions would be possible in each 
case, since any conceivable set of conditions 
might be imposed. Thus, proponents and op- 
ponenis, applicants and City officials could 
become embroiled in interminable negotia
tions over the exact conditions to be adopted 
in each case. The burdens in time and effort 
for everyone involved could become enormous, 
to soy nothing of the temptations for political 
favoritism and corruption.

The administrative workload created by 
use of the "0" zone could become excessive. 
Hearing examiners would be required to spend 
a great deal of time developing proposed con
ditions for each case. These would be subject 
lo repealed revision before final adoption to 
meet the desires ol the Planning Commission 
and City Council.

U|X>n enactment of each zone change in
volving the "Q" zone, a plan checking proce
dure would have to be applied to insure 
compliance with (lie conditions during con
struction. Subsequently, periodic inspections 
would be necessary lo see that the conditions 
continue to be adheied to through the years. 
Enforcement would become most difficult and 
complicated for the Building and Safety De
partment, since it would be necessary to refer 
to an individual "Q" ordinance for each parcel 
in order to determine requirements.

It has been argued that the "Q" zone 
proposal would be used in only a limited num
ber of special problem situations. However, we 
have no confidence that this would prove to 
be the case. When the conditional use proce
dure was originally established, similar pre
dictions were made that the procedure would 
be little used. But experience has proven 
otherwise The proposed ordinance contains 
no limitation on the circumstances under 
which ihe "Q" designation might be applied.



Aside from the legai and administrative 
problems, however, is the question of whether 
or not the "Q" zone would contribute to 
achieving planning objectives. It can be ar
gued that carefully tailored planning standards 
could be imposed in order to achieve precise 
control of development in accordance with a 
plan. On the other hand, it seems likely that 
the availability of the "Q" zone will be an 
invitation for seeking and approving an in
creasing number of deviations from an adopted 
plan. The result would be progressive erosion 
of community plans and standards.

There are two basic problems which gave 
rise to the "Q" zone proposal: (1) the large 
number of incompatible uses which are now 
permitted in certain zoning classifications and 
(2) the difficulties of insuring that develop
ment occurs in accordance with desirable 
standards. There are corresponding basic solu
tions: (I) revise the Zoning Code to provide 
that only compatible uses are included in 
each zoning classification and (2) write desir
able criteria and standards into the Zoning 
Code, supplemented by conditional use permit 
procedures where necessary to insure suitable 
application of the criteria and standards to 
specific cases

Under the present zoning classifications, 
a multitude of uses are permitted in each 
zone. As a result, various combinations of use 
can occur which are detrimental to a commu
nity or neighborhood. The problem is particu
larly acute with respect to the C2 zone—the 
general commercial zone accommodating 
everything from art shops to sports arenas. 
The attempt to apply such a zoning classifica
tion to the great variety of commercial land 
use situations which occur in Los Angeles is 
probably responsible for most of the interest 
in the "Q" zone. As ft is, the same C2 zone 
regulations are used to govern such diverse 
situations as corner service stations in residen
tial neighborhoods, local shopping centers, 
highway services uses along primary traffic 
arteries, "automobile rows" for both new and 
used cars, community business districts and 
miscellaneous commercial strips prevalent in 
the older sections of the City.

The first approach to a solution of the 
problem should be to examine the present as
signment of land uses among the various 
zoning classifications. Insofar as possible, the

assignment of uses should be changed to in
crease the degree of mutual compatibility 
among the uses permitted in each existing 
zone.

To the extent such reassignment of uses 
is unable to solve the problem, the obvious 
next step is to consider increasing the number 
of zoning classifications. Each classification 
could thus be restricted to a smaller number 
of compatible uses, and the regulations for 
each classification could be better designed 
to meet the intended purpose of the particular 
classification. Although it would be undesir
able to creat a large number of additional 
zoning classifications, this would certainly be 
preferable to the almost infinite number of 
individualized zoning classifications which in 
effect would be created under the "Q" zone.

Recommendation 5 of our report calls for 
a comprehensive revision of the Zoning Code. 
A major element of this revision should be 
a reclassification of land uses as just discussed.

The second basic approach to the prob
lem is through the specification of criteria and 
standards to be met in developing specific uses 
In zoning classifications. Whenever possible, 
these specifications should be sufficiently def
inite so that they can be compiled with without 
further interpretation. However, in those 
cases where some interpretation 1$ necessary 
to apply the criteria and standards to specific 
cases, then the conditional use permit tech
nique should be used. This involves providing 
specific guidelines in the Zoning Code to gov
ern the administrative approval of individual 
uses of property within a zone. Such guide
lines or criteria are being used successfully in 
many cities. Recommendation 7 of our report 
deals with the type of conditional use provi
sions and procedures which we believe should 
be followed.

To revise zoning classifications and re
structure the entire conditional use regula
tions of the Code will necessarily require a 
considerable period of time for overall analy
sis and enactment of new provisions. In the 
meantime, it may be desirable to make some 
amendments to the existing Zoning Code to 
deal with those situations which gave a sense 
of urgency to the "Q" zone proposal. To do 
this, the following steps are suggested:

1. Identify the particular uses which 
create the problem and the types of circum
stances where the problem occurs. These uses 
should be listed in priority order.



2 In order of priority, develop criteria 
and standards lo apply to these uses in the 
situations ol concern.

3. Write regulations for these uses, in
cluding criteria and standards, to become part 
ol the conditional use provisions ol the pres 
ent Zoning Code. These should be placed 
among the uses initially acted upon by a Zon
ing Administrator. The zoning classifications 
vnthm which each such use is eligible lor con
sideration should be designated

4, Where it proves inappropriate to pro
vide lor these problem uses as a conditional 
use within existing zones, then it may be 
necessary to create one or two new zoning 
classifications as an interim measure pending 
more comprehensive revision of the Code. For 
example, the C3 zone designation, which is 
not in use at present, might become a new 
neighborhood commercial classification, per
mitting planned neighborhood shopping cen
ters, service stations and related uses, with 
stringent development standards lo make such 
uses acceptable adjacent lo residential areas.

In summary, we commend (lie Council's 
-Planning Committee in seeking to eliminate 
deceptions in zone change proposals. How
ever, in the light of I he above discussion, wc 
view with alarm Ihe proposed "Q" classifica
tion ordinance and instead propose:

1. As a long-term solution, the problem 
of incompatible uses within a zoning classifi
cation should be resolved ns part of a compre
hensive revision of the Zoning Code bv 
providing that only compatible uses be in
cluded within each zoning classification.

2. As part of an over-all revision of the 
Zoning Code, the conditional use regulations 
should be revised to provide definite criteria 
under which specific problem uses may be 
authorized, with conditions, in designated 
zones.

3. As a short-term solution pending com
plete revision of the Zoning Code, ihose uses 
that require more controls should be provided 
for by including them among the conditional 
use provisions, bur with criteria and standards 
for their approval set forth in the Code. (In 
addition to this recommendation see Recom
mendations 5 and 7.)

ZONING ENFORCEMENT
Recommendation It: Provide adequate staff 
in the Building and Safety Department lot 
regular inspections and follow-up on compli
ance with zoning regulations, particularly the 
special requirements of conditional use and 
variance approvals. The City Planning Depart
ment should assist in enforcement by check
ing compliance with zoning requirements 
during area planning surveys and referring 
violations to Ihe Building and Safety Depart
ment,

By Charter provision21 the Building and 
Safety Department enforces the Zoning Code. 
This responsibility includes all special condi
tions which may be applied to conditional use 
and variance approvals. At present, all zoning 
enforcement action occurs through either the 
issuance of building and other permits and the 
subsequent inspections during construction, or 
upon receipt of complaints from the public or 
other governmental agencies.

From Ihe standpoint of the Department 
of Building and Safety, the enforcement of 
special conditions applying only to individual 
properties presents a difficult problem in 
record keeping, interpretation, inspection and 
follow-up. Suggestions have been made to es
tablish a special unit, in either the City Plan
ning Department or the Building and Safety 
Department, to deal specifically with enforce
ment of these special conditions established 
under conditional use permits or variances.

Regarding enforcement, we believe ihe 
present relationship between the Building and 
Safely Department and the City Planning De
partment is the most efficient and workable 
approach The basic problem is availability of 
staff for enforcement work. A secondary prob
lem is the need for more communication about 
possible zoning violations between field per
sonnel of other departments and the Building 
and Safety Department. The City Planning 
Department, which is familiar with zoning reg
ulations, should look for and report possible 
zoning violations during its regular field sur
veys for planning and re2oning studies.

■'■Loj Angelos City Charier, Section 90.
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QUASI-JUDICIAL FUNCTIONS

VARIANCES
Recommendation 12: Clarify and strengthen 
the Charter limitations on the granting of var
iances as follows:

1. Set forth the quasi-judicial nature of 
variance determinations and prohibit 
use of the variance to accomplish 
purposes which should properly be 
accomplished through legislation.

2. State the oyer-alf intent and purpose 
of the variance provisions as a means 
of insuring equal application of zon
ing regulations to property in similar 
situations but prohibiting the use of 
the variance to grant special privileges.

3. Clarify and add to the requirements 
for the findings which must be made 
in order to grant a variance. Retain 
the basic principles contained in the 
present four requirements, but make 
them more specific. These tests for 
granting of a variance should be ca
pable of realistic but strict application.

4. Provide that, in granting a variance, 
self-imposed hardships are not a 
proper consideration.

5. Include more specific limifations on 
the circumstances under which vari
ances from permitted land uses are 
justifiable.

The legal theory upon which variances 
are based is often misunderstood by the public 
and sometimes, unfortunately, by lay officials 
appointed to handle variances. The sole legiti
mate purpose of variances is to modify the 
application of a zoning ordinance as it applies 
to a giver, piece of property to bring the privi
leges of that property to a parity with other 
properties similarly located and classified (see 
Figure 5). The variance device should never be 
used in the opposite direction to grant special 
privileges. By proper adjustment of equities, 
the use of the police power in the form of 
zoning is brought into conformity with con
stitutional limitations upon its use by assuring 
that it wili deal similarly with a!l persons or 
properties under similar circumstances.



Because zoning regulations for a given 
district must apply to parcels with differing 
sizes, shapes, topography and other character
istics, it is virtually impossible to write regu
lations that will apply equally to all situations 
in a specific zone. Thus, the variance was 
designed as a technique for maintaining equal 
treatment under circumstances which could 
not be adequately anticipated in advance in 
ihe adopted regulations. This is essentially a 
judicial matter, but because the process is pro
vided within an administrative framework and 
not as part of the court system, it is generally 
referred to as quasi-judicial.

The City Charter now sets forth four 
tests lo be met before a variance can be prop
erly granted:1"*

1. The sfricl application of the zoning 
regulations or requirements would result in 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships 
inconsistent with the general purpose and in
tent ol the regulations.

2. There are excepiional circumstances 
or conditions applicable lo the property in
volved or to the intended use or development 
of the properly that do not apply generally 
to other property in the same zone or neigh
borhood.

3. The granting of a variance will not 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare 
or injurious to property or improvements in 
such zone or neighborhood in which Ihe prop
erty is located.

4 The granting of a variance will not 
be contrary to the objectives of the Master 
Plan.

Testimony Irom several sources consist
ently pointed out that rhe wording of the 
Charter-defined required showings tor validat
ing variances, if literally applied and without 
defining reasonable and workable interpreta
tions of intent, would make the granting of 
many variances technically difficult. However, 
pioneering efforts of the Office of Zoning 
Administration, beginning twenty-seven years 
ago, revealed that it was possible and neces
sary to develop reasonable interpretations by 
which the objective of the variance could be

'•"•‘Sif,- Append.* C loi further dbCuSSi^n ol ll'l hiMvry of 
ihv vunanre vrnviple ond iis use in Los Angeles 

•’•’Loi Angeles City Charter, Srtiwi 9812>
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realized, and such interpretations subsequent
ly have been consistently employed.

A partial explanation of the enviable rec
ord established since the inception of the 
Office of Zoning Administralion in Los An
geles is found in the policy and practice of 
developing specific and pertinent findings 
upon which decisions in given cases were 
based. This practice established an ever- 
increasing foundation of record precedents 
that assured consistent decisions in variance 
matters.

On ihe other hand, we find that in recent 
years, the Board of Zoning Adjustment in 
many cases has been inconsistent and super
ficial in its recognition of and conformity to 
the Charter-required showings in variance 
cases. Another practice of the Board has been 
to ignore or evaluate inadequately the findings 
made by the Zoning Administrator and for 
the Board to fail to develop specific and ade
quate findings of its own as the basis for its 
actions on appeals. Testimony and the record 
show thal actions on the part of the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment have included so-called 
findings, but such findings usually have been 
generalizations, surprisingly similar regardless 
of the specific issues in each case.

In addition, in many cases the Board, 
through the device of the variance, has ap
proved projects that can be validly accom
plished only by legislative action. In a number 
of these cases. Board approval was given even 
though requests were previously denied by 
both the Planning Commission and the City 
Council. This constitutes, in fact, a usurpation 
by the Board ol Zoning Adjustment of the leg
islative function which is vested properly and 
exclusively in the Mayor and Council.

We believe that since January 1, 1968, 
the Board has been operating in a sound 
manner. However, there should be Charter 
changes to insure that future boards serve 
their proper function.

A variety of suggestions have been made 
to Ihe Committee relative to improvement in 
the basic requirements, practice and proce
dures as to variances, all of which we haw 
carefully considered



We conclude that a strict literal con
struction of the present findings required by 
the Charter as prerequisite to the granting of 
a variance would make it almost impossible 
to grant many worthy and proper variances. 
The Chief Zoning Administrator, recently re
tired, has suggested that good zoning practice 
would justify some modification of present 
Charter provisions, with which suggestion the 
Committee concurs.

We further conclude that the basic cor
rective action should be a revision of the 
Charter-specified tests for the granting of vari
ances, coupled with reinforced requirements 
that the appeal body must adhere strictly to 
these tests, The objectives of this Charter 
amendment are set forth in Recommendation 
12. In a later report the Committee will sub
mit a suggested text for such Charter change. 
Additional recommendations dealing with the 
zoning administration function and the appeal 
body are covered in various ways in succeed
ing sections ol this report.

OFFICE OF ZONING ADMINISTRATION
Recommendation 13: Retain the present pow
er*, relationship and civil service status of the 
positions of Chief Zoning Administrator and 
Associate Zoning Administrators.

One of the critical issues with which we 
have been concerned is the place of the Office 
of Zoning Administration in the City's organi
zational structure.

The creation of the position of Zoning 
Administrator in Los Angeles in 1941, with 
the power to grant variances and certain con
ditional uses and to make other interpreta
tions of the Zoning Ordinance, was a unique 
and pioneering step in the history of zoning 
in the United States. The conduct and accom
plishments of the Office over the years have 
outstandingly demonstrated the merit of this 
system. In 1957, by Charter amendment, the 
Office was broadened from a single Zoning 
Administrator to include a Chief Zoning Ad
ministrator and several Associate Zoning Ad
ministrators, each with the authority to make 
determinations.

As constituted from 1941 to the present, 
the Office has been administratively a part of 
the City Planning Department. However, the

decision-making authority on the zoning mat
ters assigned to the Office is not subject to 
control by any other officer of the City, except 
upon formal appeal to the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment. This arrangement is designed 
to protect the quasi-judicial character of the 
decisions, thus maintaining separation from 
the legislative and executive branches of City 
government.

However, suggestions have been made 
periodically either to integrate the Office of 
Zoning Administration more fully into the City 
Planning Department under the management 
of the Director of Planning or to make a com
plete separation and give the Office its own 
budget and authority over personnel and other 
administrative housekeeping matters.

After a study of the City Planning De
partment in 195614 this issue was raised. In 
1957 the City Council resolved it by reaffirm
ing the present Charter provision by which 
the Director of Planning appoints Zoning Ad
ministrators under civil service procedures.SB 
In 1959 the Council adopted the following 
section of the Zoning Code, which further 
defines the administrative relationship be
tween the Director of Planning and the Office 
of Zoning Administration:

The Chief Zonino Administrator shall 
be in direct charge o« the Office of 
Zoning Administration. He shall ossign 
applications and all other matters under 
the jurisdiction of that Office omong the 
Associate Zoning Administrators ond nlm- 
self so os to distribute the workload 
equitably betwoen them. He shall also 
prescribe the style and content of the 
forms to be used. He shall determine and 
establish, with the odvice of the Asso
ciate Zoning Administraiors, the admin
istrative methods ond procedures to be 
followed in the CM I ice of Zoning Admin
istration lor the purpose of simplifying 
them Insofar os practicable in making If 
possible to render sound decisions expedi
tiously. The Director ol Planning may re
view the established forms and procedures 
when deemed advisable, ond may recom
mend such changes or improvements in 
administrative procedures os will more 
effectively further the purposes of rhe 
office.**

-••Adorns, Howard & Greenley, Consultants, "Report to ihe 
Board ol City Planning Commissioners, City of Los An
geles. on the Los Angeles City Planning Deportment," 
November 1956

»Lot Angeles City Charter, Section 96.
-*Lo* Angelos Mvnicipol Code, Section 12.27.
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We believe the following principles are 
importantly involved in making it possible lor 
Ihe Office of Zoning Administration lo lunc- 
tion with the high degree ol integrity, judi
ciousness and consistency it lias demonstrated 
tor more than a quarter ot a century.

I. Authority and responsibility lor as
signed zoning determinations most go hand 
in hand. A Zoning Administrator's decisions 
should not be subject to influence, dictation, 
modification or reversal by other authority ex
cept through foimal quasi judicial appeal 
procedures.

2. ApiJointees to the positions ot Chief 
Zoning Administrator and Associate Zoning 
Administrator must have Ihe highest degree 
of integrity and must be highly competent in 
ihe areas ol planning, zoning administration 
and applicable law.

3. Stability in office should be protected 
so that the Zoning Administrators are respon
sible rn their decisions only to the law and the 
public interest and cannot be influenced by 
pressures from special interests or by political 
considerations.

We conclude that these objectives can 
be best met by retaining the present organi
zational structure. The basic function of the 
City Planning Department is to do compre
hensive planning. To |>lace the Office of Zon
ing Administration more directly under the 
authority ot the Director of Planning could 
unnecessarily subject the Director to political 
pressures and interfere with his essential plan
ning responsibilities. It could also lead to 
undue interference in the impartial, quasi
judicial character of the Office of Zoning Ad
ministration. On the other hand, to remove the 
Office completely from the City Planning De
partment would be administratively undesir
able because of the need to use Department 
records, to coordinate with other planning and 
zoning matters and to avoid unnecessary du- 
pliction of housekeeping functions

Finally, in order lo emphasize the proper 
role of the Zoning Administrator and lo lay 
the basis for the jjroper functioning of Ihe 
j|>peal body as discussed in the next section:
Recommendation 14: Amend the City Charter 
to clearly define the authority of a Zoning 
Administrator as quasi-judicial, making it clear 
that no actions shall be taken which usurp 
legislative authority.
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Recommendation IS: Amend the Charter to 
change the title of the Board of Zoning Ad
justment to its original designation as the 
Board of Zoning Appeals and to limit the 
jurisdiction of the Board to appeals from 
determinations of Zoning Administrators. The 
Board should not have jurisdiction over matters 
outside the proper scope ot its appellate 
function.

We are seriously concerned with the 
manner in which the Board of Zoning Adjust
ment has functioned in recent years and with 
the present assignment of jurisdiction and 
lunctions to the Board.

In 1941, a Charter amendment created 
the Board of Zoning Appeals, consisting of 
three citizens, with the sole function of con
sidering appeals from decisions of the Zoning 
Administrator. A 1963 Charter amendment 
expanded the Board to five members, changed 
its name lo the Board of Zoning Adjustment 
and provided that the City Council may, by 
ordinance, transfer certain functions from the 
City Planning Commission to the Board. Pur
suant lo this provision, Ihe Board has been 
delegated the responsibility for acting upon 
building lines and reviewing public property 
acquisitions and dispositions, parcel maps and 
private street maps, in addition to its basic 
respoirsibilily for zoning administration ap
peals.

While recognizing that these changes 
were designed lo relieve Ihe City Planning 
Commission of a heavy workload of minor 
decisions and enable it to deal more effec
tively with major planning issues, this change 
has produced a confused pattern of decision
making and handling ol appeals among the 
various categories of planning and zoning 
matters. We believe that the assignment of 
these additional duties makes it difficult for 
Board members to distinguish clearly the dif
fering criteria for decision on the various 
types of cases.

More important is the fact that the num
ber of appeals taken from Zoning Administra
tors to Ihe Board of Zoning Adjustment and 
the proportion ot reversals of Zoning Admin
istrators’ decisions have risen significantly in 
recent years. Figure 6 illustrates this trend







not alter the basic quasi-judicial character of 
either the Office of Zoning Administration or 
the Board of Zoning Appeals, since conditional 
use matters involve the interpretation of leg
islatively established zoning regulations and 
criteria.

Our proposed realignment of responsibili
ties to completely separate the functions of the 
Board of Zoning Appeals from those of the 
City Planning Commission and City Council 
will make clear that the Board is not a policy
making or legislative agency and that its es
sential responsbility as a quasi-judicial body 
is to insure that Zoning Administrators comply 
with the law.

Grand Jury Recommendation 3 proposed 
that ail rulings of the Board be appealable to 
the City Council, with veto power by the 
Mayor. The Jury felt that this would provide 
a more effective remedy to improper Board 
actions than does the expensive process of 
appeal to the courts. We find, however, that 
such procedure woufd place undue individual 
pressures upon elected officials, with greater 
tendencies for political rather than judicial de

cisions on these quasi-judicial matters. The 
better remedy, we believe, lies in improving 
the definition and limitation of the scope of 
the Board's functions so that the Board itself 
is an effective appeal "court".

CONCLUSION
The recommendations of this chapter are 

designed to restore to each agency concerned 
with zoning matters its distinct and proper 
function as originally intended by the City 
Charter and as defined by the principles of 
sound zoning practice. Thus, (1) the City 
Planning Commission and City Council shoufd 
be concerned with laying down the rules legis
latively, (2) the Office of Zoning Administra
tion should provide consistent and fair appli
cation of the rules to situations requiring 
discretion or judment and (31 the Board of 
Zoning Appeals should serve to insure that the 
Office of Zoning Administration operates 
within the rules. Finally, (4) the Building and 
Safety Department should be the agency to 
prevent and correct violations of the rules.
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CHAPTER 3
INSURING FAIR, UNDERSTANDABLE AND 

EFFECTIVE PROCEDURES

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To maintain procedures which guarantee due process and 

equal treatment, which are simple and easily under
stood, and which lead to decisions in accord with legis
lative intent and policies.

Zoning issues involve Ihe delicate prob
lem ot balancing community interest against 
individual rights Each individual has a slake 
on both sides of the scale. The concept ot 
due process represents a guarantee that these 
individual and community stakes will be care
fully weighed before decisions are made.

To apply this democratic principle to the 
zoning process requires that zoning decisions— 
whether legislative, administrative or quasi- 
judicial—be made in full public view and with 
the opportunity for submission of information 
by the public, including the expression of 
attitudes. At the same time the public needs 
to understand the essential relevant principles 
of law involved and ihe role of professional 
analysis m the zoning process. Basic to this 
process are.

• The right ol petition
• The right of notice
• The right ol public hearing
• The need for competent technical and

professional analysis
• The application of sound judgment
• The necessity of reaching timely 

decision
• The right of appeal

In Chapter 1 we proposed a system of 
regular area-by-area review and amendment 
of the General Plan and the Zoning Map. This 
system is intended to keep planning and zon
ing controls up to date and attuned to com
munity needs and desires. It should also reduce 
ihe volume of individual requests for change 
m, or relief from, zoning reslrictions. But 
whether changes are considered by area re
view or individual request, ihe process fol
lowed should recognize the above principles 
of effective, democratic procedure.

In Chapter 2 we emphasized the differ
ences between legislative, adrmmstraiive and 
quasi-judicial functions in zoning matters. 
The concept of due process and public par
ticipation is involved in all three types of zon
ing actions. For this reason, we believe the 
basic elements of sound procedure as dis
cussed in this chapier should apply to all 
three functions. In addition, a uniform pro
cedure in all zoning matters should assist the 
public to understand all types of zoning cases.

Although procedures may be uniform, it 
is important to emphasize that I Fie issues 10 
consider are different in each type of zoning 
case. Figure 9 indicates the differences which
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would exist among types of zoning cases if 
the various recommendations of this Commit
tee are adopted.

In this chapter we present recommenda
tions about the various steps in zoning proce
dures, particularly as applied to zone changes, 
conditional use permils and variances.

PROCEDURES
Recommendation 16: Amend the Municipal 
Code to provide simple and uniform proce
dural requirements governing applications, 
notices, hearings, time limits and appeals for 
all types of planning and zoning cases. Also 
provide that each agency having jurisdiction 
in such matters must formally adopt and pub
lish any rules of procedure which arc used.

At present the procedural requirements 
for each type of zoning case are treated sep
arately in different parts of the Zoning Code. 
Although generally similar, there are minor 
differences, due in part to piecemeal amend
ing of various sections of the Code at different 
times. A separate section of the Municipal 
Code incudes additional provisions on time 
limits, appeals, and fees which apply to all

types of zoning cases."T To simplify and in
crease understanding of zoning procedures, 
it is suggested that all of the procedural re
quirements applying to zoning matters be 
placed in one section of the Zoning Code and 
should incorporate the points presented in the 
rest of this chapter.

Each official agency involved in the plan
ning and zoning process (including the City 
Planning Commission, Board of Zoning Ap
peals, City Planning Department and Office 
of Zoning Administration) is and should con
tinue to be empowered to adopt additona! 
rules of procedure for the conduct of its busi
ness, supplementing the Code requirements. 
For the public to be adequately informed, a 
Code requirement should stipulate the adop
tion of any such rules by formal action of the 
agency involved and their publication in con
venient form for public distribution.

PILING OF APPLICATIONS
No major changes in the filing of appli

cations are recommended. However, we do 
feel that there could be some simplification, 
together with emphasis on the department se
curing specific, accurate and compete infor
mation from the applicant.



Currently at least fifteen different kinds 
of application and appeal forms exist for vari
ous types of zoning requests. In addition to 
the varying requirements of the Zoning Code, 
each zoning decision agency (City Planning 
Commission, Board of Zoning Appeals, Office 
of Zoning Administration) prescribes its own 
detailed rules for the submission of applica
tions, including the forms, required informa
tion, who is eligible to file and whether or 
not sworn affidavits are required.

Among the problems brought to the* at
tention of the Committee have been the lack 
of an adequate record upon which subsequent 
actions are based and the possibilty of unveri
fied information being accepted as fact To 
promote more uniform and explicit require
ments for the submission of applications, it is 
suggested that the Director of Planning should 
be delegated the authority and responsibility 
to prescribe the application and appeal forms 
and rules for all zoning matters other than 
those under the jurisdiction of the Olfice of 
Zoning Administration. The Director of Plan
ning and Chief Zoning Administrator should 
cooperate to make all zoning application pro
cedures as straightforward, clear and uniform 
as possible.

As a means of securing complete infor
mation pertinent to the questions involved in 
each type of case, it is suggested that a check 
list or questionnaire should be developed for 
each type of application, by which detailed 
and comprehensive information on the circum
stances pertinent to the case would be pro
vided aisd attested to by the applicant.

Although the authority appears to exist 
now, the Code should be clarified as to the 
authority of the Director of Planning and Chief 
Zoning Administrator to reject applications 
which provide insufficient information or are 
incomplete."' It such insufficiency is discov
ered after acceptance, the authority to stay 
the running of fime limits with immediate 
notice to the applicant should be clear. When 
necessary, counsel of the City Attorney should 
be used to assist the Director of Planning and 
Chief Zoning Administrator in their determi
nations about the insufficiency of applications.

• 'toi Angela* Municipal Cade, $ACfk)ii 19.00A.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION
Recommendation 17: Provide timely and cf- 
foctivo notification to all interested parties 
concerning hearings on planning and zoning 
cases through improvements in the record 
keeping and data processing procedures of the 
departments involved.

At present, notices of public hearing are 
mailed to owners of property within 300 feet 
of Ihe property involved in a request for zon
ing action. A notice is also published as legal 
advertising in a newspaper of general circula
tion. Both types of notice must be made at 
least ten days before the hearing. For large 
areas being rezoned a means for adequate 
notification should be developed.

MAIL NOTICES
Numerous complaints were received 

about inadequate notice of pending zoning 
matters. Apparently, hearing notices often are 
not received at all or too late by interested 
parties, and the notices are sometimes diffi
cult to understand.

Wc believe that timely and effective 
notice should be given to the public about 
zoning proceedings. To this end we suggest 
the following improvements:

1 The formal and wording of notices 
should be clear, straightforward and as simple 
as possible. Long sentences should be aban
doned in favor of short statements under 
subject headings. Diagrams should be included 
to avoid complicated verbal descriptions of 
locations and boundaries.

2. Ownership lists for the mailing of no
tices should be prepared by the City rather 
than relying upon the submission of such 
lists by applicants.

3. Data processing systems should be de
veloped and improved as rapidly as possible 
to insure the mailing of notices to current 
owners at their present addresses The Code 
now requires use of City Clerk's records for 
address purposes. Apparently, these records 
are often inaccurate due to either the failure 
of owners to report a change in mailing ad
dress or delays in reports of title transfer 
being recorded by the City Clerk's Office. We 
understand that an electronic data processing



system is under study by the City which will 
perrrvi the continuous automatic updating of 
the City Clerk's records.

4. When data processing systems permit, 
provision should l>e made for mailing notices 
lo residents who are not property owners. The 
City has under study the possible develop
ment of a computerized street address file 
which should eventually make this possible. 
This provision would improve public repre
sentation because tenants may have a some
what different point of view than owners— 
particularly absentee owners — and because 
some occupant-owners may not be recorded 
as such on title records due to financial, trust 
or partnership arrangements

5. For cases where public hearings are 
not held, but where information from the pub
lic could be pertinent, notification should be 
sent which solicits written comments by a 
specified date. Under the present policies and 
regulations, there are three classes of cases to 
which this could apply: (a) conditional uses 
for public utilities and governmental enter
prises, for which notice of hearing other than 
to the applicant is not required; (b) land use 
variances, which are not required to be set 
for hearing although the Office of Zoning 
Administration always docs so as a matter of 
policy; and (c) area variances involving only 
yard and setback regulations, which the Office 
of Zoning Administration normally does not 
set for hearing. For use cases this notification 
should be to owners and residents within the 
300-foot radius while for area cases it might 
be made only to owners and residents of 
adjacent properties.

SUBSCRIPTION SERVICE
Recommendation 18: Establish a subscription 
service to provide notification to any inter
ested individuals and organizations not other
wise notified.

Suggestions have been made that notice 
should be given to a wider area than the pres
ent 300-foot radius. Recognizing that the 
number of people to be notified rends to go 
up in geometric proportion to the radius, with 
corresponding costs to the City, we favor a 
subscription service which should be available

to anyone. There should be two phases to 
this service.

1. For hearing notices, mailing lists 
should be maintained for subscribers by neigh
borhood or community areas.

2. For mailing of reports and notices of 
actions subsequent to hearings, separate mail
ing lists should be established for each case.

A fee should be charged sufficient to 
cover the cost of these services.

NEWSPAPER PUBLICITY
Although we do not recommend any 

change in the requirements for newspaper 
notices, such notices, buried in the legal adver
tising section of a newspaper, are relatively 
ineffective.

News reporting on planning and zoning 
matters in advance of public meetings and 
hearings should be encouraged as a means of 
stimulating public awareness and interest. A 
simple technique would be to issue a suitable 
press release at about the same time as each 
hearing notice is issued. We suggest that the 
Planning Department consider adopting this 
practice, with distribution to local newspapers 
in accordance with their deadfine dates.

CONDUCT OF HEARINGS
Public hearings should be conducted in a 

manner which fairly and accurately develops 
the information upon which sound decisions 
can be based. In addition, the conduct of 
hearings should be such that the public has 
confidence in the fairness, completeness and 
correctness of the proceedings.

We received considerable comment to the 
effect that hearings have nol always been fairly 
and properly conducted—particularly on the 
part of the Board of Zoning Adjustment. In 
addition, many comments suggest that the 
public finds the proceedings difficult to un
derstand and follow, with occasional hostility 
and a resulting loss of confidence.

At present, hearings are conducted by 
either a staff officer or an appointed citizen 
board. Most original hearings are by profes
sional staff — hearing examiners (acting on 
behalf of the City Planning Commission) or 
Zoning Administrators. Because of the large
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number o» cases, the Planning Commission 
itself does not normally conduct official hear 
mgs. Unfortunately, however, many Commis^ 
sion meetings become in el feel rehearings o 
the cases before them, due to a rather liberal 
policy of allowing the interested public to ask 
questions or to comment.

Under our proposals concerning the func
tions of ihe Board ol Zoning Appeals, this 
body would be lim.lcd to examining the record 
made before the Zoning Administrator for 
possible errors of judgment. The only excep
tion would be in the case of a transfer of 
jurisdiction where a Zoning Administrator has 
failed to act within the time limit. In th.s case 
the Board would consider the case de.n^vo.

All the officers and agencies involved in 
conducting hearings or subsequent dela
tions should insist upon full and complete dis
closure of pertinent information at the time 
of the original hearing on each case before he 
original hearing officer. This w.H insure that 
a proper record is established and will elimi
nate the need for public officials and citizens 
,o engage in repetitive, time-consuming re 
hearings at subsequent stages of the zoning 

procedures.

TESTIMONY UNDER OATH
Recommendation 19: Requite that all testi
mony and other statements of fact be given 
under oath at all hearings held by or on be
half of the City Planning Commission, Of fie 
of Zoning Administration and Board of Zon.ng 

Appeals.
The 1966 Los Angeles County Grand 

Jury recommended that. "At any formal hear
ing wherein the advisability of granting, 
changing, or modifying zoning .s under con
sideration, both the pro|>oitents and opponents 
shall be placed under oath."

Staff hearing officers have generally in
dicated their opposition to this proposal on 
ilie grounds that it could inhibit the free 
expression of pertinent information, would 
unnecessarily delay proceedings and 'S unnec
essary since hearing officers are skilled m 
distinguishing fad from fiction. Ori the other 
hand, many members ol the public feel that

allowed to pass wilhout verification. On bal
ance, we conclude that requiring testimony or 
any other representations of fact under oath 
would heighten public confidence and at least 
produce more accurate and thoughtful testi
mony Among other jurisdictions, there is no 
unanimity aboul the desirability ol this re
quirement, but many planning and zoning 
bodies do follow this policy and report satis
factory results.

We further believe that oaths should be 
administered individually, and should be re
quired for all statements of fact whether 
given in testimony or otherwise.

VERBATIM RECORD
Recommendation 20: Make a verbatim record 
of the testimony at each hearing and retain 
such records for three years.

We concur in the suggestion made by 
many, and which we understand to be the pres
ent practice, that there be a complete record 
(but not necessarily a transcript) ol all hearings 
conducted by or lor the City Planning Com
mission, the Office of Zoning Administration 
a,vi the Board of Zoning Appeals. These rec
ords (tape recordings or stenotype notes) 
should be retained lor at least three years.

FINDINGS IN ZONING CASES
Recommendation 21: Amend the Charter and 
the Zoning Code to clearly require that spe
cific written findings of fact based upon com
petent evidence of record, and showing 
conformance or nonconformance to the re
quired criteria, must be adopted <n acting 
upon all zoning matters other than slight 
modifications as defined in the Charter and 
the Zoning Code.

If zoning procedures are to be fair, and 
sound decisions insured, the reasoning used in 
proceeding from evidence to decision must be 
available and subject to examination, compari
son and appeal. All too often the written rea
sons for decisions have been couched in only 
the broadest terms, offering the possibility at 
least for special interest objectives to be hid
den beneath a cloak of vague platiludes about 
the general public welfare



In other sections of this report we are 
recommending that zone changes musl be 
based upon the General Plan, that specific 
criteria for conditional uses must be written 
into the Code and that the Charter require
ments for variances be strengthened. These 
are the vital requirements to insure that each 
zoning action serves its intended public pur
pose and that legal authority is not being ex
ceeded. Written findings are needed in each 
case to relate the requirements to the decision. 
They serve (1) as a tool of analysis for Ihe 
decision-maker, (2) as an explanation to the 
public and (3) as a test by which an appeal 
body or the courts can examine the validity of 
the decision. Findings are a key element in 
making zoning procedures operate as they are 
meant to operate.

Two recent decisions of the California 
courts greatly strengthen the importance of 
proper findings.1* These cases make it clear 
that when written findings are required they 
must be correct statements, based on substan
tial evidence of record, and sufficient to sat
isfy the criteria for zoning action as estab
lished by law. It can now be expected that the 
courts will examine in derail the reasoning 
employed in local zoning decisions and will 
strike down zoning actions involving inade
quate or faulty findings.

APPEALS
Recommendation 22: Amend the Zoning Code 
to standardize appeal procedures tor all types 
of planning and zoning cases, and include the 
following provisions:

1. Allow a twenty-day period following 
the original determination for the fil
ing of appeals.

2, Provide that those eligible to file an 
appeal include an applicant, any per
son aggrieved, the Director of Plan
ning and the Planning Commission.

HeNew Impronmnl Club *. Beard of Permit 
Appeal!, 2d 5 A C.A. 160 (District Court of Appeal, 
hearing denied by Colifornip Supreme Court); Broad
way, Laguna, Vollejo Ana., at ol v. Board at Permit 
Appeal*, 66 A.C. 798 (California Supreme Court).

3. The written appeal must show specifi
cally wherein the original findings and 
determination arc not supported by 
the facts.

A. Appeals to the Board of Zoning Ap
peals, involving as they do interpre
tations of the provisions of the Charter 
and ordinances, arc to be considered 
only upon the record of the original 
hearing and determination. No now 
evidence may be introduced. If new 
evidence is offered the case shall be 
returned to the agency having origi
nal jurisdiction for rehearing and 
redetermination.

5. Any modification or reversal on appeal 
must include written reasons detailing 
wherein the original determination is 
not supported by the findings of fact, 
and must set forth specific revised 
findings.

6. Failure of the appellate body to act 
within fifty days after filing of an 
appeal (or longer period when an ex
tension of time is authorized! shall 
constitute denial of the appeal.

The purpose of appeals is frequently mis
understood. The only reason for conducting 
appeal proceedings is to correct the possible 
errors of an agency or office which has been 
given power to take certain actions—to insure 
that such an agency continues to operate 
within its assigned authority and responsibil
ity. It is not the proper function of an appeal 
agency to duplicate the functions of the 
agency from which the appeal is made. To do 
so is wasteful of time and money and opens 
the door to inconsistency and unfairness be
tween the actions of the two agencies.

In Los Angeles, it is apparent that zoning 
appeals have sometimes been looked upon by 
both appellants and City officials as a means 
of applying alternate sets of policies and 
standards to particular situations, and not as a 
check to insure that adopted rules and policies 
are being followed. If the rules or policies are 
wrong, they should be changed for everybody 
by aefion of a legislative or policy-making 
body, not for a few by action of an administra
tive appeals agency.
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Il is also an abuse ol Ihe appeals proce
dure to use it as a means of bypassing the 
agency having original jurisdiction rather than 
os a means of correcting the errors of thai 
agency. Too many zoning cases have been 
liled and pursued with little or no concern for 
the adequacy or outcome of the proceeding 
before the agency having original jurisdiction, 
on I he assumption that what really counts is 
the attitude of ihe ap|>ellate body.

The basic steps involved in sound appeal 
procedure are shown in Figure 10.

The first determination by the appeal 
body is wlielher or not the original decision
maker had sufficieni information upon which 
to base a decision. II pertinent facts were not 
disclosed in the original application, investi
gation and hearing, there has not been a full 
opportunity for reaching a sound decision in 
the first instance. In this circumstance the

Sicp I

Slrp 2

Sup J

ISSUES T0 Be
Rciolved by 
Appeal Agcnry

ACTION Required 
el Appeal Agency

Figure 10. Guide tor Recommended Appcol Procedure

original proceeding is incomplete rather than 
erroneous. Rather than substitute its own lodg
ment based on dillerent information, the 
appeal body should, in such a situaiion, return 
the matter to the original authority (or re
consideration in light ot Ihe full facls ot the 
case. To do otherwise is to invite the with
holding of information simply fnr the purpose 
of justifying an appeal—in effect bypassing 
the agency having original jurisdiction. New 
time limits should apply when a case is re

turned for reconsiders ton. Where rehearing 
occurs because an appellant failed to provide 
information which could have been furnished 
initially, it would be appropriate to require a 
rehearing fee.

The next question for the appeal body is 
whether or not the original decision has ex- 
ceded the bounds of the law, regardless of 
whether the appeal body agrees with the deci
sion. For this purpose, the findings of the



original authority must be examined to deter
mine it they demonstrate a suitable relation
ship between the facts of the case and the 
conclusions reached. If the decision is found 
to be reasonable and proper in the circum
stances, the appeal body is not justified in 
substituting its own judgment for that of the 
original authority.

Only after it has been determined that 
Ihe original reasoning went beyond the appli
cable legal requirements is it proper for an ap
peal agency to apply ils own specific reasoning 
to the case. To assure that the appeal body, in 
turn, does not go beyond the requirements of 
law, it must state its own reasoning in the 
form of written findings which, if necessary, 
can be reviewed by higher authority—usually 
the courts.

The key requirement to maintain proper 
appeal procedure, therefore, is to prohibit the 
appeal body from considering matters de novo, 
that is, on the basis of new information or 
arguments. Instead, each appeal should be 
considered entirely on the basis of the record 
of the original proceeding. This, of course, 
requires the keeping of an adequate record, 
including both the pertinent facts and the 
reasoning based on the facts, thus emphasiz
ing the importance of written findings as dis
cussed in a previous section of this report.

The second requirement to insure the 
proper handling of appeals is to require that 
the reasoning involved in appellate decisions 
is also fully disclosed through specific written 
findings. For appeal decisions which modify or 
reverse previous decisions, there must be two 
types of findings: first, those showing error 
in the original determination; and second, 
those supporting whatever revised decision is 
made.

FILING OF APPEALS
To justify filing an appeal, there must 

be a showing that error has been made in the 
original determination. Since appeals should 
be considered entirely on the record, and 
since the burden of proof is on the appellant.

the written appeal should establish the claim 
of error. The Zoning Code now requires spe
cific showings of error to be stated on the 
appeal forms for the various types of zoning 
matters. -However, it is found rhat appeals are 
often submitted with only the most general 
statements as to why the initial decision is 
believed to be in error. As suggested in the 
discussion concerning the fifing of applications, 
there should be a careful checking of appeal 
forms before their acceptance. Although the 
staff of a City agency can be authorized to 
refuse to accept an improperly filled out ap
peal, appellants should be encouraged to pre
sent their case as specifically and in as much 
detail as possible.

A present problem, however, is that for 
variances and conditional uses the appeal 
must be filed within ten days from the issu
ance of the original determination. We believe 
this does not always provide enough time for 
an appellant to analyze the determination and 
prepare his appeal in sufficient detail. We 
recommend a twenty-day filing period for var
iance and conditional use appeals—the same 
period as now allowed on zone change appeals.

Finally, concern has been expressed be
cause, for some zoning matters, only "an 
applicant or any other person aggrieved" is 
permitted to file an appeal. This wording ex
cludes appeals by persons not directly affected 
by a zoning action.

It has been suggested that any Council
man be permitted to file an appeal in zoning 
matters. If this were permitted, a Councilman 
would be able to file an appeal and then, 
when it reached the City Council, pass judg
ment on the appeal. Such a situation would 
be untenable. However, it is possible that a 
Zoning Administrator, for example, could take 
an action contrary to the general plan of a 
community, yet neither the applicant nor 
directly affected property owners file an ap
peal. In order to protect the public interest in 
such cases, we propose that the Planning Com
mission and the Planning Director be em
powered to cause an appeal to be presented 
to the Board of Zoning Appeals.

i
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TRANSFERS OF JURISDICTION
Recommendation 23: Amend the Zoning Code 
to standardize the procedure tor transfer of 
jurisdiction to an appellate body when the 
original body fails to act, and include the fol
lowing provisions:

1. Failure of the original authority to act 
within the fifty-day time limit (or 
longer period when an extension of 
time is authorized! constitutes neither 
approval nor denial but permits trans
fer upon written request of the appli
cant. The appellate body then assumes 
ail responsibilities and duties imposed 
Upon the original authority, and must 
act within fifty days of transfer of 
jurisdiction (or longer period when 
extended by mutual consent).

2. Upon transfer of jurisdiction, public 
notification shall be made and a hear
ing held in the same manner as re
quired for an original hearing.

The provision lor a transfer of |urisdic- 
lion is intended to enforce the timely comple
tion ol proceedings and decisions by the 
agency having original jurisdiction. If a de
termination is not made within a specified 
time limit, then ihe applicant may have the 
case transferred to the appellate body, and this 
body then acts in place of the original author
ity. This provision is desirable to insure timely 
action but it should not be abused, as has 
happened occasionally, by permitting the ap
plicant to select his forum.

Aclditional authority should be provided 
for the extension of time limits on zoning 
proceedings in proper cases. In normal cases 
the present fifty-day time limit has proved 
sufficient for stalf investigation, notification, 
hearing, report and decision. Present provi
sions should be retained which permit the

Zoning Administrator lo extend the time when 
more information is required. In major cases, 
Ihe lime is often extended by mutual consent 
of the applicant and the agency having juris
diction. In unusual cases, however, legal opin
ion or special research may be required even 
though an applicant does not consent to delay 
for such purposes. Under these circumstances, 
the agency having jurisdiction should not be 
forced eiiher to make a decision based on in
adequate information or to lose jurisdiction 
by transfer to the appeal agency. A maximum 
time limit for this type of delay should be 
provided, however, together with the criteria 
to be met to justify such a delay.

If the other recommendations of this 
chapter are followed concerning requirements 
about the providing of full information during 
initial proceedings, it is unlikely that a trans
fer of jurisdiction could occur except when a 
decision-making agency is truly negligent in 
reaching a decision. In other cases it would be 
possible to stop the running of time limits un
til needed information is furnished, thus avoid
ing an unwarranted transfer of jurisdiction.

In those few cases where a transfer of 
jurisdiction does occur, there should be assur
ance of the same degree of fact-finding and 
analysis as would be the case under the origi
nal authority. To accomplish this the Code 
should make it clear thal under a transfer, the 
appellate body must assume all responsibilities 
and adhere to the procedures which would have 
been followed by the original authority. The 
City Planning Department should be required 
to provide staff services for a transferred case, 
including investigation, report and recommen
dations in the same manner as would have 
been provided if the case had not been 
transferred.





CHAPTER 4
RESOLVING THE PUBLIC INTEREST— 

A DEFINITION OF ROLES

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To organize and define the roles of the various officials 

involved in the planning and zoning process in a way 
that leads to full recognition of the public interest.

In the previous chapters of this report, 
we have been concerned primarily with the 
legally established specifications for city plan
ning and zoning practice. In this chapter, we 
turn to more intangible factors involved in 
public decision-making. Government should 
serve the public interest, but the public inter
est is an elusive concept. However, by bring
ing together people who represent the public 
in different ways, with different approaches 
and points of view, our governmental system 
seeks to guarantee the best possible determi
nation of the public interest. This system is 
often described as consisting of checks and 
balances.

The possible abuses which have given 
rise to the work of this Committee are due to 
a partial breakdown in the checks and balances 
which had been intended to insure that plan
ning and zoning practices serve the broad 
public interest. The system was designed to 
provide a set of distinctive, but interrelated, 
official roles which would prevent domination 
of the system by any one interest group and 
encourage exposure of arid'counteract any 
abuse. But we find that recent practice has 
tended toward an overlapping of the roles 
played by elected officials, appointed board

members and professional staff. This has re
sulted, in some cases, in an inadequate reso
lution of the public interest and a decrease in 
governmental efficiency.

The original concept, as we interpret it, 
was to have essentially a three-way balance 
among the political system (represented by the 
City Council and the Mayor), a non-political 
"civic conscience" (reflected by the City 
Planning Commission and Board of Zoning 
Appeals), and a professional-technical-admin- 
istratve staff (the City Planning Department 
with responsibility focused on the Director of 
Planning and the Chief Zoning Administrator). 
This arrangement was in line with the nation
wide growth of the concept of a planning 
commission as a group of knowledgeable civic 
leaders interested in the long-term develop
ment of their city and bound by neither par
tisan political considerations nor an overly 
technical viewpoint which might not be fully 
appreciative of community values and atti
tudes.

The basic relationship among the Mayor, 
City Council and City Commissions is a funda
mental issue in Los Angeles City government 
because of the unique and extensive use of 
commissions to provide either management



control or policy guidance for most City de
partments. It is beyond the scope of this Com
mittee to deal with this broad question; 
undoubtedly, if is a matter currently under 
consideration by toe Los Angeles City Charter 
Commission. However, with respect to plan
ning, we believe the organizations1: structure, 
with powers revised in accordance with the 
various recommendations of this report, can 
be effective if used properly. In particular, the 
Planning Commission serves in a unique 
screening capacity which we believe should be 
retained. This commission, unlike certain 
others, is not the administrative head of the 
department.

Figure i I shows the present organiza
tional relationships of the City officials and 
agencies directly involved with planning and 
zoning, as defined by the City Charter and 
ordinances. Although Ihe Charter provisions 
affecting organization have been changed 
somewhat over the years, the current pattern 
still ref'ects the basic three-part relationship 
of elected officials, citizen appointees, and 
civil service staff as envisioned in the original 
provisions. The recommendations of this chap
ter are intended to strengthen these officers 
and agencies in assuming and maintaining 
their proper roles within the existing structure.
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Figure 11. Organisation Chort — City Agencies With Responsibility for Planning ond Zoning
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
AND BOARD OF ZONING 
APPEALS

The Planning Commission should be a 
high caliber advisory agency with an inde
pendence of action from both the political 
arena and the bureaucracy. In this role, it can 
serve as a balancing influence and a source 
of both continuity and innovation. We believe 
the Commi ssion should not assume legislative 
authority in any manner, nor should it act as 
a board of management; it should be an advisor 
to both legislators and the Director,

As we have pointed out in Chapter 2, the 
Board of Zoning Appeals should play a strictly 
quasi-judicial role, and this too requires inde
pendence from both political and bureaucratic 
influences; the law alone should be the Board's 
primary guide.

APPOINTMENTS
Recommendation 24: In making and confirm
ing appointments to the City Planning Com
mission and the Board of Zoning Appeals, the 
Mayor and the City Council must assume full 
and equal responsibility for insuring that per
sons of the highest integrity, competence and 
interest in civic and public affairs are selected.

Because of their broad influence on both 
public and private land development, the ap
pointive positrons on both the City Planning 
Commission and the Board of Zoning Appeals 
have special responsibility, sensitivity and bur
dens. We consider it absolutely essential that 
people of the highest integrity, competence 
and civic interest be appointed to those posi
tions. We believe that the basic personal qual
ifications required include;

• Civic mlndedness, understanding and 
leadership.

• A deep interest in planning for orderly 
community development.

• 5k i 11 in analyzing complex situations 
involving social, economic and physical 
elements and—especially for the Board 
of Zoning Appeals—judicial tempera
ment and skill

» No substantial conflicts of interest.
« Time availabfe to meet the burdens 

of the office.

We do not belteve any foolproof system 
exists for insuring that appointees meet these 
criteria. In the first instance, the responsibility 
for appointments rests with the Mayor, but we 
believe the Council must accept equal respon- 
sponsibility for the quality of appoinl merits by 
conscientiously exercising its power to con
firm only after careful inquiry.

Recommendation 25: Furnish new appointees 
with a written manual covering the nature of 
the planning and zoning functions, the role 
of the Planning Commission and Board of 
Zoning Appeals, and the legal, policy and 
ethical limitations within which they must 
operate. (The Committee will make more spe
cific recommendations on this in a subsequent 
report.)

Our understanding is that the City Plan
ning Department provides a briefing for new 
appointees and furnishes them with various 
official documents and explanatory material 
relating to their duties. However, we feel it 
would be valuable for each commissioner and 
board member to have a well organized and 
indexed volume for ready reference, bringing 
together in succinct form all significant in
formation on laws, principles, policies and 
practices relating to their activities. Such a 
document might best be maintained in loose- 
leaf form for continuous updating.

In addition, advantage should be taken 
of outside organizations such as universities 
and associations of government officials which 
might organize meetings or seminars for ex
change of information concerning practices in 
other jurisdictions and innovations in the field 
of planning, zoning and public administration. 
The City should encourage such participation.

Recommendation 26: The Director of Plan
ning should arrange periodic meetings with 
members of the Planning Commission, the 
Board of Zoning Appeals, the City Attorney, 
Zoning Administrators and key staff mem
bers to review over-all operations, consider 
basic policies, examine the relationship of 
zoning actions to such policies and reevaluate 
established procedures and policies in the light 
of advancements elsewhere.

ORIENTATION

POLICY REVIEWS



In order for any organization to continue 
to achieve its basic objectives, there must be 
a means of monitoring results, evaluating over
all effectiveness and making adjustments in 
policy when necessary. It is our understanding 
that, in spite of a steady stream of zoning 
and planning cases lo consider, the Planning 
Commission, Board of Zoning Adjustment and 
Planning Department staff occasionally con
duct policy review sessions. We commend this 
practice and urge its continuance and strength
ening on a regularly scheduled basis.

One important part of Such discussions 
should be periodic explanations by the City 
Attorney of significant court decisions in 
California and other states. In addition, infor
mation on new techniques in planning and 
zoning should be presented and discussed. 
Finally, there should be an exchange of atti
tudes and ideas among the agencies respon
sible for planning and zoning in Los Angeles, 
directed toward definition of their respective 
roles and effective coordination of the City's 
planning and zoning processes.

TERMS OF OFFICE
Recommendation 27: Amend the Charter to 
strengthen the system of overlapping terms 
of service on the City Planning Commission 
and the Board of Zoning Appeals as intended 
by the City Charter. This should be accom
plished by providing that:

1. Appointments can only be made when 
an office becomes vacant.

2. Vacancy in an office occurs only upon:
a. Expiration of the term.
b. Removal accomplished by cither:

1) Request of the Mayor approved 
by simple majority vote of the 
Council.

2) On initiative of the Council by 
a two-thirds vote. If disap
proved by the Mayor, a four- 
fifths vote required to sustain 
removal.

c. By a commissioner or board mem
ber filing a resignation with the 
City Clerk.

3. Appointments will be deemed ap
proved if not acted upon by the 
Council within sixty days.

4. In the event the Mayor does not make 
an appointment within sixty days after 
a vacancy in an office occurs, the 
President of the City Council shall 
make the appointment, subject to 
confirmation by the Council as in the 
case of appointment by the Mayor.

The clear intent of the Cily Charter is 
to have overlapping terms of office or* City 
commissions and the Board of Zoning Ap
peals.1" The purpose of overlapping terms is 
to guarantee continuity of policy and experi
ence on these boards. We firmly believe this 
is essential to protect the independent advisory 
role of the Planning Commission and a con
sistent quasi-judicial role for the Board of 
Zoning Appeals.

The principal of continuity of policy and 
experience is of special and vital importance 
in planning and zoning since the aim is to 
develop and implement long-term plans for 
city development. The process of development 
and redevelopment is continuous and largely 
influenced by what has already happened or 
by what is firmly projected. If sudden and sub
stantial changes are made in the plans, pro
grams and standards of the City by new ap
pointees, chaos could result. The knowledge 
and understanding of a commissioner, which 
are principally the products of experience, rep
resent valuable assets to the City. In the event 
of complete and sudden change in the person
nel of the Commission, a void in the availability 
of this kind of background will develop, and the 
new Commission will be forced to operate for 
a period of time without an understanding of 
what and how things were done in the past.

Unfortunately the City Charter, although 
clear as to intent, does not provide adequate 
restrictions against violation of this principle. 
Commissioners can be replaced at any time 
simply by appointing someone else to their 
office; also, they can be continued after their 
term of office expires and thus made subject 
to replacement at any time. In some cases, 
resignations have been secured and held for 
use at any time. Such practices hardly con
tribute to the exercise of independent judg
ment on the part of appointees.

In 1961 as in 1953, a new Mayor re
placed most of the members of the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Appeals. A 
majority of City commissioners was also re
placed in 1939 after a new Mayor was elected 
in a recall campaign. Since 1961, the average 
tenure on these two boards has been 2.5 years, 
compared with 4.3 years for the period 1940 
to 1961 (see Figures 12 and 13).

■•"Ui AngeJe* City Chortti, Sections 72 aid 9816, pro
vides tor live-year ie?ms of office wlih one term 
expiring each year.
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We believe it is essential to sound and 
effective planning and zoning to make the 
intent of the Charter mandatory in regard to 
overlapping service on the City Planning Com
mission and Board of Zoning Appeals. This can 
be accomplished by requiring that (1) appoint
ments or reappointments be made at the 
beginning of each term of office on the Com
mission or Board. (2) removal from office can 
occur only with the consent of the City Council 
(which body may require a showing of sub
stantial reason such as improper conduct in 
office), and (3) resignations become effective 
only when voluntarily and publicly submitted.

Under Council Pile No. 136,635, a Char
ter amendment similar to our recommenda
tions is currently being considered. We urge 
the inclusion of our specific proposals in this 
Charter amendment.

COUNCIL ACTION
Recommendation 28: Provide by Charter or
ordinance that, for planning and roning mat
ters where time limits arc not otherwise 
provided, each such matter must appear on 
the Council agenda each ninety days from 
the date of transmittal to the Council, until 
Council action is completed.

In all legislative matters and most policy 
issues, the final resolution of the public inter
est should and does occur on the floor of the 
City Council. Professional analysis is provided 
by City staff; independent civic advice is 
offered by City commissions and others; but 
it is the ultimate responsibility of the elected 
representatives to debate the issues and reach 
a decision. Two principles are well recognized 
as basic to the legislative process: the minority 
should be heard, but the majority should rule.

Because Councilmen are elected by dis
tricts, the Committee finds it important to 
emphasize the responsibility of each Council
man for the City as a whole. Practices which 
permit a Councilman individually to control 
decisions affecting his district is in effect a 
form of minority rule and should be elimi
nated. We cfo not object to any Council pro
cedures allowing reasonable consideration, but 
we do propose that the practices which permit
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one or two Councilmen to prevent action 
indefinitely without support by the majority 
should be changed.

We believe that in most instances the 
Council acts as expeditiously as possible on 
planning and zoning matters. But apparcn-ly 
on rare occasions action has been unreasonably 
delayed or prevented by holding a file in 
Committee or in a Councilman's office.

It should be noted that time limits are 
provided by Charter and ordinance for staff 
and Commission action on most planning and 
zoning matters. It is perhaps unreasonable to 
impose time limits for final legislative action 
on these same matters, but at least there 
should be the opportunity for the majority to 
act within a reasonable time. If the Council 
has failed to take action on a planning or 
zoning matter within ninety days of submis
sion to the Council, the Council as a whole 
should be aware of the delay and the reasons 
therefor, and if the majority so decides, the 
Council as a whole should be able to act 
upon the matter. This purpose would be ac
complished by the above recommendation.

Recommendation 29: Identify in the Chatter 
and Code those matters that are legislative in 
character (as distinguished from administra
tive and quasi judicial matters) and therefore 
to bs adopted by ordinance with the right of 
veto by the Mayor.

As the chief city-wide elected official, 
the Mayor properly has an important role to 
play in legislative and policy-making matters. 
Several of the Committee's recommendations 
are intended to strengthen the role of the 
Mayor by assuring that he does in fact have 
veto power over legislative and policy actions, 
as intended by the City Charter. In zoning 
matters, the major change would be ihe criteria 
and circumstances under which conditional 
uses could be approved. Thus, the Mayor would 
have veto power over the Cede provisions and 
subsequent amendments governing these land 
uses."1

iijoe Chopler 2 re: Condliicnol Dies, pp 30-33. and 
Planned Development*, p 34.
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In addition, the small group of unusual 
but significant land uses which we refer to 
as unclassifiable would be individually author
ized by ordinance-"- and thus subject to veto. 
These unclassifiable uses, as well as the more 
significant conditional uses, are now subject 
only to approval by the Planning Commission, 
unless appea'ed to the Council, in which case 
action is by resolution. The Mayor has no veto 
power over Council resolutions.

In Chapter 1 we emphasized the impor
tance of the General Plan as a major policy 
document of the City. In view of its importance, 
the Mayor should have the same degree of 
authority and responsibility for the General 
Plan as for legislative matters. As explained in 
Chapter 1, the General Plan is not suitable for 
adoption by ordinance because if is general in 
character and serves as a guide rather than 
as a set of definite regulations. Therefore, we 
have recommended that a copy of any General 
Pian matter should be submitted to the Mayor 
prior to Council action, and a two-thirds vote 
of the Council should be requirec to override 
any recommendation of the Mayor concerning 
the General Plan.3"

The various recommendations referred 
to in this section will carry out the intent of 
Grand Jury Recommendation 3 which pro
posed that the Mayor have veto power over 
those actions which in effect constitute 
reclassification of property.

"-See Chapter 2 re: UnclossiUable Uses, pp 33-34. 
""See Chapter 1 re: General Plan Procedure, pp 17-21.

OVERRIDING OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
BY CITY COUNCIL

The Charter presently requires the re
ferral of all zoning matters, as well as many 
other matters relating to planning to the City 
Planning Commission before the Council may 
act. A two-thirds vote of the Council is re
quired to act over the disapproval of the 
Commission, and, if the Mayor vetoes this 
action, a three fourths vote of the Council is 
required to override. In general, these provi
sions are designed to give some weight and 
balance to the longer range concerns of the 
Commission as against the shorter range pres
sures often placed upon the Council. We favor 
retention of these present provisions.

Grand Jury Recommendation 8 calls for 
requiring a four-fifths vote of the City Council 
to override a recommendation of the Planning 
Commission which is in accordance with Ihe 
General Plan and substantially the same as the 
recommendation of the City Planning Depart
ment. This procedure would present practical 
difficulties in determining whether or not the 
necessary degree of conformance to the 
General Plan exists and whether or not there 
is sufficient agreement between the Com
mission and the Department. We believe the 
present requirements provide essentially the 
same degree of limitation on overriding actions 
of the Council, without the uncertainties in
herent in the Grand Jury proposal.
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CHAPTER 5
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC INTEREST

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To insure that the broad public interest is fully recog

nized, and to insure that official acts are not improp
erly influenced by special or private interests.

The basic protection against misuse of 
governmental power lies in public exposure. 
All phases of government decision-making 
should be subject to public scrutiny. At the 
same time, it mu$l be recognized that making 
an unreasonable fetish of public exposure can 
result in a virtual stalemate of governmental 
processes through protracted controversy and 
resulting discouragement of positive and 
imaginative proposals for action.

Planning and zoning matters are often 
complex in terms of both the factors involved 
and the objectives sought, thus making it 
difficult for the general public to understand 
the real issues, and easy for special interests 
to operate behind a smokescreen of attractive 
pictures and high-sounding cliches.

Recommendation 30: Strengthen the City's 
program of keeping the general public ade
quately informed as to the purposes, require
ments and procedures of sound planning and 
zoning and as to the activities and decisions 
of City government in planning and zoning 
matters. This program should include the 
following:

1. Make available to the public simple 
and clear explanations of adopted ob
jectives, policies, plans, regulations 
and procedures.

2. Place capable personnel in public con
tact positions and provide adequate 
training for such personnel.

3. Provide adequate records and staff at 
each branch office of the City Plan
ning Department.

4. Prepare a statement to be available for 
use at public hearings and meetings 
which explains clearly and simply the 
procedures which will be followed in 
the matters to be considered.

Recommendation 2 of the Grand Jury 
urged that ample information be provided 
to the public through knowledgeable govern
mental employees. The Jury was particularly 
concerned that individual property owners be 
able to seek zoning changes without the 
necessity of employing specialists to represent 
them at great additional cost. At the mini
mum, the Jury suggested that advice should 
be provided on applicable standards and pro
cedures We concur in this view and would 
expand it to include improving the availability 
of information to all interested citizens, not 
just zoning applicants.
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Everything possible should be done to 
assist the general public in understanding the 
purposes, procedures and requirements of 
sound city planning, including zoning, and to 
provide full factual and impartial information 
on the City's activities and decisions in this 
field so that sound actions will receive support 
and undesirable or improper actions will stir 
public reaction. Voluntary citizen organiza
tions and the news media should be encour
aged to assist in this effort, but the City must 
cooperate by making information readily 
available. The City Planning Department 
should be charged with maintaining a public 
information program for this purpose and 
should be provided with the necessary budge
tary support.

Too often citizens are unaware of the 
plans and programs affecting their neighbor
hood or community, and they react with shock, 
apathy, cynicism or hostility when changes 
occur. None of these reactions is likely to 
produce improvements in the situation. The 
citizen interested in constructive action should 
be aware of the General Plan as it relates to 
his area and of the zoning pattern, capital 
improvement program and other measures. He 
should know where he may conveniently obtain 
further information and should know of the 
procedures available either to seek desired 
changes or to prevent unwanted changes. A 
program to serve these purposes need not be 
elaborate or expensive, but it should be a 
continuous effort extending into all commu
nities within the City,

CODE OF ETHICS
Recommendation 31: The Committee recom
mends that the City Council adopt a code of 
ethics tor City officials and employees in
volved in planning and zoning matters. Prior 
to such action the Council should undertake 
further study of this broad area including 
consideration of recent constructive develop
ments elsewhere.

The problems of maintaining high ethical 
standards in planning and zoning matters be
come particularly acute because of the large 
sums of money or property values which may 
be involved-

Although a code of ethics for planning 
officials and employees might be helpful, we 
do not believe any such code can by itself 
be relied upon to prevent or disclose improper 
conduct. In fact, such a code may create a 
false sense of security. Therefore, the Com
mittee places primary emphasis on:

V Establishing and maintaining clearly 
dravrz laws and rules of procedure, understand
able by the widest segment of the citizenry, 
so that incorrect application of the law or 
imp'^per conduct becomes evident. Our various 
recommendations for revision of the Charter 
and Municipal Code should be applied in a 
manner responsive to this need.

2. The responsibility of the Mayor and 
Councilmen to be concerned with obtaining 
people cf the highest quality of competence 
and integrity to serve on commissions and 
boards. In this regard, we believe that more 
complete background information should be 
available to the City Council when confirma
tions of appointments are considered.

Iff all of the recommendations are adopted 
and implemented, they will maintain a system 
of checks and balances among the various 
agencies and branches of government so that 
abuses are corrected. The Mayor, the City 
Council through its Governmental Efficiency 
Committee, the various officers, commissions 
and boards of the City and the Grand Jury 
all hare roles to play.

A.fter recognizing the importance of the 
above factors, it may be useful to develop a 
code of ethics and the means of maintaining 
it. We endorse the principle of establishing 
such a code, but any such code and enforce
ment system should be much broader in scope 
than planning and zoning activities alone.

'We note that the City Planning Commis
sion has included 12 principles of behavior 
and erhics in its statement of "General Oper
ating Policies and Practices" which was adopt
ed on October 19, 1967. These principles 
include (1) handling conflict of interest situa
tions in accordance with present Charter pro
visions, (2) piohi biting private communications 
with f) rties interested in planning and zoning 
cases, C3) prohibiting the acceptance of gifts 
and (i) avoiding any employment or business 
relationships in conflict with their official
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duties. We commend the Commission for 
setting forth these principles. However, we 
believe this statement should be considered 
only as an interim step, pending the adoption 
of a more specific code of ethics applicable 
to all officials involved with planning and 
zoning matters and consistent with an over-all 
code of ethics for City officials and employees.

In this connection, we have noted recent 
actions by the U.S. Senate and the California 
Legislature; proposals made for Fairfax County, 
Virginia; the recommendations of the Ameri
can Society of Planning Officials; and the 
system used in New York City. All of these 
and other constructive suggestions to encour
age ethical conduct should be considered in 
developing a code of ethics for Los Angeles.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Recommendation 32: Require by ordinance
and amplification of the Charter that prior to 
consideration of any planning or zoning mat
ter, each member of the City Planning Com
mission or Board of Zoning Appeals who has 
a private or personal interest in the matter 
must so state. If at any time during the con
sideration of a matter it becomes evident to 
a member that a conflict exists, he shall at 
that time so indicate, (The Committee will 
submit additional recommendations concern
ing conflict of interest in a subsequent report.)

The City Charter clearly intends that City 
officials must act solely in the public interest 
and therefore must not act on matters in 
which they have a personal or private interest.*1 
The moral obligation is clear. However, estab
lishing a suitable legal definition and a means 
of enforcing it are difficult.

The present Charter definition of conflict 
of interest is merely a reference to applicable 
State laws. The State law prohibitions have 
until recently related primarily to contracts 
and thus did not pertain to most planning and 
zoning matters. *■'■ However, apart from these 
provisions relating to interest in contracts, a 
recent Stale act, which became effective since

X'lLa Angelet City Charttr, Sections 28 and 28.1. 
3;'CoMornM Government Coda, Sections 1090, 1091.1, 

36523 ond 36526.

our Committee study began, provides that city 
councilmen and board and commission mem
bers are now required to disclose any "direct 
personal financial interest" in any matter 
coming before them in their official capacity.** 
Failure to make a required disclosure consti
tutes misconduct in office which can result 
in removal.

Under Section 28.1 of the Charter, the 
City Attorney is required to render opinions, 
when requested, as to whether a commissioner, 
board member, employee or other officer of 
the City, except a member of the Council, has 
a prohibited interest in a particular matter. 
When such interest is found to exist, the mat
ter must be referred to the Board of Referred 
Powers. At present, the Board of Referred 
Powers consists of five Councilmen. In plan
ning and zoning matters, we question the logic 
of the present Charter provision that disquali
fication of one member of a board in effect 
automatically disqualifies all members by 
forcing transfer of the matter to the Board of 
Referred Powers.

Also, in the present Charter and State 
law provisions, there is no express prohibition 
of indirect conflicts which may arise through 
third party connections or friendships. We 
therefore feel that a satisfactory and complete 
definition of conflict of interest should be 
developed and incorporated into the City 
Charter.

In applying conflict rules to City officials, 
a system of disclosure which protects both the 
privacy of the Individual and the public inter
est is needed. With respect to zoning matters, 
we believe this can best be accomplished by 
requiring each Commission or Board member, 
before becoming involved in each matter, to 
consider whether he has any conflict of 
intrest, and if so to declare that fact. This 
would be a more comprehensive and effective 
disclosure procedure than only the reporting 
of real estate holdings each six months as 
contained in Recommendation 4 of the Grand 
Jury. We have not included the members of 
the City Council within our recommendation 
because the disclosure rules for Councilman 
must extend to many matters beyond the scope

’'‘'Californio Government Code, Section 1120.
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of our study, limited as it is to planning and 
zoning matters.

In our consideration of conflict of inter
est, we have carefully reviewed the report of 
the City Attorney relative to the Charter pro
visions and present State law.3’ We are aware 
that our Recommendation 32 does not involve 
any basic change from present requirements. 
However, it i$ intended to accomplish a codi
fication of the State law and Charter rules 
for disclosure of conflicts by members of the 
Planning Commission and Board of Zoning 
Appeals. We are giving further consideration 
to the definition of conflicts, the circum
stances under which disqualification should 
occur and other related matters. We plan to 
report on this at a future date.

PRIVATE COMMUNICATIONS
Recommendation 33: Enact an ordinance re
quiring that communications between interest
ed parties and members of the City Planning 
Commission or Board of Zoning Appeals con
cerning any matter pending before the Com
mission or Board shall be limited to oral state
ments in open public meeting and written 
statements addressed to the Commission or 
Board as a whole. Engaging in private oral 
or written communications concerning such 
matters shall constitute a misdemeanor by all 
of the parties involved and misconduct in 
office by City officials.

In Califom.a, the Ralph M. Brown Act, 
adopted in 1953, has established the principle 
that members of public bodies must not reach 
decisions in secret.** This act extends to the 
Planning Commissioners and members of the 
Board of Zoning Appeals. Private communica
tions between interested parties and the Board 
or Commission members on matters under 
consideration, other than in open public meet
ings, should also be prohibited.

»TRoq«r Arneberoh. City Attorney, "Reporl Re: Effect ot 
Assembly Bill 2075 (Chopin 1007, Stabiles of 19671 
on Action! ot Councils, Booids and Commissions." Re
post No. 6, October 20, 1967. This report deals wrlh 
lbe elleci ot Colilornio Government Code, Section 
I l?0. hi relobon to the City Chorter and other pro- 
VIMUI.C ol Stole low*

^Calitpmio Government Cede, Sections 54950-54960.

If a prohibited communication does oc
cur, if should be incumbent on the Commis
sion or Board member to disclose immediately 
and fully such fact and the nature of the 
communication. Failure to make such dis
closure should constitute misconduct in office 
which can result in removal.

It is possible that a Commission or Board 
member could be involuntarily drawn into 
prohibited communication either through a 
personal letter or by being engaged in con
versation before the subject of discussion 
bicomes evident. If, because of such a contact, 
the member were required to disqualify him
self from voting, this requirement could con
ceivably be used as a means of either elimi
nating adverse votes on a matter or at least 
preventing action. Therefore, we suggest that, 
in the event a prohibited communication oc
curs which is involuntary on the part of a 
Commission or Board member, full disclosure 
must be made, but thereafter the member 
would have the option of either disqualifying 
himself or voting against the interest of the 
party making the approach.

Our recommendation differs somewhat 
from Recommendation 5 of the Grand Jury 
which would allow discussions in governmental 
offices as well as in public meetings. With 
respect to Board and Commission members, 
we believe that, in order to protect the non
political character of their functions, all mem
bers should receive the same Information and 
all such information should be a matter of 
public record. Therefore, private contacts 
with these appointed officials, even in govern
mental offices, should be prohibited.

Councilmen and the Mayor, on the other 
hand, as elected representatives, should have 
the maximum accessibility to their constitu
ents. Therefore, we do not believe it would be 
feasible to restrict their communications be
yond the provisions of the Brown Act. However, 
under our recommendation, Councilmen and 
representatives of the Mayor's office would be 
prohibited from private communications with 
members of the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Zoning Appeals in the same manner 
as other interested parties would be precluded 
from such private contacts concerning plan
ning and zoning matters under consideration.
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Furthermore, it should be noted that the im
port of other recommendations of our report 
is for the Council to be concerned with city
wide planning policy and zoning legislation, 
but for determinations concerning individual 
property to be left to the administrative and 
quasi-judicial agencies.

FIELD INSPECTIONS — BOARD OF 
ZONING APPEALS
Recommendation 34: With respect to the
Board of Zoning Appeals, field inspections by 
its members should be made only as an ad
journed meeting of the Board and in the 
company ot representatives of both sides of 
the issue. Findings of fact based upon inspec
tions must be on the basis ot such inspections 
by the Board as a whole.

Under our recommendations in Chapters 
2 and 3, the Board of Zoning Appeals would be 
limited to considering appealed cases on the 
basis of the record made before a Zoning 
Administrator. The Board would not consider 
these cases de novo and therefore would not 
take additional evidence except in those cases 
where a Zoning Administrator fails to act with
in the designated time limit. If the Board were 
to accept a field inspection report from one of 
its members as a basis for its decision, it would 
in effect be receiving additional evidence. On 
the other hand, if the Board as a whole makes 
a field inspection as part of its announced 
and scheduled public consideration of the 
matter, it may be considered as part of the 
process of examining the record of the case. 
Thus, this recommendation is intended to pro
tect the proper functioning of the Board.

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS
Recommendation 35: Amend the Charter and 
enact municipal legislation to supplement 
State law concerning campaign contributions, 
including consideration of gifts and gratuities, 
which may affect planning and zoning, with a 
view to requiring itemized reports from all 
elected officials and candidates for elective 
office listing donors and amounts from each 
donor. Such reporting should include indirect 
contributions handled through campaign com
mittees, campaign management firms or other 
individuals or organizations. (Further details on

this subject are to be developed in a subse
quent Committee report.)

State law now controls campaign contri
butions to local officials to the extent of 
requiring reporting of the total amount directly 
received by the candidate.3" We find that this 
is entirely inadequate since no itemization of 
amounts by each donor is required, and fre
quently no reporting i$ made concerning funds 
received by independent committees or other 
organizations. The management of campaigns 
by professional firms is a practice now com
monly accepted but apparently not contem
plated when the present laws were written.10

We believe that a candidate should be 
held publicly accountable for all campaign 
contributions on his behalf. In order to enforce 
this accountability, it is essential that all firms, 
citizens committees and any others receiving 
funds for campaign purposes be required by 
law to furnish the necessary itemized financial 
reports to the candidate.

Although it may be argued that State 
law has preempted the field of control over 
campaign contributions, we feel that municipal 
regulations to supplement State law would be 
justified. We therefore suggest drafting a 
Charter amendment and an ordinance which 
would make financial reporting of campaign 
contributions fully effective.

Recommendation 7 of the 1966 Grand 
Jury proposed that in connection with each 
zoning case the applicant be required to file 
an affidavit listing any campaign contributions 
made or promised to any elected official who 
may vote on the application. We believe our 
Recommendation 35 will provide a more prac
tical and comprehensive approach to campaign 
reporting. If our recommendation is carried 
out it should provide an adequate means of 
revealing contributions from zoning applicants.
It should be noted that the "lobbyist" regis
tration ordinance now requires persons covered 
by Municipal Code Section 48.06 to maintain 
certain financial records."

auCotilornio Election Code, Sections II503 ond 11560. 
<,lSce Hcrt>c--I M. Bout and Williom M. Rost, Politic* 

Battle Plan (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1948).

-*'Loi Angola* Municipal Coda. Seciion 48.06 [Ordinance 
No. 134,571).



GRAND JURIES
Recommendation 36: The Committee recom
mends that the Mayor and Council request 
the State Legislature to expand the powers ot 
grand juries to permit investigation ot muni
cipal planning and zoning matters on their 
own initiative.

Under the existing law, a county grand 
jury does not have authority to investigate 
city government operations, including plan
ning and zoning matters, unless a request is 
made by the city or a criminal matter is 
involved. Because of the particularly critical 
and sensitive nature of planning and zoning 
activities, we believe a grand jury should have 
authority to investigate such matters on its

own initiative, at both the County and city 
levels, whether or not there is evidence of 
criminal violations.

In Los Angeles County there is also a 
serious problem because of the heavy workload 
imposed upon the Grand Jury. At present, a 
single jury is charged with investigation of 
criminal allegations throughout the County as 
well as reviewing the manifold operations of 
the County government for soundness and 
effectiveness. To improve surveillance of mu
nicipal planning and zoning activities, as well 
as to alleviate the over-all workload problem, 
we support the recommendation of the Dis
trict Attorney for State legislation to establish 
an additional grand jury in Los Angeles 
County.



CHAPTER 6
CITIZENS COMMITTEE RESPONSES 

TO GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATIONS

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To respond to the specific recommendations contained 

in the zoning report of the 1966 Los Angeles County 
Grand Jury.

In addition to proposing an independent, 
in-depth study ot zoning in Los Angeles, such 
as has now been made by this Citizens Ccm- 
mittee, the 1966 County Grand Jury made 
eight specific recommendations. In general, 
we believe our report deals with the basic 
problems which underlie the concerns of the 
Grand Jury, although our recommendations 
differ in some particulars. In this chapter, we 
summarize the Committee recommendations 
corresponding to each of the Grand Jury rec
ommendations. The complete zoning report of 
the Grand Jury is contained in Appendix B. 
The numbered sections below correspond to 
the numbering of the Grand Jury recommen
dations while the recommendation numbers 
in parentheses refer to the recommendations 
contained in Chapters 1 through 5 of this 
Citizens Committee report.

1. Professional Representatives. The Grand 
Jury proposed that professional representation 
of zoning applicants be regulated by registra
tion of such representatives, establishment of 
minimum ethical standards and public dis
closure of the services performed and for 
whom. Subsequently, the Council has enacted 
a ''lobbyist" registration ordinance. *s

i-’Lo* An^dci Munictpol Code, S’l* 46 L»i-£8.09 
:.G\U I 30? I

We have not ignored the problems con
nected with professional advocates in zoning 
cases. However, since the City Council has 
enacted rather comprehensive legislation to 
regulate these activities, we feel it would serve 
no useful purpose to make further recommen
dations at this rime. After a reasonable period 
of experience with the new "lobbyist" ordi
nance, we suggest a review of this subject 
be undertaken.

2. Public Information. The Grand Jury 
suggested that ample public information on 
zoning standards and procedures should be 
available through governmental employees so 
that there would be little need for zoning 
applicants to employ professional representa
tives.

We concur and recommend that the City 
strengthen its public information program 
relative to planning and zoning through publi
cations, personnel training, branch office op
erations, and printed explanations of public 
hearing procedures (Recommendation 30).

3. Vato Power. The Grand Jury recom
mended that all conditional use permits and 
rulings of the Board of Zoning Adjustment be 
subject to appeal 1o the City Council and 
possible veto by the Mayor.
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We recommend that these individual ad
ministrative and quasi-judicial matters not be 
acted upon by the legislative body, but that 
the Mayor and Council exercise more effective 
legislative and policy control over these actions 
through improvements in the Zoning Code and 
the General Plan (Recommendations 2, 7, 8, 
9, 13, 14, 21 and 29).

4. Conflict of Interest. The Grand Jury 
recommended that members of the Council, 
Planning Commission and Board of Zoning 
Adjustment file confidential reports of their 
real estate holdings every six months.

We recommend that Commission and 
Board members be required by ordinance to 
declare conflicts of interest, including real 
estate holdings, before considering each plan
ning or zoning matter. State legislation, which 
has become effective since the beginning of 
our study, broadens the scope of conflicts 
which must be declared by local officials. In 
view of the report ot the City Attorney on this 
legislation,'1* we feel that no further recom
mendation is necessary at this time. However, 
in a subsequent report, we intend to submit 
further recommendations concerning indirect 
conflicts which may not be covered under the 
new State law (Recommendation 32).

5. Private Communications. The Grand 
Jury recommended that the Brown Act be 
extended to prohibit discussion of zone 
changes with Councilmen or Planning Com
missioners except in public meetings or regu
lar governmental offices.

We recommend a City ordinance prohib
iting any private oral or written communication 
between interested parties and Planning Com
mission or Board of Zoning Appeals members 
concerning matters under consideration. We 
have not included Councilmen within this 
recommendation because, as elected repre
sentatives, we believe their position requires 
maximum accessibility to their constituents. 
However, under our recommendation. Council- 
men would be prohibited from private com
munication with members of the Planning 
Commission and Board of Appeals in the same

Attorney. Raporr Nc. 6, cp. *i».

manner as other interested parties would be 
precluded from such private contacts (Recom
mendation 33).

6- Testimony Under Oath. The Grand 
Jury recommended that testimony be given 
under oath at all formal zoning hearings.

We concur and recommend that the prac
tice apply to hearings of the City Planning 
Commission, Board of Zoning Appeals and 
Office of Zoning Administration (Recommen
dation 19).

7. Campaign Contributions. The Grand 
Jury recommended that, in connection with 
each zoning case, the applicant be required 
to file a detailed list of campaign contributions 
made or promised to any elected official who 
may vote on the application.

We recommend City regulations requir
ing itemized reports from all elected officials 
and candidates, listing donors and amounts 
from each donor, including contributions han
dled through public relations firms and cam
paign committees. If this recommendation is 
carried out, it should provide a means of 
revealing contributions from zoning applicants 
(Recommendation 35).

8. Overriding of Recommendations. The
Grand Jury recommended that a four-fifths 
vote of the City Council be required to over
ride a recommendation of the Planning Com
mission which is in accord with the Master 
Plan and substantially the same as the recom
mendation of the City Planning Department.

We recommend no change from the pres
ent requirement for a two-thirds vote of the 
Council to override a Planning Commission 
recommendation. If the Council adopts an 
ordinance overriding an action of the Planning 
Commission and the Mayor vetoes the Council 
action, then a three-fourths vote of the Council 
is required to override the veto. We believe 
this provides substantially the same degree of 
limitation as suggested by the Grand Jury (see 
pages 81-82 of this report). In addition, the 
import of our report is to shift individual zon
ing decisions into the area of administrative 
determination with strict requirements lor con
formance to the General Plan and zoning code 
criteria (Recommendations 4, 7, 21 and 29).
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CHAPTER 7
A PROGRAM FOR ACTION

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To initiate, sustain and complete a program of action to 

accomplish the recommendations of this report.

In rhis chapter, we present an outline of 
the steps required to carry out our recom
mendations. There are essentially three types 
of actions involved: (1) amendment of the City 
Charter, (2) enactment of ordinances changing 
or supplementing the Municipal Code and (3) 
taking of administrative action by various City 
agencies. For many of our recommendations 
two or all three types of action are called for 
in proper sequence. In addition, some inter
related recommendations should be grouped 
together as packages for consideration and 
action.

In Figure 14, we identify the actions 
required, listed in groups according to the 
type of action. For each Item the primary 
agencies which would be involved are indi
cated in the approximate order of their par
ticipation. Figure 15 provides a cross reference 
between recommendations and the discussion 
in this, report for implementing them. A 
suggested schedule for action is summarized 
graphically in Figure 16. We recommend that 
the Mayor and City Council request the various 
agencies to proceed to implement our recom
mendations in accordance with this schedule.

Before turning to the list of actions in 
Figure 14, it may be helpful to summarize

the reasons for arranging these actions in the 
groups shown.

A Code Amendments Which Can Be 
Made Without Changes in the Charter. A 
number of recommended amendments to the 
Municipal Code do not depend upon changes 
in the City Charter. These amendments 
should be promptly drafted and submitted 
for adoption.

B. Planning and Zoning Code Amend
ments Related to Charter Changes. Certain 
amendments will be needed to bring the Cede 
into conformance with the Charter as revised, 
and to implement the proposed new Charter 
provisions. These Code amendments should 
be drafted concurrently with the Charter 
amendments, and adopted so as to be effec
tive upon adoption and ratification of the 
Charter changes.

C. Complete Zoning Code Revision. The 
budget (or 1968? 1969 provides funds to com
mence work on the over-all revision of the 
Zoning Cede. By the time our report is pub
lished, ihe budget will have been adopted and 
we assume this urgently needed item will be 
included. Work on this project should begin 
as soon as possible.



D. Miscellaneous Ordinance Related to 
Charter Changes. Regulations which we pro
pose concerning conflict of interest, private 
communications and campaign contributions 
would not be part of the Zoning Code. Even
tually these ordinances might be incorporated 
into the City Administrative Code which is 
currently being assembled and codified.

E. Charter Amendments. Changes in the 
City Charter must be voted upon by the people 
of the City after either approval by the City 
Council or through the initiative process. The 
Los Angeles City Charter Commission ap
pointed by the Mayor is currently engaged 
in studying the entire City Charter. The 
Charter changes which we propose should be 
referred to and coordinated with the work of 
that body. However, we do not believe that 
our proposals should or need to be delayed 
until the Charter Commission completes its 
work. Since considerable time will be required 
for the drafting and consideration of Charter 
amendments before they can be placed on the 
ballot, it appears that the earliest feasible 
rimes for voting on these matters will be Ihe 
municipal elections in April and May 1969. 
We therefore suggest prompt action to prepare 
Charter amendments in accordance with cur 
recommendations, to be available for placing 
on the April 1, 1969, City primary ballot.

F. Administrative and Policy Actions. A 
number of our recommendations do not require 
changes in the City Charter or the Municipal 
Code and, therefore, can be accomplished by 
administrative order or policy resolution.

In the course of its work, the Committee 
has reviewed several specific proposals affect
ing planning and zoning which are currently 
under consideration by one or more City

agencies. We find three such matters which 
are in direct conflict wiih our recommenda
tions. Therefore, we suggest immediate policy 
action to drop those proposals and to adopt 
our recommendations in their place.

In other cases, although Charter or Code 
amendments or both are needed in order to 
establish mandatory requirements, there is 
nothing to prevent putting these recommen
dations into effect earlier by administrative 
action.

G. 1966-69 Supplemental Appropria
tions. A few of our recommendations will 
require, at least initially, the assignment of 
additional personnel not provided for in cur
rent budget requests. These matters are of 
such importance in realizing the public and 
private benefits of sound planning and zoning 
that we feel immediate consideration should 
be given to the allocation of funds for these 
programs.

H. 1969-70 Budget. During next year's 
budget preparation, as well as in succeeding 
years, special emphasis should be given to con
tinued support of improvements in planning 
and zoning. A high priority should be given 
to completing the over-ail revision of the 
Zoning Code. In addition, adequate funding 
should be continued to achieve and maintain 
a meaningful General Plan and fo inform the 
public adequately. Also, consideration should 
be given to present programs in relation to 
priority of needs in planning for Los Angeles. 
We are confident that the benefits to be 
gained are well worth the costs and that the 
long-term effect of improved procedures will 
be lower government expenditures than would 
be the case without these reforms.





Item
No. Action

Rccommendotion
No. Action Agencies

CHARTER AMENDMENTS (Group C)

E-l Prepare and submit proposed Charter amendments cover
ing all of the recommended changes to iho planning ond 
Zoning sections of the Charter (Article VIII),

1, *. 6.
12, 14,
>5,21;
28,29

City Planning Deportment
City Planning Commission
City Attorney
Mayor
City Council
Electorate

E-2 Prcporc and submit a Charter amendment clarifying 
terms of office for members of the City Planning Com
mission and Board of Zoning Adjustment. 27

City Attorney
Mayor
City Council
Eleciorolo

E 3 Prepare Ond Submit a Charter amendment concerning 
conflict of inicrest (see Hem 0-11, 32

City Attorney
Mayor
City Council
Electorate

E-4 Prepare ond submit a Charter amendment concerning 
private communications between interested parlies and 
Commission Or Board members (sec Item D-2) 33

City Attorney
Moyor
City Council
Electorate

£•5 Prepare and Submit a Charter amendment concerning 
reporting of compoign contributions (see Item D-3). 35

City Attorney
Mayor
City Council
Electorate

ADMINISTRATIVE AND POUCT ACTIONS (Group F)
f-1 Fit* I he "Q'-zone ordinance proposal. Coraider adopt ion 

ol Committee recommendation relating to the problem 
(Council File No. 132,669).

F-2 Proposed changes in the civil service stotus of the po
sitions of Chief Zoning Admlnisirotor and Associate 
Zoning Administrator. Retain present status.

F-3 The proposed ordinonce for plonntd residential develop
ment. Consider adoption of Committee rccommendotion 
rcloling to this subiecl (City Plan Cose No. 171551.

F-4 Support Stole logislolion authorizing o Grand Jury in 
Los Angeles County to investigate planning ond zoning 
motlcrs in locdl municipalities on its own initiative, and 
Support legislation to provide for on additional Grand 
Jury in Los Angeles County.

F-S Give continuing recognition to the need for careful 
selection of City Planning Commission and Board of 
Zoning Appaols appointees ond maintaining overlapping 
terms of office.

F-6 Require testimony at all hearings to be under oath. Con
firm the requirement that there be a verbotim record of 
each hearing, to be retained for at least three years.

10

13

9

36

24, 27

19, 20

F-7 Institute the proposed procedure for adoption ond amend
ment of the Generot Plon insofot as possible pending 2
adoption of Chorter and Code amendments (Items B-1 
ond E-l).

City Council

City Administrative Officer 
Civil Service Commission 
City Council

City Planning Commission

Mayor
City Council

Mayor 
City Council

Office of Zoning 
Administration 

Board ol Zoning AdiUStmcnt 
City Planning Commission

City Planning Deportment 
City Planning Commission 
City Council

Figoie 14. Actions Required to Implement Citiiom Committee Recommendation* (continued)
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Item
No- Actio-

Recent mendotle- 
Mo. Actien Agencies

F-B Prepare, opprovc and implement 0 program lor arca-l>y- 
areo review ol Ihc General Plan, including area boun
daries ond schedule.

3
City Plonning Deportment 
City Plonning Commission 
City Council

F-9 Prepore, approve and Implement o program (or orea-by- 
area review ol the Zoning Mop, including oreo boun
daries. schedule ond budge! (see Items B-l ond G-ll.

6
City Plonning Department
City Planning Commission
CKy Council

F-10 Adopt policies on private communications ond (icld trips.
33. 34

Board of Zoning Adjustment 
Cily Planning Commission

F-11 Schedule policy review sessions.
26

City Plonning Department
Cny Planning Commission 
Board of Zoning Adjustment

F-12 Conduct further study leading to adoption of o code ol 
eihics.

31 City Council

F-)3 Expedite improvements in the City's land ownership rec
ord system ond the development of a street address file.

17

City Clerk
City Administrative Officer 
Board of Administration of Ihc 

Do to Service Bureau
City Planning Department

F-14 Establish a public notification subscription service. (An 
ordinance may be required lo authorize this service; sec 
Item A-5).

IB City Plonning Department
Cily Council

F-15 Develop orientation manuals for Cily Planning Commis
sioners ond Board of Zoning Adjustment members sup
plemented by o program of seminors (see Hem G-3).

25
City Planning Deportment
City Plonning Commission 
Board o< Zoning Adjustment

F-16 Include Ihe idcnlilicalion and reporting of zoning vfefe- 
liCNis o* o port of nrher cily pfenning iurvvyi-

II Cily Plonning Deportment

BUDGET ITEMS

Group G: 1968-6? Suppltmonlol Appropriorroni
Provide lor oreoby area review of Ihc Zoning Map (sec 
Item F.9).

Ci-2 Provide for an exponded zoning enforcement program.

Provide for preparation ol on O'icntolion monool and 
seminors lor City Planning Commiuiuncn ond Board ol 
Zoning Adiuslment members (see Item F-15>.

Provide lor on improved public information program con
cerning plonning ond zoning.

Group H: 1969-70 Budget
H-l ..Provide lor connnuplion ol,.the.JSYivliPl Vt .Ifee. entire ...

Zoning Code (sec Item C-l). j

Figure 14. Actions Required te Implement Citizens Committee RecommenderJons
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City Plonning Deportment 
Mayor
City Administrative Oliicer 
City Council

Building and Solely 
Deportment 

Moyor
City Administrative OllrCcr 
City Council

Cily Plonning Department 
Mayor
City Administrative Officer 
City Council

City Planning Department 
Mayor
Cily Administrative Officer 
City Council

City Planning Department 
Mayor
City Administrative Otficer 
C>ty Council 

(continued)



Recommendation
No.

Action
Item No.

(from Figure 14} Page No.
Recommendohon

No.

Action
Item No.

(from Figure 14) Poge No.

i B-l, E-l 17 19 A-5, F-6 50
2 B-J, F-7 20 20 A-5, F-6 50
3 F-6 21 21 A-5, E-l 50
A A-3, E-l 22 22 A-4 51
5 C-l. H-l 22 23 A-4 54
6 B-l, E-l, F-9, G-l 25 24 F-5 58
7 A-1 30 25 F-15, G-2 58
6 A-1 33 26 F-ll 58
9 A-1, F-3 34 27 E-2, F-5 59

>0 F-l 34 28 A-5, E-t 62
1 1 F-16, G-2 38 29 A-5, E-l 62
12 B-l. E-l 39 30 G-4 64
13 F-2 41 31 F-!2 65
14' E-l 42 32 D-l, E-3 66
15 A-2, G-l, E-l 42 33 D-2, E-4, F-10 67
16 A-5 47 34 F-10 68

F-l 3 48 35 D-3, E-5 68
.8 | A-5. F-l 4 49 36 F.4 | 69

Figure 15, Cross-Reference of Recommendations, Implementing Actions ond Discussion in Report

Group
Code

1968 1969

Type of Action Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jon Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Municipal Code Revisions

Chonges in the Charter

Charter Chonges

Miscellaneous Ordinances Related Id Chorter Changes

Charter Amendments
D
£

Policy Actions

Budget Items

1968-69 Supplemental
Appropriations

G

H1969-70 Budget

Figure 16, Suggested Schedule for Plonning end Zoning Improvements
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APPENDIX A
BACKGROUND AND ORGANIZATION 

OF THE COMMITTEE

FORMATION OF THE COMMITTEE
The Citizens Committee on Zoning Prac

tices and Procedures was created as a result 
of a special report of the 1966 Los Angeles 
County Grand Jury. The Grand Jury had com
pleted its investigation of a criminal matter 
in which it was claimed representations had 
been made about favorable zoning treatment 
from the City of Los Angeles being secured 
in exchange for the payment of money. The 
case involved an application for a conditional 
use permit. Such applications are not provided 
for in the City Charter but are authorized by 
ordinance to be acted upon by resolution of 
the Cily Council. The Mayor has no velo power 
over such actions.

After hearing the evidence, the Grand 
Jury stated that many circumstances in the 
case caused it grave concern and the evidence 
it heard clearly demonstrated influence can, 
has been, and in all probability will be exerted 
through campaign contributions, political obli
gations and friendships.

On the basis of its consideration of the 
general subject, the Grand Jury had eight 
recommendations relating to zoning practices 
in the City of Los Angeles, all of which rec
ommendations were addressed to the attention 
of the Mayor and City Council. The text of 
these recommendations is given in Appendix 6.

The Grand Jury's special report was ap
proved on December 14, 1966, and was re
leased in printed form early in 1967, at the 
time the 1966 County Grand Jury was dis
charged. ......

After consideration by the Mayor and 
City Council, it was decided to organize a 
citizens committee to make the recommended

in-depth study. A committee of seven citizens 
was selected, three by the Mayor and four by 
the President of the City Council, after re
ceiving nominations from members. Appointed 
to the Committee were Dr. John C. Bollens, 
Judge Fletcher Bowron, Mr. J. Robert King, 
Mrs. Robert Kingsley, Mr. Averill Munger, Mr. 
Rudolph Ostengaard and Mr. Gordon Whitnalt.

In compliance with a directive by the 
Mayor and City Council, City Clerk Walter C. 
Thiel called the organization meeting for the 
Committee on April 25, 1967, at which former 
Mayor Fletcher Bowron was elected chairman, 
and Mr. Rudolph Ostengaard, vice-chairman. 
Walter C- Thiel was designated by the City 
Council as the official secretary, but by reason 
of his many official duties, it was necessary 
for him to name someone to act in his behalf. 
By arrangement with the City Administrative 
Officer, Dr. C. Erwin Piper, Mr. George Rigby, 
Chief Administrative Analyst, was designated 
as the acting secretary of the Committee. Also, 
through the cooperation of the City Adminis
trative Officer, additional staff assistance was 
provided for the Committee by Mr. Richard 
Roether, Planning Consultant. The Committee 
also wishes to recognize the valuable contribu
tion of Mrs. Brysis N. Whitnall throughout 
the entire course of the Committee's work.

DISCUS5ION WITH CITY OFFICIALS, 
EMPLOYEES AND INTERESTED CITIZENS

To obtain information about the intended 
purpose of the Committee and fhe nature and 
scope of its inquiry, and to gain assurance that 
its findings and recommendations would re
ceive serious consideration and might reason-
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abfy be expected to result in the enactment of 
necessary ordinances and submission to vote 
of the people of appropriate Charter changes, 
the Committee requested the Mayor and City 
Councilmen to meet with it in a full and frank, 
discussion. They were asked to give their views 
regarding the scope of the Committee's work.

These officials made it clear that, in 
addition to the problems mentioned in the 
Grand Jury report, the Committee should feel 
free to look into any aspect of planning and 
zoning in Los Angeles.

Among the particular concerns expressed 
by the Mayor and Councilmen were the need 
to regulate planned residential developments 
as well as other conditional uses by ordinance 
rather than by resolution of the City Council. 
Reference was made to the registration of 
lobbyists and the need to know who is exerting 
influence in zoning matters. Referring to the 
subject of variances, it was suggested that 
perhaps there is a need for better mandatory 
provisions concerning the findings to be made 
before a variance is granted.

Mention was made of the need for ade
quate procedure in the approval of subdivisions 
to insure proper development. Attention was 
also called to the fact that Los Angeles has 
never had a completed master plan. Because 
the City has grown so rapidly, studies become 
obsolete as soon as they are completed. The 
need was stressed for members of the City 
Council not to commit themselves or agree 
to vote in a certain way before the matter is 
formally considered by the Council.

Other problems mentioned by Council- 
men were the difficulties ol getting informa
tion to the people and encouraging them to 
attend meetings in their community concern
ing the master plan. Another concern was with 
the impressive pictures shown of a building, 
market or other improvement promised when 
a zone change is requested; but frequently, 
after the change is made, only a "for sale" 
sign appears.

In this connection, it was suggested it 
mighr be belter if a zone change could be 
granted with a proviso that, if the improve
ments represented at the time the application 
is considered were not made within a year or 
two, the zone would revert to the original 
classification. The Committee notes that the

Council now has under consideration a new 
proposed ordinance known as the "Q" zone 
ordinance. Elsewhere in this report, the Com
mittee commends the Planning Committee of 
the Council for its intentions to sofve this 
problem bur suggests a more basic solution.

Also suggested for study by the Citizens 
Committee were proposals before the City 
Council relating to conflict of interest and to 
proposed requirements that members of the 
Planning Department, the Planning Commis
sion, and the City Council make a declaration 
of non-interest before acting on any zoning 
matter.

Some officials voiced strong concern 
about the pressures exerted upon the mem
bers of the Planning Commission and the City 
Council, and expressed concern about asser
tions that City officials may be influenced by 
campaign contributions and other external 
pressures.

Other Councilmen and members of the 
City Planning Commission expressed varying, 
but generally similar, views with respect to 
what they felt to be undue pressures intended 
to influence official decisions. Ail stated that 
they were not influenced in decisions or votes 
on a pending matter, directly or indirectly, by 
reason of payment of money or campaign 
contributions.

In general, the officials who met with 
the Committee indicated their support of the 
purpose of the Committee and their antici
pation of constructive changes resulting from 
its recommendations.

After hearing from elected and appointed 
City officials involved in planning and zoning 
matters, the Committee heard from and ques
tioned top employees in the Planning Depart
ment, the Building and Safety Department 
and the City Attorney's Office. Thereafter, the 
Committee publicly announced that hearings 
would be open to any and all interested citi
zens and organizations. Numerous complaints 
and many constructive suggestions were re
ceived. A list of persons and organizations ap
pearing before or making suggestions to the 
Committee is presented in Appendix E.

At the beginning of the Committee's 
inquiries, it was determined ft was not the 
object of the Committee to gather evidence 
that might result in prosecution but, rather, 
to inquire into the adequacy of present laws 
and procedures in protecting the public in
terest and individual rights.
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APPENDIX B
TEXT OF 1966 LOS ANGELES COUNTY GRAND JURY 
ZONING STUDY REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On November 22, 1966, this Grand Jury 
completed its investigation with respect to a 
complex zoning case in the West Valley sec
tion of Los Angeles. The evidence before us 
indicated that a developer had represented to 
his partners that he could secure favorable 
zoning treatment from the City of Los Angeles 
in exchange for payment of monies. While 
this jury could not legally conclude that such 
monies were actually paid for the very favor
able zoning obtained by the developer, there 
were many circumstances in the case that 
caused us grave concern. Mainly, this body 
heard evidence indicating that the zoning 
sought in this case had adverse recommenda
tions from every city agency that considered 
the application from its inception and, yet, 
when the matter was finally appealed to the 
Los Angeles City Council, the developer was 
successful in reversing all of these agencies 
that had previously considered the application. 
As a result of our concern generated by this 
case, we undertook a supplemental zoning 
study and heard testimony from several knowl
edgeable and informed persons in the field of 
zoning. We regretfully report that evidence 
we heard demonstrated that influence can and 
has been and in all probability will be exerted 
through the medium of campaign contribu
tions, political obligations and friendships. 
This Grand Jury feels that it might be of as
sistance to issue certain recommendations as 
a result of conclusions reached from consider
ing this evidence. Therefore, in the spirit of 
hope for continuing progress in the field of 
efficient and honest government practices at 
all levels and in all fields, the following rec
ommendations are made:

I. That specialists In the field of zone 
problems who have been identified by various 
terms such as land consultants, expediters, ■ - 
zoning advisors, etc., be required to register 
as practitioners in that line of work and that 
certain minimal ethical standards be estab

lished for the conduct of their affairs. It ap
pears that these men perform a valuable 
function for persons desiring land zoning 
changes, but that representation is totally un
regulated and that community interests would 
be better served by knowledge of who per
forms these types of services, when their 
services are performed and by whom they are 
employed.

2. While there is no doubt that the zon
ing and classification of property is a complex 
field encompassing a multitude of applicable 
laws, it is nonetheless a function of govern
ment that should allow an individual owner an 
opportunity to apply for desired zoning with
out necessarily employing a specialist to repre
sent him at great additional cost. It would 
appear compatible with sound governmental 
practices to provide ample public information 
through knowledgeable governmental employ
ees to that individual seeking a zoning change 
by his own individual efforts. This information 
should minimally include advice on applicable 
standards and guidance in the procedures to 
be followed in prosecuting an application.

3. While we discuss zoning as a general 
term, we, of course, also wish to include dif
ferent forms of zoning which would embrace 
Conditional Use Permits. The evidence before 
us indicates that in most forms of zoning re
classification, the Mayor, as an elected public 
official, has veto power. However, in a Condi
tional Use Permit no such veto power exists 
and the ruling of the City Council is final. It 
is, therefore, recommended that appropriate 
legislation be passed to authorize veto power 
on the part of the elected executive officer 
of the city on all property reclassification 
cases and that such an additional check and 
balance would serve in the best interest of 
the community.

Evidence further disclosed that rulings 
of the Board of Zoning Adjustment are final



and not appealable other than by expensive 
recourse to the courts. It is submitted that the 
interests of the community would be better 
served it the ruling of this agency were appeas
able to the City Council with veto power by 
the Mayor, and it is so recommended.

4. A growing area of concern in all levels 
of government has been in the field of con
flicts of interest, that is, where an official 
called upon to act in a given field might have 
some interest in that field which would inhibit 
that official from acting in a wholly objective 
and uninfluenced manner. Certainly the field 
of zoning administration ranks high as a field 
of governmental activity calling for regulation 
of the officials practicing in said field to be 
free of any conflicting interest. For example, 
it is certainly plain to see the disservice to the 
public interest if an official called upon to vote 
on some zoning matter, passage of which 
would obviously enhance the value of sur
rounding land, did, in fact, own an interest 
in some of that surrounding land. Therefore, 
it is recommended that immediately upon 
appointment and/or election, whichever ap
plies, and every six months thereafter while 
on the City Planning Commission, Board of 
Zoning Adjustments, or City Council, each 
member of those bodies shall file a sworn affi
davit with the Mayor and City Attorney of Los 
Angeles listing all reaf estate properties, their 
location, zone and use, in which he has any 
direct or beneficial interest and any part of 
which are within the city limits of Los Angeles 
or within five hundred feet outside its borders, 
except that only his percentage ownership of 
total stock outstanding need be reported in 
companies owning more than ten parcels of 
land so located. These lists shall be confiden
tial and for official reference of the Mayor 
and City Attorney and any duly authorized 
iaw enforcement agency only, unless clear 
cause has been demonstrated for indirect ref
erence to or release of the lists in whole or 
in part by the City Attorney. The lists sub
mitted by each member of the City Planning 
Commission, Board of Zoning Adjustments, 
and City Council shall be returned to him 
within ten days after he no longer serves on 
the Commission.

5. In the spirit of promoting greater 
public knowledge and awareness of what dif
ferent governmental units are doing, it is 
recommended that except in public meetings 
or in the regular governmental offices of the 
City Planning Department and City Council in 
City Hall, discussion of zone changes by appli
cants, their representatives, and other directly 
interested parties with members of the City 
Planning Commission and members of the

City Council be incorporated as part of the 
Brown Act.

6. At any formal hearing wherein the 
advisability of granting, changing, or modify
ing zoning is under consideration, both the 
proponents and opponents shall be placed 
under oath.

7. The applicant shall, under penalty of 
perjury, tile with the City Clerk a detailed list 
of any campaign contributions made or prom
ised to any elected official who may vote on 
the application; said affidavit must be made 
at least five days before the hearing and must 
be a part of the tile.

8. Finally, in view of our concern over 
the evidence in the case which gave rise to this 
zone study, to wit rejection of the zoning ap
plication until it was finally passed upon at the 
Counci I manic level, it Is recommended that 
when the recommendation of the City Plan
ning Commission on any matter before it under 
the provisions of the City Charter is (1) in 
accordance with the Master Plan adopted by 
the Commission, and (2) substantially the same 
as the recommendation of the City Planning 
Department to the Commission, a four-fifths 
vote of the City Council shall be required to 
reject the recommendation of the Commission; 
or, if the zoning requested is (I) not in accord 
with the Master Plan adopted by the Com
mission, and (2) the application is rejected by 
the Planning Department and the Planning 
Commission, a four-fifths vote of the City 
Council should be required to reverse the re
jection of the City Planning Department and 
the City Planning Commission.
CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Grand Jury has heard 
much evidence that demonstrates existing 
wrongs in the field of zoning administration 
which are subject to correction. Yet our study 
was one limited to evidence growing out of 
only one case. It is apparent that a projected 
and in-depth study of this field is not only 
overdue, but one which would be invaluable to 
the interest of our community. It is our rec
ommendation that such a study be undertaken 
as soon as possible. While it is not within our 
purview to set forth guidelines for such a 
study, common sense dictates that such a study 
should be undertaken by an agency which is 
in no way answerable to any of the city agen
cies which are objects of the study itself.
Respectfully submitted,
THE 1966 LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

GRAND JURY 
Averill H. Munger, Foreman 
Approved by the Grand Jury 
December 14, 1966.
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APPENDIX C
LOS ANGELES-THE PIONEER IN ZONING

Prepared by

Gordon Whitnall
Planning Consultant

(A member of the Citizens Committee and the first Director of Planning, City of Los Angeles)

Historically, the practice of controlling 
the use of land is as old as recorded history, 
but zoning, in the sense the lerm is now 
employed in this country, is far more youth
ful. In fact, it actually began in Los Angeles.

At the turn of the century, Los Angeles 
experienced an increase in population about as 
rapid proport ion-wise as it has been experi
encing in the last decade. Because the City was 
then relatively small, the sudden absorption of 
a large increase of population caused it to 
physically explode, with the result that various 
uses, previously concentrated in one place or 
another as a result of quite natural induce
ments, then scattered promiscuously, espe
cially to the south and to the west. This caused 
a considerable intrusion into areas that prior 
to that had been excellent, desirable residen
tial districts. These intrusions produced a 
spontaneous reaction, and it was not long 
before the City fathers were importuned — 
in fact, it was demanded of them — to do 
something that would prevent these damaging 
Intrusions. As a consequence, the City Coun
cil directed the City Attorney to prepare what
ever would be appropriate in the form of 
legislation to govern this problem.

The City Attorney called a conference of 
six people, three of them attorneys—includ
ing the late Meyer Lissner who, at that time, 
was also considered to be a political leader in 
the City. The three who were not attorneys 
were the late Dr. John R. Haynes, the late 
Dr. Dana W. Bartlett, and Gordon Whitnall.

The question the City Attorney asked was 
whether, in the opinion of those assembled, 
it would be a proper employment of the police 
power to undertake the regulation of the type 
and degree of land use. Three answered spon
taneously. The answer was no. Those three 
were the attorneys. Upon being pressed for 
reasons, the answer was equally quick in com
ing—it had never been done.

The City Attorney observed that after 
getting this mandate from the City Council he 
had inquired into the circumstances that 
ought to govern, and he found that, by reason 
of its home rule status the City could do al
most anything it desired to or thought it ought 
to do, provided only that it was not specifi
cally prohibited by constitutional law or by 
statutory law. The City Attorney reported he 
found no such prohibition. Therefore, he 
assumed the City could, and it did.
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Immediately out ol that effort came liti- 
gaiion, some of which went alJ the way to Ihe 
United States Supreme Court, In a surprisingly 
short period of time, final decisions came 
down. These cases are now referred to histori
cally by popular names in planning circles 
rather than by the rigid legal designations. 
They ore known as the Hadacheck Brickyard 
Case, the Quong Wo Laundry Case, and the 
Montgomery Lumberyard Case.

At about the time of the rendering of 
these decisions, or soon thereafter, something 
happened in New York—the sudden and spec
tacular running up Fifth Avenue of the center 
of the elite shopping district. It caused con
sternation and, in some places, almost panic. 
What caused this? Could it be stopped? There 
also a conference was called, in this instance 
by the late Edward M. Bassett, so well known 
in the planning and legal professions. He asked 
almost the identical question as did the Los 
Angeles City Attorney.

It had been observed that this shifting 
ol the shopping center was coincident with 
the increase in building bulk occasioned by 
large new buildings at the lower end of Fifth 
Avenue and in the financial district. There 
was little hesitation about doing something 
regulatory-wise involving building bulk and 
construction because the principles involved 
were basically covered in building codes and 
those had been thoroughly adjudicated through 
the years. But there was a new factor attend
ant upon the change in Fifth Avenue, and 
that was a sudden shift in types of occupancy 
of these new buildings. This is an interesting 
story, but need not here be discussed.

At this conference, Bassett asked the 
same question—"We are confronted with this 
change in use which we believe is related to 
the phenomenon of the move, in your opinion. 
Gentlemen, may we use this thing called the 
police power for the purpose of controlling the 
type and intensity of land use?" There, as 
earlier in Los Angeles, the attorneys had an 
Immediate and unanimous answer — "NO!" 
Being pressed for a reason, it was the same as 
had earlier been the answer in Los Angeles— 
"it hadn't been done."

Bui Bassett said he was not certain that 
it had nor been done. Out of that conference 
there came the appointment of the Commis
sion on Heights of Buildings, which rendered 
its report in bound form in 1913. Although 
it reveals a tremendous amount of informative 
data bearing upon this question, the high 
point in those pages is where it is reported 
that the police power had been used to control 
the type and degree of land use, and it quoted 
the Hadacheck Brickyard Case, the Quong Wo 
Laundry Case, and the Montgomery Lumber
yard Case coming out of Los Angeles. That is 
why it is said that zoning, in the modem 
sense, began in Los Angeles because Here 
was the first instance in which the police 
power was intentionally employed for this pur
pose. There are older records in this country 
where Ihe police power was employed for some 
type of this form of regulation, but there was 
not an awareness of the significance of what 
was being done.

When New York acted as a consequence 
of the findings of the Commission on Heights 
of Buildings, it produced what was the first 
truly comprehensive zoning ordinance. It cov
ered not only the type of use, but the height 
and bulk of buildings, intensity of use, open 
space and population density. But New York 
had no home rule privileges as did Los An
geles, and this is significant. Even the great 
City of New York, under the basic law in 
New York as in most of the states of the 
Union, needed specific authority from the 
state before it could employ the police power 
for this new purpose. So Mr. Bassett drafted 
the legislation that would empower the City of 
New York to use this new device of zoning 
for the purpose that all now know.

But Bassetl had perception deep enough 
to realize that there were some inherent prob
lems which could nor easily be handled. One 
of the significant contributions, other than 
having the first really comprehensive ordi
nance, which was adopted in 1916, was the 
use of a map as part of the law. This was the 
first instance of a map being used as a sub
stitute for printed metes-and-bounds descrip
tions in order to define specific areas. The map 
was constituted a portion of the ordinance.
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Another major contribution by New 
York, based upon the enabling legislation, was 
to employ the variance It was here that Bas
sett's foresight came into play. He recognized 
that super-imposing a man-conceived pattern 
of land use over an existing complex major 
city would inevitably reveal a lew instances in 
which a piece of property here, and another 
one there, if made subject to the literal appli
cation of the zoning ordinance, would un
doubtedly be deprived of privileges enjoyed 
by other properties in the same vicinity and 
zone, and that would constitute a very difficult 
problem of discrimination. It is doubtful 
whether any subject has been as much ad
judicated by the courts of the land as differ
ent phases of the application of the police 
power. But in this particular field, the sum 
total of the infinite number of decisions by 
the courts on the use of the police power is 
summarized in lay language as follows:

The police power, to be validly em
ployed, must always be employed 
consistently, and never in a manner 
to discriminate. Saying the same 
thing in another way, it shall never 
be used as a means of conveying a 
special privilege to some person or 
property that is nor enjoyed by other 
persons and properties under similar 
circumstances. The latter is empha
sized because even before the Citi
zens Committee on Zoning Practices 
and Procedures had been appointed, 
it had become quite evident that 
there were official acts being per
formed by and in the City of Los 
Angeles that did grant special privi
leges to individuals.
In 1920 came the creation of the City 

Planning Department of Los Angeles. One of 
the first tasks was to take the results of the 
earlier years of experimentation in this field 
of zoning which had resulted in seventeen 
different ordinances, and consolidate them 
into one. These seventeen separate ordinances 
were peculiar and quite unique; there was a 
separate ordinance to regulate each individual 
type of use. There was the brickyard ordi
nance, there was the lumber yard ordinance, 
there was the undertaking district ordinance, 
and others. The task in 1920, therefore, was

to take all of those ordinances and consolidate 
them into a reasonably modem, comprehen
sive ordinance that would cover the entire 
city and cover all subjects.

This led to certain other things. The new 
consolidated ordinance was enacted without 
any specific enabling legislation. It was done 
because there was no prohibition. But when 
the administration of the comprehensive ordi
nance was undertaken, difficulties were re
vealed. The situations that Bassett had 
anticipated would inevitably arise where ad
justments were necessary, did arise. But, hav
ing no enabling legislation containing proce
dural methods, there was no practical manner 
by which these adjustments could be made 
and still adhere to good legal practice. There
fore, the only recourse was to give a special 
grant through a legislative amendment to the 
whole ordinance. As a consequence, while the 
whole ordinance was only a few pages thick, 
the amendments, before long, were as thick 
as an unabridged dictionary. It was almost 
humanly impossible to trace through and find 
out the net result of those myriads of changes.

An innovation resulted from recognizing 
the need for some clear definition of certain 
principles that would be employed when mak
ing adjustments. This involved defining, in 
simple terms, certain required showings that 
had to be affirmatively found with reference 
to any case where adjustments were being re
quested. Without affirmative answers to all 
of such questions, the adjustment would not 
qualify.

These required showings have remained 
the same, except that they have become a 
little more intelligible, a little more exact, a 
little more realistic. Basically, they are these: 
first, there have to be special circumstances 
attached to the property under consideration 
that do not apply to other properties in the 
same vicinity and zone; second, the granting 
of the adjustment is essential to the enjoy
ment of a substantial property right enjoyed 
by other properties in the same vicinity and 
zone but denied to the property in question, 
thus being, discriminated against; and third, 
the granting of fhe adjustment will not be 
materially detrimental to the other properties 
in the same vicinity and zone. There has been
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a fourth criterion added which is in both the 
Los Angeles City charter and the Municipal 
Code, and states that the granting of the ad
justment shall not adversely affect the com
prehensive general plan.

In that early period there were also some 
innovations, again representing pioneering on 
the part of Los Angeles. One of the innova
tions was to recognize the importance of deal
ing with the automobile when it wasn't working 
by requiring off-street parking. The manner 
of dealing with the problem was to include, 
for the first time in the history of the country, 
a provision in the zoning ordinance requiring 
that all places of residence provide space on 
the premises, under cover, for one automobile 
for each family unit or dwelling on the prem
ises. That almost caused a revolution because 
some of the Realty Board members at that 
time were much opposed to this innovation.

Some of the more sophisticated zoning 
practices came under question and litigation 
resulted. On one day in 1926, the Supreme 
Court of the United States handed down what 
all consider to be probably the most compre
hensive, searching decision related to the 
subject of zoning. Ttiat was the Euclid Village 
vs. Amber Realty Company case in Ohio. To 
one interested in the philosophy, the econom
ics, the social organization and the necessity 
of meeting needs that will serve the entire 
community, the opinion in that case, written 
by Mr. Justice Sutherland, is a classic. He 
covers in it, in just a few sentences, the entire 
logic and reasoning on which the validity of 
zoning is based.

Justice Sutherland pointed out that this 
type of regulation involving this subject mat
ter was, until then, quite unique and un
precedented, but that point by itself should 
not cause question, because things do change. 
The illustration the Justice gave was that there 
were times when there were no traffic laws 
anywhere in the nation. In fact, there was 
little traffic anywhere in the nation, and what 
there was, was on top of or behind a horse, 
and thus presented no particular social or 
physical hazard to the individual. But, he 
pointed out, when those means were sup
planted by the hurtling tons of steel running 
on rubber in the form of automobiles, then

there was introduced a new hazard that was of 
concern to all of society and to every Indi
vidual. Therefore, regulation became essential 
to assure the public welfare and safety.

The same day the Euclid Village case 
came down, there was also reported the Miller 
vs. Public Works Case, a Los Angeles case, 
and the Ross 2ahn vs. City of Los Angeles 
case. Those cases received little attention by 
the Press, but there were headlines on the 
front pages about the Euclid Village case. 
However, there were certain things contained 
in these Los Angeles cases that were also very 
Significant.

The case of Miller vs. Board of Public 
Works was a mandamus proceeding, and the 
Supreme Court merely refused to review the 
California decision. That case established the 
validity of what is now referred to as interim 
zoning. Los Angeles, due to its unbelievable 
geographical size, could not possibly await the 
enactment of a zoning map until the details 
had been completed on the map covering the 
entire 450 square miles. If would be so com
pletely out of date it would be useless. So the 
obvious thing was done. A map of the City 
was divided into parts like pages in a book, 
and map after map after map was adopted It 
was in connection with one of those maps in 
process of adoption that the Miller vs. Board 
of Public Works proceedings came up to /orce 
the issuance of a building permit for a multi
ple dwelling on West Adams Street that had 
been tentatively zoned, under the proceedings, 
as single residence. So that was the first vali
dation of the interim principle.

Another pioneering practice caused con
siderable discussion between certain individ
uals, especially the late Edward M. Bassett 
and Gordon Whitnall. Bassett held that a resi
dence was a residence—and how many dwell
ing units there were, or how dense the 
population was, did not change the fact that 
they were residences and that distinction could 
not be made between one-family dwellings 
and any other form of residence. In Los An
geles, Whitnall held that the distinction could 
properly be made, it was done, and the Su
preme Court approved. Since then, single
family residential classifications have been 
commonly utilized all over the country.
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These cases and practices are cited as 
precedents which Los Angeles has pioneered.

Then other changes came. With the new 
1925 Charter, new devices in the field of 
planning were recognized. Together with the 
late George Dunlop, Secretary of the Board 
of Freeholders, those portions of the Charter 
dealing with planning were prepared and were 
adopted. Years later, Mayor Fletcher Bowron, 
recognizing from several sources in his official 
family that there were rather important Char
ter changes which ought to be made, appointed 
a citizens committee to look into the matter, 
with special reference to the field of planning 
That committee then secured the assistance 
of the Haynes Foundation. The Haynes Foun
dation also had very intimate relationships 
with Town Hall, an organization of men 
broadly interested in civic affairs.

The Committee, through the Foundation, 
inquired of Town Hall to learn what could be 
done with reference to getting some charter 
amendments that would properly deal with the 
question of variances. It was discovered that 
Town Hall had drafted some amendments pro
viding for the Office of Zoning Administration 
and the Board of Zoning Appeals. Specific 
proposed amendments, after being processed 
through Town Hall, were submitted to the 
electorate by the City Council, and they were 
passed. These established the Office of Zoning 
Administration and its appeal agency, the 
Board of Zoning Appeals.

It should be pointed out here that a vari
ance involves the consideration of equities be
cause it is intended to deal with, and only wilh, 
those cases where the circumstances applica
ble to a piece of property cause discrimination, 
or might represent a special privilege. There
fore, fhe process of determining what is fact 
and what is not, and what ought to be done 
and what ought not to be done, is a matter of 
judicial interpretation. All over the United 
States, excepting in California, this phase of 
planning administration is recognized as a 
quasi-judicial function, and where Boards of 
.Zoning Appeal, or whatever they may call 
them, exist, they are serving as quasi-judicial 
agencies and not administrative, not legisla
tive.
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What was done here was again unique. 
Elsewhere there never had been anything ex
cept this quasi-judicial body that served in 
the capacity indicated, and in no other capac
ity. But Los Angeles went one step further. 
Instead of having only a quasi-judicial court 
that would adjust these equities involving 
pieces of property as it related to zoning, it 
also established what might be called a lower 
court—the Zoning Administrator. He was an 
individual. In all of these years the function 
of Zoning Administrator has worked extremely 
well. In fact, the record of the Office of Zon
ing Administrator has been outstanding under 
Huber Smutz, the first Zoning Administrator. 
It is difficult to do him justice and adequately 
acknowledge what he has done in the face of 
all of the facts. Until recently the function of 
the Board of Appeals has also been excellently 
conducted, but its Charter status and its duties 
were changed by Charter amendment.

If, perchance, the lower court, or first 
level of adjustment, did not produce a finished 
result that was acceptable, the case could then 
go on appeal to the Board of Appeals. Then, 
if ihe action on appeal did not produce an 
acceptable result, the case could go on through 
the judicial process to a court of competent 
jurisdiction. The number of appeals to the 
Board of Appeals from the Zoning Adminis
trator were surprisingly few, and there was a 
surprising degree of adherence to original de
terminations by the Zoning Administrator. 
The number of appeals has increased since the 
appellate body was changed to the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment and there has also been 
an increase in the number of reversals or modi
fications of the Zoning Administrator's deci
sions by the Board of Zoning Adjustment.

Things went well under the old order, and 
the office in Los Angeles began to acquire a 
nationwide reputation for excellence. The 
question of variances continued to grow in 
importance. There were more specific proce
dures provided, the processing became more 
orderly, and there were still other changes by 
way of innovations that occurred, not always 
by" Los Angeles'itself but in this "immediate 
vicinity, changes that have produced condi
tions, vocabulary and practices that everybody
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today takes for granted; but they all had a 
beginning.

One change that was interesting was the 
matter of designating the different classifica
tions in zoning ordinances. In the earlier days 
the manner of identifying different classifica
tions, or so-called 2ones. was as broad as let
ters and figures in combinations could possibly 
devise. Some cities used a numerical method, 
some used an alphabetical sequence, some 
used an alphabetical sequence in exactly the 
reverse order of that used in other cities in 
their immediate vicinity. This was true of Los 
Angeles and Pasadena. Zone A in Los Angeles 
meant the highest classification, retricted to 
single-family dwellings; Zone £ was the least 
restricted, heavy, obnoxious industrial type of 
classification. But over the city boundary line 
in Pasadena—and you cannot see the line on 
the ground but have to get a map to see 
where the fine is drawn — the A meant the 
most unresricted type of classification whereas 
E was the most restrictive and protected type 
of single-family residence zone.

So realtors and bankers, dealing with 
sales and loans, had to learn two languages 
for only those two cities. But every other city 
also had its own system of designating zones. 
Out of conferences came the concept that 
there should be some uniform generic terms. 
A simple method was devised. For the generic 
or category type initials were used—R for 
residential, C for commercial, M for manu
facturing and A for agriculture. In each of 
those categories there may be gradations, so 
numerical suffixes were added—Rl, R2, R3, 
Cl, C2, C3 and so on down through the alpha
bet and numerals. This contribution by Los 
Angeles has spread all over the country.

Then came the first comprehensive major 
revision of the Los Angeles zoning ordinance.
In the first half of the 1940's, it became im
portant that there be a complete restudy, re
view and redrafting of the entire Zoning Code. 
One of the innovations was to change Bassett's 
initial provision that a nonconforming use 
could continue with no date set for its elimi
nation. The only control was that it could not 
be enlarged or remodeled and if, for any 
reason, it was discontinued or destroyed, it 
could not be replaced.

Bassett's concept was that in time the 
nonconforming uses would be eliminated. But 
it has not worked out that way. The existence 
of a nonconforming use almost universally 
resulted in a contagion, or served as a lever to 
force permission for more of the kind to pro
liferate. If one had a nonconforming use in 
the City of New York, one was apparently 
granted a perpetual special privilege ihat was 
denied to all other property in the city under 
similar circumstances. This certainly consti
tuted a violation of the basic concept of the 
use of the police power. Bassett later came to 
recognize that this did constitute the granting 
of a special privilege. After recounting to 
Bassett the reasoning back of the then pend
ing proposals in Los Angeles to provide for 
the abatement of nonconforming uses as a 
substitute for the apparent granting of a per
manent special privilege to nonconforming 
property, which was the only logical interpre
tation of the original New York provisions, 
Bassett's response was "Now that you mention 
if, I wonder that we were so shortsighted as 
to violate the precepts of this type of practice 
contrary to what we ourselves have been ad
vocating. I believe you are right, it does con
stitute the granting of a special privilege, and 
for that reason doubtless the provision of the 
New York and all other ordinances in the 
country that copied it verbatim are invalid to 
the extent that they provide a public policy 
granting perpetual privileges to certain per
sons. More power to you in Los Angeles." Los 
Angeles did incorporate in its zoning code the 
principle of abatement of nonconforming uses, 
and this principle was upheld by the Los An- 
neles vs. Gage case in which abatement was 
determined to be a valid employment of the 
police power.

As a result of these innovations, so many 
of which had their birth in the west, and par
ticularly in Los Angeles, there is a firmer 
foundation on which to base zoning policies 
and practices so as to more readily accomplish 
the desirable purposes of zoning.

Another recent innovation is the increas
ing employment of what is referred to as 
performance standards. By this is meant iden
tifying the particular characteristics of each 
type of use in terms of those features that
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cause an impact of one use upon another. In 
other words, ihe measurement of what com
prises compatibility or incompatibility. This 
question of performance standards is receiving 
increasing attention.

In the field of planning, with special ref
erence to the subject of zoning, there are 
those who through the years have observed 
cause and effect, and have come to realize 
that certain types of uses are encouraged by 
certain circumstances of environment, physi
cal or otherwise. Certain other combinations of 
environmental factors may discourage certain 
types of uses, just as in the plant kingdom 
one never sees cacti growing in swamps, arid 
one never finds cattails growing in the desert. 
Recognizing these things, ihe element of the 
design of land can and does influence to a 
great degree the manner of use to which that 
land will be put.

Everyone recognizes the difference be
tween a little cottage, a department store and 
a great automobile plant. Everyone recognizes 
that no one of the three will serve the

purpose for the other two. But in urban areas, 
land has been divided inlo the same type of 
little chunks to be used in that form no matter 
what the purpose might be. Now land is being 
designed lor the purpose for which it is to be 
used, and being thus designed it is not as 
susceptible of political manipulation as is pos
sible when the only concern was a change of 
classification. Once the design is established, 
it becomes difficult to capriciously change 
its status by legislative or administrative act. 
So stability, security and confidence in the 
efficacy of zoning is depending more and more 
upon the manner in which land is designed- 

What does the future hold in store? The 
major answers to the problems of today are 
not to be found in efforts to legislate honesty, 
perfection and ethics in individual human 
beings, but to clarify the processes by which 
public decisions are reached in matters of 
controlling land use for the benefit of the 
community. They must be made so workable, 
so logical and so clear that no one, regardless 
of his motives, can go far astray.



APPENDIX D
GLOSSARY OF PLANNING AND ZONING TERMS

The following terms are defined only as 
they relate to the organization, laws and prac
tice of Los Angeles City government. Their 
inclusion does not necessarily imply endorse
ment of the present practice.

Board of Zoning Adjustment — A five- 
member citizen board created by a 1963 
Charter amendment to supplant the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. The City Council, by ordi
nance, may transfer responsibilities, other than 
for Master Plan and Zoning Code changes, 
from the Planning Commission to the Board 
of Zoning Adjustment. Pursuant to this pro
vision, the Board has been designated to han
dle building lines, review of public property 
acquisitions and dispositions, parcel maps and 
private street maps, in addition to appeals from 
Zoning Administrators. (See City Charter, Sec
tion 98 Vi and 99, and Municipal Code, Section 
12.28.)

Board of Zoning Appeals — A board of 
three citizens, created by Charter amendment 
in 1941, to hear and decide appeals from de
terminations of the Zoning Administrator. 
Under a 1963 Charier amendment this Board 
was converted to a five-member Board of 
Zoning Adjustment with additional powers. 
This report is recommending re-establishment 
of a Board of Zoning Appeals with its original 
limited functions.

Building tine — A line established by 
ordinance controlling the minimum setback 
of buildings- construcfed-along a- street.. The 
Board of Zoning Adjustment, in lieu of the 
Planning Commission, is currently designated 
to make recommendations to the City Council

on building lines, except when a building line 
matter is incidental to a zone change or sub
division matter. The Committee believes that 
building line matters are properly a planning 
function rather than a quasi-judicial function. 
(See Municipal Code, Sections 14.00-14.05 
and 12.280

City Charter — The basic document es
tablishing the prerogatives of the City. The 
adoption of a charter is authorized by the 
State Constitution. The Charter is adopted 
and may be amended from time to time by 
vote of the people.

City Planning Commission — A citizen 
board first established by ordinance in 1920 
with fifty-one members. The 1925 City Char
ter changed it to a five-member board, as at 
present, with responsibility for advising the 
City Council on all planning and zoning mat
ters. Under a 1941 Charter amendment, the 
Commission was assigned its present respon
sibility to advise the Director of Planning in 
the preparation of the Master Plan, to approve 
the Master plan, and to make recommenda
tions to carry out the Plan, The Commission 
must also consider all changes in the Zoning 
Code and Map. A two-thirds vote of the City 
Council is required to override the Commis
sion's recommendations on zoning matters. 
The Commission also acts as the appeal board 
relative of subdivisions. (See City Charter, 
Sections 70(c), 96, 96Va and 97.)

City Planning Department — A Charter- 
created department..of the City government, 
consisting of a civil service Staff headed by 
ihe Director of Planning The Office of Zoning 
Administration is organizationally considered
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to be one of several divisions within the De
partment, although this Office has independ
ent powers conferred by the Charter. The City 
Planning Commission, Board of Zoning Ad
justment and Master Plan Advisory Board are 
all related to the Department and serviced by 
the Department staff. (See Figure 1 I, page 57 
of this report and City Charter, Sections 70(c) 
and 94.)

Community Area — A developed area of 
substantial size (usually several square miles) 
with an identify based on social, economic 
and physical factors. A community area within 
the Los Angeles metropolitan region usually 
consists of an extensive residential area asso
ciated with a business district, and with 
schools, parks, churches and occasionally 
some industrial areas. The boundaries of a 
community may be well defined by open land, 
topographic features, transportation routes 
and differences in land use, or there may be 
no discernible boundaries. Such areas are often 
identified by a name, such as- San Pedro, 
Wilmington, Eagle Rock, Hollywood, Van 
Nuys, Central Business District.

Conditional Use Permit — A type of ad
ministrative approval not mentioned in the 
Charter, but provided for in the Zoning Code, 
by which a specific land use is authorized at 
a specific location and controlled by special 
regulations imposed as conditions of approval. 
The Committee in ihe report points out that 
the criteria for approval presently specified 
are far too general and should be made very 
specific. Under the recommendations of this 
report, all conditional uses would be assigned 
to appropriate zoning classifications, but 
would only be permitted within those zones 
at particular locations when specific criteria to 
be set forth in the Code are found to be 
satisfied. (See Municipal Code, Section 12.24.)

Director of Planning — The General 
Manager of the City Planning Department, 
appointed by the Mayor subject to confirma
tion by the Council, under the civil service 
provisions of the Charter. Prior to a 1965 
Charter amendment, appointment was by the 
City Planning Commission. Control and man
agement of the Department have been vested 
in the Director since 1941. (See City Charter, 
Sections 70(c), 79(b). 94Vi and 95.)

General Plan — A policy document (pres
ently referred to in the Charter as the "Master 
Plan") intended 1o guide the development of 
a community or region. The document may 
include both text and maps to set forth con
cepts, principles, goals, standards and a pro
posed geographic pattern of development. A 
general plan should always be comprehensive 
in the sense that the interrelationships of all 
relevant factors and territory are considered in 
preparing the plan. However, for presentation 
purposes, such a plan is often subdivided into 
elements dealing with various subjects such 
as population, land use, transportation, hous
ing and public facilities. The California State 
Planning and Zoning Law contains the legal 
definition of the term general plan, applicable 
to counties and non-chanered cities. (See Cali
fornia Government Code, Sections 65302
65303.)

Land Use — The type of activity which 
occurs on a parcel of land. Land uses may be 
classified in various ways and to any degree of 
detail. Residential, commercial, and industrial 
are examples of major use classifications. 
These major use classifications may be further 
subdivided to provide degrees of use such as 
in residential zones, for example, single-family, 
limited multiple and heavy multiple. Zoning 
classifications are designations of land use for 
the purpose of regulation by districts.

Master Plan — Synonym for general plan. 
The term master plan is used in the Los Ange
les C»ty Charter and has been in common 
use elsewhere. However, California law has 
now substituted the term general plan and this 
is the growing practice throughout the United 
States. The Committee considers general plan 
to be the more descriptive and preferable term.

Master Plan Advisory Board — A Charter- 
created board composed of the Director of 
Planning as chairman, the Mayor, a Council
man, the City Administrative Officer, a num
ber of City department heads and other 
officers of the City as designated by the 
Mayor. Originally created as the Coordinating 
Board in 1941, this body is charged with ad
vising and assisting the Director of Planning 
in the preparation of the Master Plan. By 
ordinance, the City Council has also designated
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this Board as the agency to advise on annexa
tion matters. The Committee is suggesting re
naming this body as the General Plan Advisory 
Board. (See City Charter, Section 95V2 )

Municipal Code — The City ordinance 
which includes most ot the City's regulations, 
organized and numbered by chapters, articles 
and sections according to subject matter. 
Chapter I of the Municipal Code contains the 
City planning regulations, including the Zon
ing Code.

Olf.ce of Zoning Administration — An 
agency created by the City Charter to act in 
a quasi-judicial capacity on (I) variances and 
(2) appeals from deIerminations of the Build
ing and Safety Department in the administra
tion and enforcement of the Zoning Code. The 
Zoning Code also assigns to this Office juris
diction over certain conditional uses and inter
pretive matters. As originally established in 
1941, the powers were vested m a single 
Zoning Administrator. In 1957, in order to 
handle the workload, a Charter amendment 
authorized a Chief Zoning Administrator and 
Associate Zoning Administrators, each with 
the power to make determinations on matters 
assigned. At present there are four Associate 
Zoning Administrators in addition to the Chief. 
(See City Charter, Section 98, and Municipal 
Code, Section 12.27.)

Parcel Map — A map showing a proposed 
division of a parcel of land into not more than 
four parcels. Under the Municipal Code, land 
may not be divided (with certain exceptions) 
until either a parcel map or subdivision tract 
map is approved. Initial approval of a parcel 
map is by the Director of Planning. At present, 
appeal is from the Director to the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment with further appeal to the 
City Council. (See Municipal Code, Sections 
17.50-17.60 and 12.28B.)

Performance Standards — Measurements 
of various characteristics of land use which 
have an effect upon adjacent land uses. Popu
lation density, traffic flow, physical hazard, 
hours of operation, noise, odor, illumination, 
vibration, air pollution and water pollution are 
examples of characteristics for which perform
ance standards can be established. The group
ing or segregation of land uses by zoning
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classification is properly guided by the expect
ed performance of the various uses, and the 
regulation of land use may be accomplished 
by requiring that specific performance levels 
not be exceeded.

Piecemeal Zoning — Changing the zon
ing classification ol land on a lot-by-lot basis, 
usually as a result of acting upon individual 
requests in the order received, rather than on 
an area-by-area basis. Such changes are likely 
to produce an irregular and inconsistent zon
ing pattern which is difficult to justify in terms 
of an over-all plan or fairness to other property 
owners. Results of this practice frequently 
produce the highly questionable "spot zoning." 
For this reason, piecemeal zoning is a highly 
questionable practice.

Planned Development — The use of a 
large parcel of land in accordance with a single 
integrated plan of development. A planned de
velopment must be created and maintained 
under the control of a single organization or 
by binding agreement among owners but not 
necessarily retained in a single ownership. 
Examples of planned developments are large 
modem shopping centers, industrial parks and 
residential complexes. A combination of land 
uses may be included within such a develop
ment.

Police Power — The police power is the 
inherent right of government to regulate the 
behavior of persons and the use of property. 
The legal authority of such regulation is lim
ited to that which is reasonable to contribute 
to the health, safety and welfare of all.

Private Street Map — A map showing pri
vate road easements as distinguished from 
dedicated public streets and showing lots de
pendent upon such private streets for access. 
Under the Municipal Code, lots not on a 
dedicated street may not be created, nor 
building permits issued, unless a private street 
map is approved. Initial approval is by the 
Director ol Planning. At present, appeal is to 
the Board of Zoning Adjustment. (See Munici
pal Code, Sections 18.00-18 12 and 12 28B.)

Public Land Acquisitions and Dispositions
—■ Under the City Charter, all actions of the 
City Council involving the acquisition or sale 
of land, as well as some related public works



matters, must be referred to the City Plan
ning Commission for report and recommenda
tion prior to Council action. An unfavorable 
recommendation by the Commission requires 
a two-thirds vote of the Council to override. 
This provision is designed to promote con
formance to the Master Plan. The Commission 
may delegate such approvals (but not dis
approvals) to the Director of Planning. Author
ity is also provided for the Commission's re
sponsibility to be transferred by ordinance to 
the Board of Zoning Adjustment. At present 
the Board is exercising this function. (See City 
Charter, Section 97(1) and Municipal Code, 
Sections 15.00 and I2.28C.)

Quasi-Judicial — Pertaining to a judicial 
function performed by an administrative 
agency. In zoning, the granting of a variance 
is a quasi-judicial act because it is done by a 
municipal agency rather than by a court of 
law, yet involves the adjudication of rights 
and equities of property owners. The power of 
a Zoning Administrator to make interpreta
tions of how zoning regulations apply to spe
cific situations is also a quasi-judicial pewer.

Slight Modification — A term presently 
used in the City Charter and Zoning Code to 
refer to the individual approval of minor de
viations from the area (lot size and setback) 
requirements of the Zoning Code. Under Sec
tion 93 of the Charter, the Board of Building 
and Safety Commissioners is authorized to 
grant a slight modification if it finds that a 
special reason makes the application of the 
strict letter of the ordinance impractical and 
that the modification is in conformity with 
the spirit and purpose of the ordinance. No 
specific limits are defined for a modification 
granted by the Building and Safety Commis
sion. However, Section I2.27B4 of the Zoning 
Code authorizes Zoning Administrators to also 
grant slight modifications (in the form of 
variances) and defines a slight modification as 
being limited to a twenty percent reduction 
of a setback requirement and a ten percent 
reduction in required lot area. A Zoning Ad
ministrator is not required to make written 
findings in connection with a slight modifica
tion, but is nevertheless bound by the same 
legal criteria which apply to all variance 
determinations.

Spot Zoning — The placing of a zoning 
classification on a piece of property different 
from that applying to adjacent properties, 
without any reason in terms of the public 
health, safety and welfare. Spot zoning is held 
by the courts to be illegal since it violates the 
principle that zoning regulations must be con
sistent and reasonably serve the public interest.

Subdivision — A division of land into lots 
accomplished by the filing and approval of a 
tract map. Under the California Subdivision 
Map Act, divisions of land into five or more 
parcels require tract map approval. In Los 
Angeles, initial approval of a tentative tract 
map is by the Director of Planning, with ap
peal first to the Planning Commission and then 
to the City Council. A tract map identifies the 
design of the land development accurately 
showing lots and dedicated streets. (See Cali
fornia Business and Professions Code, Sections 
1)500-11641, and Municipal Code, Sections 
17.00-17.12.)

Supplemental Use District — A special 
type of zoning classification, provided for in 
the present Los AngeJes Zoning Code, which 
may be combined, by legislative action, with 
other zoning classifications at particular loca
tions to permit an additional land use. At 
present, supplemental use districts may be es
tablished only for oil drilling, rock and gravel 
production, animal slaughtering, and horse
keeping. (See Municipal Cede, Sections 13.00
13.05.)

"T"-Tentalive Zoning Classification — A 
zoning designation which may be adopted in 
combination with a regular zoning classifica
tion when rezoning property. While property 
remains in the "T" classification, it may be 
used only as if the previous zoning applied. 
The "T" designation is removed when a sub
division tract map has been recorded; the 
property may then be used in accordance with 
the new zoning classification. The purpose 
of the "T" designation is to guarantee that 
streets, utilities and other needed land im
provements will be provided In connection 
with the development of new land uses. (See 
Municipal Code, Section 12.32A.)

Transfer of Jurisdiction — A procedure 
by which, if the agency designated to act upon 
a request fails to act within a specified time
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limit, the applicant may request another 
agency to assume jurisdiction and act on the 
matter. At present, the Zoning Code provides 
fifty-day time limits and allows transfers of 
jurisdiction from the City Planning Commis
sion to the City Council on such conditional 
use matters as are processed through the 
Commission, and from a Zoning Administrator 
to the Board of Zoning Adjustment on all 
matters processed through the Office of Zon
ing Administration.

Unclassifiabte Use — A term used in this 
report to designate certain land uses which, 
because of unusual characteristics such as 
the need for large areas, cannot be effec
tively assigned automatically to any 2oning 
classification. Examples are cemeteries and 
airports. It is recommended that these uses 
be individually approved at specific locations 
by legislative action.

Variance — A type of quasi-judicial de
termination, provided for in the Charter and in 
the Zoning Code, by which an adjustment is 
made in the zoning regulations applicable to 
a specific parcel of land. To be legal and 
proper, such a determination must carry out 
the intent of the zoning regulations, and is 
granted only to prevent an unintended and 
discriminatory application of the regulation; 
it must not grant a special privilege. (See City 
Charter, Section 97(2), and Municipal Code, 
Section 12.27B.)

Zone — In order to regulate the use of 
property, land in the City is placed in zones

according to the use permitted for it. The 
Zoning Map accurately defines the boundaries 
and locations of zones for categories of land 
use as set forth in the Code and within which 
zone other categories of land use are excluded.

Zone Change — An amendment to a por
tion of the Zoning Map (which is a part of 
the Zoning Code); a change in the zoning 
classification of particular parcels of real es
tate. (See Municipal Code, Section 12.32.)

Zoning Administrator — See Office of 
Zoning Administration.

Zoning Classification — A refined listing 
of land uses which, either individually or as to 
type, are identified as possessing similar char
acteristics or performance standards and are 
permitted as compatible uses in a zone. For 
each zoning classification, the Zoning Code 
includes provisions, conditions, and require
ments related to the permissible location and 
arrangement of permitted uses.

Zoning Code — That part of the Munici
pal Code which contains the City's zoning 
regulations; Articles 2, 3 and 6 of Chapter 1 
of the Municipal Code constitute the Zoning 
Code.

Zoning Map — That part of the Zoning 
Code consisting of map sheets and diagrams 
which show the territory of the City divided 
into zones, with symbols to indicate the classi
fication of property within each zone. (See 
Municipal Code, Section I2.04B.)

Zoning Ordinance—Synonym for Zoning 
Code.



APPENDIX E
SUMMARY OF CITY COUNCIL FILES 

RELATED TO THE COMMITTEE'S STUDY

FILES REFERRED TO 
THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE

FILE NO. 131,411 (Referred by the City 
Council)

Subject; Appeals from the Board of Zon
ing Adjustment to the City Council. Defini
tion of variance categories.

Summary.- Initially, a Charter amend
ment was proposed which would authorize the 
Council to provide for appeals to the Council 
on those variance and conditional use matters 
for which Board of Zoning Adjustment action 
is now final. After receiving reports from the 
Board of Adjustment, the Planning Committee 
and the Charter and Administrative Code 
Committee, the Council ordered the matter to 
be filed.

Another proposal was then made to 
amend the Charter to authorize the Council 
to define the categories in which the variance 
procedure could be utilized. After two public 
hearings, the Planning Committee recom
mended the matter be filed. However, the 
Council referred the file to the Citizens Com
mittee for report.

Citizens Committee Recommendations:
The Board of Zoning Appeals (our suggested 
renaming of the Board Adjustment) should 
not consider matters other than appeals from 
decisions of a Zoning Administrator. These 
(natters,, being administrative and quasi
judicial and not legislative, should not be fur
ther appealable to the Council (Recommenda
tion 15)

The limitations on variances contem
plated in the Council file should be accom
plished by Charter amendment. The Commit
tee believes this is preferable to making such 
provisions by ordinance (Recommendation 12).

FILE NO. 132,460 (Referred by the City
Council)

Subject: Citizens Committee study of
Grand Jury report.

Summary: This is the basic file under 
which the Citizens Commit lee on Zoning 
Practices and Procedures was estaohshed. The 
"Zoning Study Report and Recommendations" 
of the 1966 Los Angeles County Grand Jury 
was referred to the Committee for report and 
recommendation thereon. The Grand Jury re
port contained eight recommendations. (See 
Appendix B for the complete Grand Jury 
zoning report,)

Citizens Committe Recommendations:
The Committee recommendations relating to 
each of the Grand Jury recommendations are 
summarized in Chapter 6-

FILE NO. 132,460, SUPPLEMENT 1 (Referred 
by the City Council)

Subject: Ethics, conflict of interest and 
compaign contributions.

Summary: The Council referred the fol
lowing documents to the Citizens Committee 
for its consideration:

1. Assembly Bill 22 introduced January 
3, 1967. Would require amount of campaign 
contribution from each contributor to be listed 
by his name in campaign statements.
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2. Assembly Bill 173 introduced April 
20, 1966, and now effective. Sets salaries for 
State legislators. Prescribes a code of ethics 
for State legislators and employees of the 
Legislature.

3. Los Angeles Times article, December 
30, 1965, "State's Top Elected Officials and 
Their Finances,"

4. Reprint from Los Angeles Times, 
September 15, 1965. Article on State Legisla
tors, "They Serve Too Many Masters?"

5. Reprint from Los Angeles Times, 
September 15, 1965, "The Financial Re
sources of California's Legislators."

Citizens Committee Recommendations: 
Adopt a code of ethics for City officials and 
employees involved in planning and zoning 
matters (Recommendation 311.

Require Planning Commission and Board 
of Zoning Adjustment members to declare 
any conflict of interest before considering 
each planning and zoning matter (Recommen
dation 32).

Enact municipal regulations to require 
itemized reporting of campaign contributions, 
listing donors and the amount from each 
donor and including indirect contributions 
handled through professional firms managing 
compaigns, campaign committees, etc. (Rec
ommendation 35).

PILE NO. 132,669 and 137,021 (Referred by 
the City Council)

Subject: "Q"-Qualified zone.
Summary: By adoption of a Planning 

Committee report, the Planning Department 
was requested to propose a means by which 
zone changes could be granted with require
ments to insure that specific development 
proposals are carried out. In response, the 
Department and the Planning Commission 
recommended an ordinance to establish a "Q"- 
qualified zoning classification to be used in 
conjunction with a change of zone in order to 
limit a site to specific uses and site develop
ment conditions (City Plan Case No. 20414).

Citizens Committee Recommendation: 
The Committee opposes this proposal and 
makes other suggestions which, if followed,

would go far toward solving the problem (Rec- 
ommendaiion 10). At the invitation of the City 
Council, the Committee submitted a report 
on this subject on May 23, 1968. After receipt 
of the Citizens Committee report, the Council 
referred the matter to its Planning Committee 
for further consideration.

FILE NO. 132,683 (Referred by the Planning 
Committee of the City Council)

Subject: Declaration of financial inter
ests.

Summary; It was initially proposed in a 
Council motion that all elected and appointed 
officials of the City dealing with planning and 
zoning matters be required to file sworn affi
davits each six months, listing their real estate 
properties in the City. The Council amended 
this proposal to include reporting of other 
personal holdings, and requested the City At
torney to draft an ordinance. The City Attor
ney requested clarification as to the intended 
scope of the ordinance, and, after a hearing, 
the Planning Committee recommended cer
tain clarifications. However, the Council failed 
to adopt the Committee recommendations. 
Subsequently, the Planning Committee trans
ferred the fife to the Citizens Committee for 
its consideration.

Citizens Committee Recommendations: 
Require by ordinance and amplification of the 
Charter thar Planning Commission and Board 
of Zoning Appeals members declare any pri
vate or personal interest prior to consideration 
of each matter. The Committee, in a subse
quent report, intends to submit additional rec
ommendations, including a suitable definition 
of conflict of interest (Recommendation 32).

FILE NO. 132,683, SUPPLEMENT 1 (Referred 
by the Planning Committee of the City 
Council)

Subject: Disclosure of conflict of interest.
Summary: Initially, it was proposed by 

Council motion diet an affidavit be required 
in connection with each planning or zoning 
case, by which each elected or appointed offi
cial processing the matter would certify that 
he has no financial, personal or relationship
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interest in property within 300 feet of the 
property under consideration. The Planning 
Committee held a hearing and recommended 
that sworn affidavits be required only when 
there is an interest in the property involved, 
with a misdemeanor penalty for violations. The 
Council failed to adopt this recommendation. 
Subsequently, the Ptanning Committee trans
ferred the file to the Citizens Committee for 
its consideration.

Citizens Committee Recommendations; 
Require, by ordinance, that Planning Commis
sion and Board of Zoning Appeals members 
must declare any conflict of interest prior to 
consideration of each matter. The Committee, 
in a subsequent report, intends to submit addi
tional recommendations including a suitable 
definition of conflict of interest (Recommen
dation 32).

FILES NOT REFERRED TO THE 
COMMITTEE BUT RELATED TO 
THE COMMITTEE'S STUDY

FILE NO. 119,840
Studies and proposals to change the pro

cedure for approval of planned residential de
velopments. The most recent proposal of the 
Planning Department (City Plan Case Nos. 
17155 and 19333) would provide for such 
developments under Supplemental Use Dis
trict provisions and would establish a special 
zoning enforcement unit in the Building and 
Safety Department. The Planning Commission 
is currently considering this matter.

The Committee recommends controlling 
planned developments under improved condi
tional use regulations and giving the Building 
and Safety Department an adequate enforce
ment staff (Recommendations 9 and I I).

FILE NO. 132.461
Proposal to require that campaign contri

butions of more than $25 be reported by ap
plicants and other parties with a beneficial 
interest in a zoning matter. The Planning 
Committee reported on this without recom
mendation while the Governmental Efficiency 
Committee submitted a recommendation in

favor of the proposal. After several motions 
failed of adoption, the matter was ordered to 
be filed.

The Committee recommends a City ordi
nance requiring itemized reports from ail 
elected officials and candidates, listing donors 
and amounts from each donor (Recommenda
tion 35).

FILE NO. 132,822

The file under which the lobbyist regis
tration ordinance was enacted. This action 
relates to the first recommendation of the 
1966 Los Angeles County Grand Jury (see 
Chapter 6).

Pending further experience with the new 
"lobbyist" registration ordinance, the Commit
tee has no recommendation at this time.

FILE NO. 135,781
A proposal that the Zoning Code be 

amended to include any officer, board, depart
ment or bureau of the City among those eligi
ble to file an appeal to the City Council from 
an action of either the Planning Commission 
or the Board of Zoning Adjustment on those 
conditional use permit cases which are appeal
able to the Council.

The Committee recommends that all con
ditional use permit cases operating under the 
new concept presented in this report be ap
pealable only to the Board of Zoning Appeals 
(Recommendation 7) and that the Planning 
Commission and Planning Director be included 
among those eligible to file such appeals 
(Recommendation 22).

FILE NO. 136,635
Proposal in Council to amend the Charter 

in order to protect tenure in office and over
lapping terms of City commissioners. The pro
posed amendment would provide that; (Da 
commissioner shall serve a full term unless he 
resigns or is removed for cause by the Mayor, 
subject to approval of the Council by a two- 
thirds vote; (2) an office is deemed vacant at 
the expiration of the term unless an appoint
ment or reappointment is made by the Mayor 
and approved by majority vote of the Council;
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and (3) if an office remains vacant for thirty 
days, the President of the Council shall make 
an appointment, subject to approval of the 
Council by majority vole. This proposal has 
been referred to the Charter and Administra
tive Code Committee.

The Committee recommends a similar 
Charter amendment, with some differences in 
detail, and also requiring that resignations are 
to be effective only when voluntarily filed 
with the City Clerk (Recommendation 27).
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APPENDIX F
LIST OF PERSONS WHO MET WITH THE 

COMMITTEE OR CONTRIBUTED SUGGESTIONS

The Committee expresses its appreciation 
to all persons who met with the Committee to 
offer suggestions and advice and also wishes 
to acknowledge the assistance of the many 
persons who provided technical advice and 
staff assisfance in the preparation of this 
report
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SUMMARY REPORT

INTRODUCTION

’ The Citizens Committee on Zoning Prac
tices and Procedures was appointed early in 
T 967 by the Mayor and City Council to make 
an’ in-depth study of planning and zoning 
practices in the City of Los Angeles.

The Committee's.formation resulted from 
a-special report and recommendations on zon
ing practices issued by the 1966 Los Angeles 
County Grand Jury. That report was issued 
after the Grand Jury's investigation into a 
zoning case in which it was alleged there had 
been improper influence exerted on officials 
to obtain s, favorable decision..After, having 
reviewed all evidence, the Grand Jury stated 
that many of the circumstances in the case 
caused it grave concern and that the evidence 

• if had heard clearly demonstrated influence 
had been and would continue to be exerted 
through campaign contributions, political ob
ligations and friendships. .The reporf con
cluded that a comprehensive study of planning 
and zoning practices was long overdue and 
would be of invaluable benefit to the people 
of Los Angeles.

After formation of the "Citizens Commit
tee,'" initial meetings Were hefd'With the Mayor 
and City CoundlriVeiV, Vfho made if dear- that 
tW Committee "should "feel free to investigate 
all aspects of planning "and zoning In Los 
Angeles. ’ ' ' - . -

The. Committee's first report to the Mayor 
and. City Council, "A. Program .to Improve 
Planning and Zoning in Los Angeles," has

2 *

been prepared and published after more than 
a year of hearings and investigation. This 
separate summary document is issued concur
rently to enable citizens to quickly and easily 
take ■ note of the roost significant changes 
recommended by the Committee.1

The Committee believes that its first re
port provides the general guidelines which, if 
followed, wifi insure good planning and zoning 
practices in the City of Los Angeles, (n one 
or more later reports it wifi present suggested 
texts of- proposed Charter amendments and 
significant changes to the present Zoning .Code 
which should be enacted as soon as possible.

GENERAL conclusions

As a result of the Committee's investi- 
• gafion, it has become dear that the basic 

solution to the problem of improper- zoning 
practices is two-fbH:

A greater adherence to the" principles of 
" planning and zoning . ‘

The clarification of laws and procedures 
so as to dearly differentiate the legis- 

. Ia_tive, administrative and "quasi-judicial 
processes of government.

" Many present problems can beattributed 
. to-deviations from the basic principles involved 

in each.

^Persons requiring a more rfetaikri knowledge should 
refer to the full report. Such persons should make o 
request In writing to the-Committee, Room 375," City 
Hall, Los Angeles. .



■ There can be no adequate consideration 
oF zoning practices without considering, at the 
same time, the principles and practices of city 
planning in general. The Committee's find
ings and .recommendations take info account 
this essential relationship.

Planning authorities agree that individual 
zoning actions by the legislative body must 
have reference to an over-all zoning plan, and 
such plan must, in turn, relate to a master
plan--- the newer, more descriptive term .for
which is comprehensive general plan—For the 
future physical development of the city.

A comprehensive general plan deals with 
intermediate and long-range goals and objec
tives. It Is a frame of reference which is used 
to guide the future physical development and 
growth gf the city. The General Plan for.Los 
Angeie.s should be the result of a complete 
arid detailed analysis of the City, its content 
should include not only maps’ showing the 

■ desirable trends for future development,.but 
also statements of policy.with respect to each 
element of the Plan. .

Zoning, on the other hand, is a tool which 
is used to regulate specifically the use of land 
and to put Into effect, the principles and pat
terns set forth in the General Plan. Zoning 

. caririo't take' th& place of planriing—it. must be 
based ujJo'n the results of sound plans carefully 
developed. ‘ ‘

Zoning is the process of authorizing, by 
districts designated as zones, the uses,to which 
land may be put Uniform regulations within a 
zone are fundamental to proper and legal 
ironing. The'courts Have held tha't the essence 
of zoning is territorial division recognizing the 
character of-land .and buildings particularly 
suitable for specific -uses .and the establish
ment of uniform regulations for uses within 
a zone. Rezoning, therefore, should be accom
plished by areas or districts, rather than piece-, 
meal or by spot zoning. The courts of prac
tically every state condemn spot zoning as 
contrary to the general public interest, and in 
most instances, contrary to the basic legal 
provisions for zoning.

The term "zoning" has lost much of its 
significance in the City of Los Angeles, for 
it has Cohne to mean promiscuous changes in 
Iri the zoning pattern rather than adherence to 
consistent, Comprehensive zoning. Procedures 
in actual practice have frequently become 'so

loose that even the limited requirements of 
the City Charter have not been met in numer
ous variance cases. .

The practice in Los Angeles is not unique 
in this respect. In cities of almost every state, 
cases are reported where property owners seek 
to increase the value of their property by 
applying for zone changes, variances or con
ditional use permits, in a great many instances 
to the detriment of other property. In these 
cases, the approval of a change in permitted 
use or other regulations constitutes a special 
privilege.

Basically, there are three principal means 
for the operation of municipal government In 
the regulatory field; (I) the legislative process 
for determining policy, (2) the administrative 
process for applying the policies and (3) the 
quasi-judicial process for reviewing and adjust
ing matters equitably under the policies.

A great number of abuses described be
fore the Committee have come through action 
of the quasi-judicial Board of Zoning Adjust
ment in reviewing appeals from decisions of 
the Office of Zoning Administration. The 
Committee is particularly concerned that ac
tions o£ the Board of Zoning Adjustment have 
been improperly used as an alternative. to 
legislative action by the -City Council, thus 
allowing an applicant to select his forum. 
There have been many instances cited in which 
an application for rezoning was denied both 
by the Planning Commission and by the City 
Council on appeal. In some of these instances 
a subsequent request to a Zoning' Administra
tor for. a variance was also denied, but on 
appeal to the Board of Zoning Adjustment, all 
previous decisions were reverted and the use 
granted. ’

The net effect is a fezoning which con
stitutes a misappropriation of the'legislative 
ppwer which properly belongs only to the 
Mayor and Council. The Committee has con
cluded that there should be only one correct 
route to follow for each type of zoning action. 
There are at present two such routes, either 

'legislative or quasi-judicial. The quasi-judicial 
route (variance) should never- be used to pro- , 
duce an end result that should property only 
be .accomplished by a legislative change. A 
variance should.not (and cannot legally) be a 
substitute 'for a legislative zone change.



SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS IN. THE REPORT

The purpose and justification for the 
planning function in government, including 
zoning, are to develop plans, programs and 
standards that will permit utilization of land 

-in order to achieve the greatest potential bene
fits for the community as a whole. Through 
this planning process, an environment condu
cive to the highest level of living, commerce 
and industry can be produced.' In the final 
analysis, the extent to which these objectives 
are attained or lost must lie the measure by 
which the sucpess or failure of employing the 
planning function is Judged. -

It is also essential that any form of 
regulation, including zoning, adhere to those 
principles of Justice, fair play and puWic par
ticipation upon which our system of govern
ment is based.

. Specifically, with regard to zoning in the 
City of Los Angeles, there are basic questions 
that need answers.’ Providing' these answers 
has" represented a major assignment for the 
Committee.

The first question is whether the Zoning 
Map reflects the intended land use pattern of 
the City as defined ’fay the comprehensive 
General Plan. ' ' •

The City Planning Department is current
ly engaged in revising elements of the General 
Plan which are out of date and in developing 
new elements of the Plan which have hereto
fore been missing. Land use plans have been 
progressively adopted for some areas of the 
City, and plans are in progress for other areas. 
Completion of the General Plan should be" a 
matter of high priority for the Department if 
the City is to have the necessary' guide for 
better zoning. "

. The second question .is whether zoning 
actions, either for zone changes, conditional 
uses or variances, stabilize the comprehensive 

■ land use pattern. Or do they represent an aban
donment of the principles of comprehensive
ness and substitute therefor isolated grants of 
special privilege, the effect, of which is to 
destroy public confidence in the reliability .of 
zoning and severely .reduce, any reaj value that 
zoning may have? . * .

A third .question is whether basic policies 
of land use control have been defined. Includ
ing matters .of procedure, and if so whether 
the administration of zoning has adhered to 
such policies. If adequately defined policies 
appear not to exist, how can they be estab
lished? In the event tha't adequate policies 
have been established, has the administrative 
process strengthened the policies or weakened 
them? •

It must be recognized that the many 
criticisms which have been brought to the 
Committee's attention do not apply to all 
elected and appointed officials having’respoh- 

. sibitities in planning"and zoning matters. ’But 
these officials must be relieved of the great 
pressures exerted ‘upon them; they must' be 
afforded more time and opportunity, for con
structive planning. However, the Committee 
found that over the years the career staff of the 

.Planning Department has performed its duties 
with competence, dedication and persistence. 
The staff has met the unprecedented rapid 
growth of this City with a consistently high 
quality of research, analysis, plan preparation 
arid planning administration —the essential 
foundations for sound city planning' efforts'. ’

The City of Los. Angeles pioneered in the 
regulation of land use. Through the years 
there have been many significant decisions 
of the Supreme Court of this State and the 
United States Supreme Court that.have upheld 
imaginative zoning procedures, originating, ip 
Los Angeles. But this' community in. recent 
years has fallen behind in practical and far
sighted municipal control of. land uses. Los 
Angeles is now the third largest city in the 
nation and the center of the second largest 
metropolitan area, with constantly* growing 

• potentialities. It should lie second jto none, in ' 
planning and zoning policies and,procedures.

After fourteen months of exhaustive 
hearings, meetings, research -and analysis of 
the extensive information received* the Com
mittee is making, thirty-six recommendations 
for the improvement of planning, and zoning 
in Los Angeles. The recommendations in the 
full report are set forth in five chapters, each, 
covering a major topic In thrs’summary report 
th.ese .fiy;e -top’tGs, and .the most significant of 
the thirty-six recommendations are discussed. *
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A SOL/HD LEGISLATIVE AMD POLICY BASE 
FOR. PLANNING AND ZONING

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
To .establish and maintain adequate letja'I authority for 

planri/ng.
• To establish and-maintain an adequate legislative, and 

- policy basis for land use control. .

A community's physical development re
tie? upon planning to set forth objectives and 
to coordinate efforts to reach these ob/ectives. 
Zoning is a primary means of implementing 
city development pfans and policies.

GENERAL'PLAN
. Objectives for a community are com

monly compiled, in a general plan-—currently 
knpwn in. Los Angeles as the Master Plan. 
It is a policy statement, not a law or ordinance, 
but its purpose and method of adoption should 
be.specified in the basic law of the City—the 
City.Charter. A general plan 'should be com
prehensive .with respect to geographic, area 
covered, subject matter included, objectives 
sought and the time periods to which the 
plan applies. •

In Los Angeles, the basic purpose of the 
General Plan is not stated in the City Charter, 
and as a result the relationship of zoning 
legislation to the General Plan is vague. Also, 
the procedure for adopting and implementing 
the General Plan Is poorly defined.
r’
Recommendations1

• Amend the City Charter to set forth 
the purpose and nature of the General 
Plan, as well as general procedure for 
TtS development and adoption. Supple
ment the Charter with .3 Municipal 
Code -section defining the content, 

- form and specific procedure for adop
tion df the General Plan. 
(Recommendation O'

^Throughout thfc summary report, the recommendations 
srf the Com mi Uet ore -stated in abbreviated form. For. 
the complete text of the recommendations, see the full 
report of the Committee. The recommendation numbers 
In parentheses refer to lh« nvmlwictg used in the -full 
report-

• In the procedure for the adoption and 
amendment of the General Plan, in

. elude
A Planning Commission hearing 
Submission to the Mayor for com
ments
A public City Council hearing.
(Recommendation 2) .

• Review and revise the General Plan on 
the basis of an area-by-area review aod 
a regular schedule established by the 
City Council following City Planning* 
Commission recommendation. * 
(Recommendation 3)

* Amend the Charter to require'both the 
Council and the Planning Commission

' to make specific findings showing con?
. formaiyce to the General Plan when 

adopting or amending any zoning reg
ulations or zoning maps.

. (Recommendation 4) ' •

ZONING
The Zoning Code should implement the 

General Plan so as to promote the best over-all 
community development, prevent unnecessary 
conflicts between land uses and. provide for 
the orderly functioning of the community. 
Long established legal principles'require that 
zoning regulations be reasonable, consistent 
and nbndiscnminatory, ' v •

Zoning practices in'Uos Angeles do not 
now sufficiently reflect sound planning ob
jectives. Piecemeal or spot zoning is reported 
to in place of zoning on an area-wide basis. 
Individual rights are sometimes restricted or 
privileges-are granted"oh the basis of personal 
circumstance and pressure, rather than on the 
basis of serving the public interest.





• •

UNRAVELING THE LEGISLATIVE, ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
QUASUUDICIAL FUNCTIONS

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
To clearly establish the proper distinction.between legis

lative; administrative and quasi-judicial functions as 
they pertain to planning and zoning matters.

To prevent improper deviations from the land use pfan ' ' 
and standards established by the General Plan and the 
Zoning Code.

The separation of powers concept of gov
ernment assures ail citizens fair 'and equal 
treatment before the law. The legislative 
branch establishes the law; the administrative 
branch applies and enforces the law; and (he 
quasi-judicial branch interprets the law, makes 
findings of fact and determines equities under 
Charter and ordinance provisions.

■ With regard to planning and zoning, sep
aration of powers is essential. The legislative 
body must clearly set forth the objectives, 
conditions and standards of the zoning regu
lations. The administrative agencies must ap
ply the law equitably, and the quasi-judicial 
bodies must adjudicate on the basis of the 
law itself, not according to their own prefer
ences.

In Los Angeles, the separation of powers 
. has become blurred in (he implementation of 

the zoning regulations. Legislative powers are 
properly and legally a function only of the 
City Council but sometimes in effect have 
been assumed by the Board of Zoning Ad
justment. The City Planning Commission, Gty 
Planning Department, Office of Zoning Ad
ministration,' Board of Zoning Adjustment and 
City Council all exercise some administrative 
powers. And quasi-judicial powers are found 
ift the Office of Zoning Administration, Board 
of Zoning-Adjustment and (he Gty Council. 
This duplication of functions results in much 
uncertainty and confusion.

Most of the problems stem from deficien
cies in the Zoning Code and Charter. Both 
documents contain ambiguities. They create 
confusion among agencies by providing for 
different agencies to make similar types of

interpretations and decisions. (See the figure 
entitled “Present'Assignments."} Discretion in 
decision-making is allowed' without supplying 
adequate guiding criteria and standards.

The legislative body Should establish 
adequate and stable standards arid thus prevent 
usurpation of legislative authority by admin
istrative and quasi-judicial agencies. (See the 
figure “Proposed Assignments,'1)

"Q" ZONE
' An improper assignment of functions is 

illustrated by the proposed “Q“-qualifred zone 
ordinance. Under the provisions of this pro
posal, the legislative body would be assuming 
administrative and quasi-judicial powers and 
exercising them on a case-by-case basis. .

The “Q“ zone has been proposed because 
of deficiencies in the existing regulations. At 
present, incompatible uses are permitted with
in the same zoning classifications, in rezoning 
cases, proposals for desirable developments are 
made but there is difficulty in insuring that 
these proposals are carried out. The use of the ■ 
proposed "Q“ zone would permit the City 
Council to grant a rezoning for a specific use 
subject to Individually tailored regulations.

The purpose of this proposal is good, but 
the Committee believes the means proposed 
are unsound. The "Q" zone is undesirable be
cause it Cl) circumvents the necessity of fol
lowing uniform standards, (2) does not correct 
the deficiencies in the existing regulations,
G) in effect woufd create a separate zoning ■ 
classification for each parcel of property to 
which it is applied, (4) would authorize a 
new form of spot zoning, and (5) would permit

. 7
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PLANNING
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air
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Present Assignments far Determination of Planning and Zoning Matters

discriminatory action. The intended result can 
be accomplished in a proper way by providing 
stable and uniform guidelines for each type 
of use in each zone. This is the essence of 
the revised conditional use permit concept 
recommended in the report. * .

Recommendation
» Expand and -clarify .the provisions for 

conditional use permits to better ac
complish the intended purpose of the 
"Q''-quafified zone concept.

. (Recommendation IOJ

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS
„ The Zoning Code intentionally provides 

for-the exercise of administrative discretion 
under‘specified circumstances, as in the case 
of conditional use permits. The conditional 
use permit procedure is applied to certain

types of public service and other unusual’land 
uses for which compatibility with surrounding 
land use is dependent upon particular site con
ditions. These uses are neither prohibited nor 
permitted automatically in designated zones, 
but may be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
At present there are no codified standards for 
the approval and control of such- uses. The 
danger of improper discrimination is -apparent-’

Another problem is that the jurisdiction 
for consideration of conditional use permits 
is divided. For some classes of use determina
tions are made by the City Planning Commis
sion with appeal to the City Council. However, 
most are determined by the Office of Zoning 
Administration with appeal to the Board of ’ 
Zoning Adjustment; but of the iatfer group 
some types may be appealed further to the 
City Council white other types are not subject 
to such appeal.
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The Board ofCommittee finds that not be suitably classified by zone.the
(Reccmmenda t/on 8)Zoning Adjustment has frequently re-too

versed determinations of the Zoning Admin
QUASI-JUDICIAL FUNCTIONSand thatistrators conditional use cases.on

The Office of Zoning Administration andmany of these actions by the Board have con
stituted a usurpation of legislative and admin the Board of Zoning Adjustment are named by
istrative authority. the City Charter as the agencies to act upon

quasi-judicial device intended tova nances
Recommendations assure equal treatment under conditions which

cannot be identified in advance in the adoptedAmend the Zoning Code to establish
regulations. Variances are properly used touniform regulations and criteria for
modify the application of- zoning laws in orderconditional uses within designated
to bring the privileges of a particular piece ofzoning classifications. Assign cons id-
property to a parity with other similarly lo-eration and determination of such uses
cated and classified properties, but withoutto the Office of Zoning Ad ministration
granting special privileges.as matters of administrative and quasi-

Yhe policies of the two responsible agervJudicial Interpretation.
des have differed. The Office of Zoning(Recommendation 7)
Administration (which has original jurisdiction

Treat planned developments as-condi- in all variance cases) Has consistently made
tionai uses with uniform conditions specific and pertinent findings for each case
specified in the Zoning Code. The Board of Zoning Adjustment (which is the(Recommendation 9) appeal body'for variances) has sometimes ig-
Provide for individual legislative action nored the findings of the Zoning Admin istra-
on certain "unclassifiabfe" uses Such tors and has failed to: make its owrradequate

universities, whichairports and ‘findings when reversing Zoning Adnumstravas
because of unusual characteristics can tors 'decisions:



Also, the Board of Zoning Adjustment 
has acquired a mixture of unrelated powers. 
Basically it is an appetla.te body. But it has 
had delegated to it certain administrative 
functions. And in many cases it has developed 
its own standards .rather than using those es
tablished by the Zoning Code, thus la effect 

making legislative determinations which the 
Board does not have authority to do. This 
mixing of functions makes it difficult for the 
Board to give adequate recognition to its basic 

■quasi-judicial function as intended in the orig
inal Charter-provisions.
Recommendations’ ' '

• Amend the City Charter and Zoning 
Code to set forth more clearly the re-

'' ' quirements for granting variances and 
require that the appeal body adhere to 
these requirements. .
(Recommendation 12)

• By Charter amendment, change the 
' ‘ • name of the Board of' Zoning Adjust

ment to the Board of Zoning Appeals 
and limit its jurisdiction to appeals 
from decisions of Zoning Administra
tors, with no other administrative 

_ functions assigned, to it. - ■ .
(Recommendation 15) . ■ .

The Committee's recommendations for 
handling zoning cases are illustrated by the 
figure entitled "Types of Zoning Cases." .

. r r DccitiorrWufcms Agency . - .

fbhCfion
Type of

Zoning Case
1 atrial

CvnnderoN'on
Hnof or 

Appeal Agwcjf IrttfC Involved c

Lcjuforirc Zoning Mop Chonge

Undosslftobb Use 
Approvof

Sopptemenfaf Use 
District.

Oly F’lanniog 
Commission

Ofy Coencil Whet regulations should be applied in ' 
various districts to Serve.the commu
nity Interest ond carry out the General . 
Plan? ’ “ '

Administrative Condrtioncf Use 
Pcnwf _ ‘

Office of Zoning 
Ariminls (ration

Board of Zoning 
Appeals '

Whol £s (he correct application of the 
,Jow to the properly Involved?

Quafl'-Jutftcral ‘ Variance - Office of Zoning 
Admin rsf/orion

Board of Zoning 
Appeals

What adjustment of tlie general regu
lations is necessary to treat on indi
vidual property fairly and os intended 
by the low? *

Typu of Zoning Cares (at ilcrymrxicnrled}



INSURING FAIR, UNDERSTANDABLE AND EFFECTIVE PROCEDURES-

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To maintain procedures -which guarantee due process and 

equal treatment, which are simple and'easily under
stood, and which lead to decisions'in 'accord with 

' legislative intent and policies." ' . '

* -• Zoning issues involve both individual 
rights and community-interests. Asa safeguard 
for maintaining balance'between these inter
ests, due process should be assured by recog
nizing the right of petition, the right of notice, 
th’e right of public hearing, the need for com- 
pefent’technicaf and professional analysis, the 
need for sound Judgment^ the necessity to 
reach timely decisions and the right'of appeal. 
Sound and logical procedure is needed for all 
three types of governmental action—legisla
tive, administrative artdquasi-judtcial.

PROCEDURES -
. "At present the procedural requirements 

for each type of zoning case are treated sep= 
arateiy in different parts of the Zoning Code 
and drffer-in detaii because of past piecemeal 
amendment of the Code. Some provisions re
lating to time limits and appeals are contained 
In still other sections of the Code.

There are currently fifteeen different . 
forms used for filing various types of zoning 
applications and appeals. The rules for sub
mittal of applications—including forms, infor
mation required, eligibility to apply and the 
need for affidavits—are determined by three 
different agencies. -

Notification methods are not entirely ade-. 
tjuate. Hearings on applications are announced 
by mail to all property owners within 300 feet 
of the subject property but sometimes these 
notices are received too late for action, are 
difficult to understand, and do not reach ad 
parties who properly have an interest in the 
matters being considered. Notices are. also 
published as' legal advertising in a newspaper 
of general circulation but these are not read 
by mbst citizens and again the descriptions. 
rpay be difficult to understand.

The manner of conducting public hear
ings has been Criticized. Proceedings are dif-

ficuit for the layman to follow. Full informa
tion is not always disclosed at the original 
hearing, and unverified Information may be 
received. Sometimes both sides in.a case have 
not been given equal opportunity to present 
their points of view.

Recommendations . •
, • Amend the Municipal Code to incor

porate, in one section, simplified re
. quirements governing . -

Applications 
' " ' ‘ Notification

Hearings ’ .
Time limits 
Appeals

for all types of planning and zoning 
cases.
(Recommendation 16)

• Provide timely and effective notice of 
hearings to interested parties through 

Improvement of property ownership 
and mailing address records by using 
data processing procedures 
(Recommendation 17) ' .
Establishment of a subscription ser- . 
vice for parties not otherwise noti
fied. ’ *
(Recommendation 18)

• Require testimony to be Under oath at 
all zoning hearings.
(Recommendation 19)

FINDINGS IN ZONING CASES
Decisions of governmental bodies on 

planning and zoning matters should be based 
upon evidence presented. The decisions arid' 
reasoning involved should be subject to exami- * 
nation, appraisal and appeal.



Written ' findings should serve (1) for 
purposes of analysis and evaluation of evi
dence, (2) as an explanation to the public of 
the reasons for decisions, and (3) as a basis 
for appeal. .

tn Los Angeles- findings on zoning ap
peals have been too often confined to general
ities and vague'or nebulous conclusions. -
Recommendation
- » Amend'the Charter and the Zoning

Code to require Written findings based 
. on evidence presented and showing

'' - conformance or nonconformance to 
required criteria. Decisions must be 
based on these findings.

. (Recommendation 2U
APPEALS' '

Appeal proceedings should be designed 
to correct possible errors in decisions.'They 
are not intended to duplicate the original 
proceedings, nor should they expand original 
hearings by receiving new or additional evi
dence. Appeals should not be decided by using 
different policies and standardsthan those 
prescribed for the agencies possessing original 
jurisdiction. The Committee. found that ap
peals have been granted in disregard of these 
principles.
. ISSUES To De-

* Rcxaffcrf by
A.ppc<t( Agency

Reco nt mendaf r or - -

« Standardize zoning appeal procedures 
to include

. A longer time to file appeals so that 
they may be more carefully pre
pared- . - ‘ ‘ •
Requiring specific showing wherein 
the original findings and determina
tion are not supported by the facts.
Consideration of appeals .only.on the 
record of the original hearing and 
determination, - \ . .

A requirement -that reversals be 
based only on .specific findings, of 
error in the original determination.' 
(Recommendation 22) . .

To reduce apparent, inconsistencies, in 
granting appeals, the procedure illustrated,, by 
the figure entitled "Guide for Recommended 
Appeal Procedure'" is recommended" by the 
Committee. - ■. . - ■

" ' ACTION Required '.................
* of Appeot'Ayenejr — .

Was a reasonable and-con
sistent decision made within 
the scope of the law? " •

Deny Ihe appeal. There ore 
no grounds for invalidating’ 
(be original decision.

What is‘a reasonably, con- 
sis teat and proper decision 
based upon the facts os pre
sented in (he original pro
ceeding?. ’

Grant the appeal anty to (he 
degree necessary to egrrect 
the errors of the original 
decision. "

Guide for Recommended- Appeal Procedure

Woe complete and adequotc 
Information furnished and If not: . . Return Co original oulhonty 

' for r«roroiteration ond rede- "
termination! * * * * ' -considered ir 

proceeding?
the original

if so:

. 1

' .



RESOLVING THE PUBLIC .INTEREST — A DEFINITION OF ROLES -

GENERAL OBJECTIVE
To organize and define the roles of the various officials 

involved in the planning and zoning process in a way 
• that leads to full recognition of the public interest.

* ’ To insure that planning and zoning pro
cedures serve the public interest, responsi
bility should be" distributed'among (1) political 
representatives—Mayor and City Council, (2) 
a non-political "civic conscience" which should 
be reflected by'the City Planning Commission- 
and the Board of Zoning Appeals, and (3) the 
professional-technical-administrative staff of 
the City Planning Department under the 
Director of- Planning and the Chief Zoning 
Administrator. -

. Altered abuses of authority can be traced 
to a partial breakdown in the checks and bal
ances among .these groups and an overlapping 
of rales among the elected officials, pilizen 
appointees and professional staff. -

CITY" PLANNING COMMISSION AND 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

As an important advisory agency, the 
Planning Commission should display innova
tion and 'independent judgment and be assured 
of continuity as contemplated by the Charter. 
The Board of Zoning Appeals should play a 
strictly quasi-judicial role, which requires in
dependence from both political and bureau
cratic influences; the (aw alone should be the 
Board's primary guide. ■

Recommendations -

Strengthen current provisions for
• Appointing the best qualified persons . 

■ to the City Planning Commission and 
- Board of Zoning Appeals

. (Recommendation 24}

• Providing appointees with specific in
formation on the nature, scope and

. - limitations of their rales .
(Recommendation 25)

• Scheduling policy review meetings on 
a regular basis 
(Recommendation 26)

; • Maintaining overlapping terms of of
fice to assure continuity by amending 
the Charter. * ■
(Recommendation 27) ' - »

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
The Mayor and City Council'are elected 

to provide representation of the public as a 
whole and to assume final legislative and 
policy-making responsibility.

Recommendations - -
Clarification and strengthening of legis

lative and policy-making powers have recom
mended in the report pertaining to

* The General Plan 
(Recommendations 1 and 2)

. * Conditional uses .
(Recommendations 7 and 9}

* Unclassifiable uses. ■ -
(Recommendation 8)

The Committee has recommended further
that ,

* Matters that are- legislative in charac
ter be cfearfy identified as such in fhe 
Charter and Code and therefore be 

-adopted by ordinance with the right" 
of veto by the Mayor. ■ 
(Recommendation 29) ■



PROTECTING THE PUBLfC INTEREST

GENERAL OBJECTIVE. -
To insure that the broad pubfid interest ts full/ recog- 

. ' . ntzed and to insure that official acts Sre not improperly
. .. ....... influenced by special or private’ interests.

PUBLIC INFORMATION Recommendation
Planning and zoning matters are often 

complex both as to the objectives-sought and 
the factors involved in making. decisions. It 
is difficult for the general public to under
stand these complexities and thus these mat
ters are susceptible to possible influence by 

special interests. -
To protect against this, citizens should 

be aware of the General Plan, zoning pattern 
and other programs affecting their area, 
should understand the 'basic principles and 
procedures relating to these matters and 
should know' where further information is 
ayaifabie so that effective action can be taken 
when changes are proposed.

Recommendation _
* Strengthen the City's public informa- 

• fion program concerning planning and 
zoning through

Clear explanation of adopted plans, 
policies and regulations
Capable personnel in public contact 
positions

■ Branch office services
Printed explanation of public hear
ing procedures.
(Recommendation 30)

CODE OF ETHICS
Maintaining high ethical standards in 

planning and zoning requires clearly written 
laws and rules of procedure and the highest 
degree of integrity in Commission and Board 
appointees. A code of ethics would provide- a 
useful guide and regulatory measures to sup
plement the above essential requirements.

• Devise and adopt-a code of ethics for 
City officials involved in planning and 
zoning matters. " .
(Recommendation' 31)* • n *

CONFLICT OF INTEREST ' *
The intent of the Charter and State law 

is that City officials not act upon matters in 
which they have a personal or private interest. 
However, it is difficult to establish a suitable 
iegaf definition of conflict of-interest together 
With a means of enforcing it.

Recommendation
• Amend the City Charter and Municipal ' 

Code to strengthen requirements that 
City Planning Commissioners and 
members of the Board of Zoning Ad
justment declare any conflicts of in
terest:

Require such declaration prior to 
becoming involved in each planning 
or zoning matter

Extend the definition of conflicts to 
personal or pnvate interests not now 
covered under the City Charter and . 
State law. ,
(Recommendation 32).

PRIVATE COMMUNICATIONS
Existing State law prohibits two or more 

members of a public body from reaching a 
decision in secret but does not specifically 
prohibit an individual Commission or Board 
member from privately conferring with inter
ested parties. ■ ■



Recommendation . -
• By ordinance and Charter amendment, 

prohibit private communications be- 
• tween interested parties, and members 

of the Planning Commission.or .Board 
of Zoning Appeals concerning any 

. . matter pending before the Commission' 
or Board.
(Recommendation 33)

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS
Campaign contributions to candidates for 

local office must now be publicly reported only 
if made directly to the candidate and then 
only the total amount of all contributions is

required to be reported. At present contribu
tions need not be reported if they are made 
to independent committees, campaign man
agement firms or other assisting organizations.

Recommendation . ■ .
* By ordinance and Charter amendment, 

‘supplement the present requirements 
for reporting of campaign contributions 
by requiring

Itemized lists of donors and amounts 
from eacli donor ' *
Reporting of indirect contributions 
made to independent committees or 
other organizations'.

• (Recommendation 35) ' ** ~
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In accordance with Council Rules, communication from the 
Los Angeles County Grand JUry for 1966, submitting 

zoning study report on zoning case in West Talley section 

and recommending that study be made in zoning matters, 

was referred to the Planning Committee-







' of - zoning reclassification; -the Mayor, as Jin elected public official, '* 1 “ * * , - -• _ ‘ f ,
- _ - - * . " „ * _ * • *

_ hasveto power,. However, iri a Conditional Use Permit no such veto ’*• . ‘ * * - " * - . -
• power exists and the ruling' of th.e City Council is final. It-is, there-

• fore, recommended that appropriate legislation be passed to authorise
- « * * * . -

. veto power on the part of the elected executive officer of the city on
- . - ■ - t • • ’ ' • ■
all property* reclassification cases and that such an additional che.ck

• . . ■ t * ,,l * 
and balance would ser\re in th.e tost interest q£ the, comm unity*.* - :

. • ' . r . * - . '
** . * *

.Evidence further disclosed that rulings of the Board of Zoning* Adjust-- 

nienfs -are -final and not appreciable other than by eippensivC recourse . .

to-the courts. .It is submitted that the interests of the- community ■ .
" - * ’ ‘ ‘ . . • •- ’ _ ■ . ♦

•Would be better.s erved if the failing of tjbis agency were appealable to
, ’ . . . ; - * . • . ' ■ .

■ the .City Councnl/with veto po'wer by the' Mayor, and it is so xeoom- ‘.

’ mended. . •* * *

4m A- growing area of concern in all levels of government has been in the '

- '• field of-conflicts cf interest, that'is,-where ad official called upon to
- . • *. • . . • . . - . . . . . " ■ " ■

’ % .act in a given field might have .some-interest in that field which would
* * * . , * * ’ ». ' _ .

- ' . * t * ’ *.'.** •
.-. inhibit that official from acting in a wholly objective ahd uninfluenced

. manner. Certainly, the field of zoning administration ranks high as

‘ * ' ' " . » * » ' *• * • *
' - a field of governmental activity calling for regulation of‘the officials

• * . ' . ’ * .- ’ * f , * * , . . * ’ . .
practicing in said field to be free of any conflicting interest. For -

♦ # ‘ ‘ ^ .... ^
one example; it is certainly plain to see the disservice to the public ‘

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









fife of Soldier in Vietnam Loses Leased Home After Expediter's Visit to Appeals Board
EORGE REASONS
Tlinw Staff Writsr

and children of a soldier 
i Vietnam lived in the 
i they liked it.
•.e eat on a large, heavily 
and had an 18 by 36-foot 
pool in the rear, 
ier's wife held a lease on 

good for another six 
;Ii an option to renew for 
lr.
t the home despite the 
le Golden State Freeway 
le property. She planned 
t out there until her 
turned from the war. 
.ecision wasn’t to be here, 
ist to her, the'property 
id hands and plans were 
tm it into a site for a 
tion.
ation had been filed for a 
ince and thatfs . what 
teld investigator from the 
ng on her door, 
rying to substantiate the 
e by an expediter, now 
;senting the new owner 
ay traffic, noise and the 
:adlights made it impos-- 
;p tenants. This was the 
ehind his application for 
>" zone variance.
. investigator questioned 
's wife and in August, 
'rote a report based on 
ad told him:
the field investigation it 
ired the residence is not 
is occupied by a tenant- 
a lease until February, 
an option to extend it 

ar.
ation with the tenant 
he is waiting for her 
i return from Vietnam.

that she and her children were used 
to the freeway traffic- and she said, 
‘After a while it almost lulls you to 
sleep."1

She added that heavy growth 
around the home provided more 
than enough protection from free
way noises and the glare of head
lights. ;

The variance was rejected by the 
city's zoning administrator, a civil 
servant who ruled that development 
of a service . station would "be 
injurious11 to other property in the 
residential neighborhood.

But that wasn't the end of It-. The . 
expediter appealed the- decision to 
the politically appointed Board of 
Zoning Adjustment. .

One member of that body, a quasi
judicial "appeals court," which has 
the final word on variances, point©! 
out that the developer's case didn't 
make sense. . ■ ‘ ... . '

Noting that the property Was then 
in escrow, he,said, the-expediter in 
effect was arguing= that his' client 
bought .a piece- of 'property he knew 
he couldn't rent .and .by. doing, it 
created a hardship for himself.

. Beard Upholds Appeal 
Despite the objections; the appeal 

was granted and the Valley has one 
more service statioq,; •- \ ' . i- - .

•Why the Woman.in the house gave 
up her option to lease for another 
year is a matter for conjecture. ■ 

Zoning Administrator "Huber 
Smutz, a civil servant who makes 
the, initial decision on zone varian
ces, has been .highly critical of .the 
role of expediters in .the zoning 
process. ■■ .. .

In an inter-departmental memo he 
wrote: . .. : ■

“Too much credence is given to
flfr.afwnArj+e *vp nvnnrUt"-" «'et"—

all are not planning experts over the .expediter for - Cotincilman Louis 
statements and findings of qualified, Nowell's brother, Ernest." .
experienced zoning administrators. George E. Moll, of 18455 Burbank 
■ "The record will show that the ' Blvd." Tf^na, who was the first 
board has granted almost every: President of Antelope F^rms, then

SKfisfcj
^ sioner John J-'Pollon had an Jhterestbefore he was appointed , to the 

{?w^inr<r commission, is a Mend of Commis-
™ M sioner Flanagan and a frequent

potential profits. political contributor to key people.
The expediter, in effect, ■ is a ■ His name appears first on a.list of 

lobbyist who sometimes gets "ua-. contributors solicited by BZA mem- 
possible" things done because of his; her Hutchinson for: forty's cam- 
key contacts. • ■ paigniii 1965.V'.: *.

Some of the more successful . After returning an indictment in a
lobbyists are personal friends or. controversial ge zoning case in 
business partners of planning com- . Chatsworth, the 1966 comity grand 
missfoners or councilmen. Others; . jury .conducted a brief study of city 
are-.heavy--''campaign contributors, zoning practices at which four 
.buy fis.tsful---.of $100 tickets to expediters were summoned to testi- 

:■-testimonial, dinners and otherwise fy. . . 1
V support the.estebiishment., ■. --’V. . .• Gxand'jury'Study.

**slud5'-ae

m°re °f ..influence can.and has been-and in number of key officials. . . . probability-, will i be exerted
Some of the more successful opes - through the - medium of campaign 

are.-. . v.' . . contributions, .political obligations
Ernest .A... Schboer Jr., of .1Q232- iand friendships." ',.- V; '. •

' Aura-. Ave., • ftiiirthridge, has been - ■ .One of the.expeditersheard by the 
. connected through a development grand jury was the man who 
firm ./knowii -ias' Antelope Farms, handled the property on which the 

- Corp.with Planning .Commissioner- -family of -the soldier in Vietnam
' Charles. F. Flanagan. Schroer, who ' lived. .......

’ came here from Las. Vegas,,also.is a ■. He was.one of. those-singled out by 
friend of-‘and substantial-contributor ■ Smutz in his crifidsm'that too much 

' to Councilmen James B.‘Potter and stock is placed' In What expediters 
' Thomas D. Shepard. ■ ; £say. • -i;:<

.George Carey, a friend of .Board of- Smutz-might have-made another 
{Soiling.-Adjustment member Roger point but .didn't—expediters and

Planning Commission, zoning 
minlstrator and Board of Zo: 
Adjustment do NOT testify ui 
oath. v

The .applications tl file 
variances dr Changes of zwite, on 
other hand,Are sworn statemen 
but even here ownership oftei 
hidden.

Under these circumstances 
when huge profits Often are at si 
it is not unusual that the recor 
jammed with cases in which zor 
changes haye; been .granted on 
basis.of misstjatements offset.

On occasion, .expediters have b 
known to .deliberately evade pel 
tent questioning by the .zor. 
administrator.

In other-cases' 'they -have sou 
zoning, changes for a stated purp- 
such as' development of- a sr. 
retail store, but later the ---ye tu 
out to be a service statio 

Frequently the allegeu owner 
the applications they file turns 
to be the former owner.

The case for a zone change 
considered to.be somewhat stron 
when it is sought by someone -v 
has held the property for some fci 
instead of by a developer v 

.-bought it intending- tp rezone 
. immediately for commercial use.

Often an expediter' will file 
application for a zone change in 
name of one person and indicate 
owns the property when actui 
the deal might involve a dozen o- 
erships.' ' ■
. In some, of these; cases, th 
omitted from the application vi 
rdated to city officials by blood 
business ties and were not anxi



fEXPEDn.ER’SFOTCTION EXPEAJNKJ? /

g ; Resideiis
'-iSV'V'jV

Wlien Zoning Is Chlliaged;;•
.} ...

| Continued from.First Pago • by:. O'Melveney &, Meyers'. at . the 
.„ . . behest of-Mayob Sam :ybrty.v who

. yft^thpirna^es.to appear, . , turned to the private .law firm:
- . ^ Because of this provision proper, ^ of the ^ attorney .because f 

• owners sometimes find their land; ^'sald he and the cityvattdriiey
!&'TS1f3£nt-
•itftOse in escrow buying property 
•lalsp accepted, .apd are legal. ' time reacted swiftly and .in-'anger:-. 

4s?t, ,£ity 4tty. James ± Jfo]iegj£-.

• -pf^n their.-business.coipes frpm ^$£n he subniii^jppintedbriti?referrals made to thein by planning
corpmicsioners andpodUCJimen who acC0UlitedMfcr itp defeat./.;/ v: 
later ^wili decide officially whether .. Doherly ^ted^Jt; that th^

realtor ordinaiic® . would have-: •controlled . . It often works this. way. A realtor ]obbyists who dealt iwaOi^ie cdimcii 
or property owner who lias land he hut -

manur a planning commissioner for

SSlSi
*‘.**.**«*m <? - ‘Qvgsxm ihcludW,

:TJj£ CBV variances an? certain* kiiids bf •
Sl^bSitere hMdlflaWwhicli" bonditipnaluse pefihits> are handled j

.^fr^ctSVitoes . ,«*
change in his district—,which same-. 3
iimeT:happens when the. community Gthef oases, such as those

^js. aroused—his colleagues usually — -—■,, ^

,8?SJS««USS2tf3S£ PROCEDURES FOR 7 
jS&S&£t8g%2S. ZONING CHANGES - .
ag^WSJSSi are expiained
profits, involved. When use of property In certain/

"I charge whatever the traffic will •; ways is precluded by. zoning classify 
bear,", one expediter told the grand cation on master or land use plans] 
jury.; . •' developers may get. around it by

In the Chatsworth case in which -seeking three kinds of action: I
-expediter Bryan Qibspii was indict- • l^zONJE dH4NGE-Changes thi , 
^ed, grand jury testimony revealed W by ordinance. Acted on first bf'
$&&£3SS&J8S& »>* *



:Rqsalind; Wyman "as. campaign mk Adjustment;;- an Appointive body. 
jtributlbns-." ' ' . . ■ .EIected ^fici^sidb.n6tj?bte oh'zpne-

;expediter,:iva.S' indicted :for "Variances.. .. : ' £ 
jgjrarid-theft and .conspiracy to com-. ' .3^bNblTIt»NAL:..trSE PERMIT*. 
,-mit brihegry. He currently-is await-. ^Provisicm'fbr certain problem Vnd
Ling, trial.' No charges were brought community- service uses ,at . special.

- -against the council members. . . types of locations and not anticipate 
; .Fteguently property owners won't ed in zoning plans.. Those which 
ypay the price demanded by an might have some bearing on master 
j expediter, even though they charge plan di-. overall land-use, sudfr as,

- j that unless they do they don't get cedieten,es,.;v.dirpprts( i. spools/ [Mr 
their zoning. are - approved by ' tKfe. planning V

[■ Most of them are. afraid to Commission;'. .
complain publicly, because the flnan- - Conditional uses for parking-lots.-

•icial risk is too great. An attack on . hospitals; churches, golf co'uisbs,. 
i the system would end any future mortuaries, -trailet parks, drivedm 

•’ ‘chances they might have to get their theaters and -the like :af e approved 
-.i-Mw/minfr • . . - . by the zoning administrator.."fezoning. . .

'Some, however, do speak out. - 
1 Mrs. Marjorie Boyd, ah Encino
realtor; said she twicettas attempted ^ ^ „, ^WB,

• i to ;.h a ye .single family- residential^ Adjustment and a -few -matters :to 
' iprppHty .she owns at 4965 Genesta.' ^ pidhning Cpihmissiohi .AppeaJS 

Aye...rezqned fpr. apartments. ■ from . Planning . .Commission - deci? 
;"i? Bo.th :flmes she.has lost everi sions oh conditional -uses go to, -^e.- 
ihougH her_property-abuts cpramer- City’Council;;:: ;

Rpial.property and the master plan ■ - • ■ ......
eventually to |

:,s|e^onedfor^pgrtinerits. .. ., Involving zphe,ichahges.Sre.‘.<i^d^-;

■'^ep^:• h^ihfribuM ■ :.Dbhe.i.ty anade it clear.toat'hefeltv

pPPl&fmgi
. sgid, "much iof the mty's ■ihipb^tt.-i 

^^..she /.^business is’iidhducted'at thehepar^-
gather c^e in which proper,' SXUSSSSS&-

|hil|rqperty bwner said an ex- ! ^poiniedtotteneedforalpbby^) 
pedto . told vher . he^^MJget a . "when fobbyisitis Are eihplpfjred itp^i 

V ;<Sr- influence legislation, the council, its J|
' committees; - and,:.cinumssiohs; ^ ! 

«A ^t :whhe>later, p devel^er. ^ayo  ̂office, or-any otter ihtefest^ i 
attemptedto buy the property from ^ ^ city taib^er -:

M°>,annhnf » should he‘ able to find out who-is!
spending,, how miibh, fijr wbat; .and j 

to take^care of the rezon gj, • : _ the source of the lands,?’ he said, ‘ .!
The property is still zoned for . j have-formally,and - i

^h^Je family .residences. .■ . - ■• . .infOrmally proposed this to the (3ity;-:. 5 
- CouncU," Ire Mded; "to ..dateVttX- I

. ^ ,bpdy hdsunot seen Rt to adopt the! ---

'nMb&ssf1' '^ss 2ffaa53?»y
f'SBffJSZS? r gy~»

V jffovember of-1963. . - v ... . -. This js .the final article in A'foufi^
s- \ ■ Currently; another lobby;. law. ..is' 'i part' :?ejies on zoning proceduires' .; 
^■ibeing corisidefed;-to piug .the-ibppi1 .; .juid ;tiie:'iiidividuals involved^M^' ..'
; ihbies;;Tj^igrti^5it:.was urged by-'the Articles stehiming from the monjths'i ::s- 
] jlSBfe Aourity fail'd ju^y .after-Vit. long investigation which resulted in } 
"flcohbucted its ihves'tigation of city the series.-are ;in Urenatation and ;
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The Times' official position on issues is expressed only in the two columns below. Other 
material on this and the next page is the opinion of. the individual writer or cartoonist, 
arid does not necessarily reflect that' of The Times, unless otherwise indicated.

ayor
. The Times on Sunday began publication 

of a series of articles revealing unmistak
able^—and often flagrant-H2onfiiets of. in
terest in .city zoning practices.

.Evidence dearly showed that decisions 
on land use were being made by appointed 
officials whose friends or associates would 
gain -financially from such rezoning or 

.’ variance action. ,
' "The Times undertook the investigation in 
. the public, interest, for it is the public that 
: loses from such breaches of trust One

The mayor is elected by all of the people 
of Los Angeles and is responsible to all of 
them. If an appointee abuses the trust of 
the mayor ahd the public, he should be 
removed.

The quality of appointments to commis
sions and boards is the most important 
single safeguard against planning and 
zoning abuse. No system or set of 
procedures is any better than the men 
involved.

Action should be taken, nevertheless, to
improper land-use decision can irreparably make municipal zoning and variances

. ruin, a neighborhood or area, and thus 
make a mockery of orderly planning.

' I . • * - • • .
-Members ’ of the 1966 Grand Jury 

considered fhe situation so serious that 
they declared that influence in Zoning 
cases "can and has been and in all 
probability will be exerted through the 
medium of campaign contributions, politi
cal obligations and friendships.11 •

On Wednesday, however, Mayor Sam 
Yorty responded to The Times' disclosures 
by terming them a "smear" of his 
administration and of himself personally.
The mayor sought to absolve his appoin
tees and to brush away the evidence as 
politically-motivated.

The Times series was no more of a ______ _
"smear11 than the Grand Jury's harsh practices 
criticism of influence peddling in City Hall. '‘
We suggest that Yorty re-read the articles 
and reconsider his remarks.

■ .. The mayor's defense of his commission
ers is easily destroyed by the official rec
ord, as The Times pointed out in Thurs
day's editions. ■

In view of that evidence, the four 
appointees involved should resign or be 
fired from their seats on the Planning 
Commission and Board of Zoning Ad
justment. '

■ Yorty frequently complains that he lacks 
the authority to function as an effective 
mayor. But in the present instance he has 
the full power to remove Planning

procedures more effective and less vulner
able to abuse. ; ' '

A commendable step this week was the 
preliminary City Council approval of an 
ordinance requiring the registration of 
zoning "expediters" and other City Hall 
lobbyists. The measure; supported by 
Mayor Yorty, would apply to those who 
for pay seek to influence the Council and 

..its committees, boards and commissions 
and the mayor and other city officials. ' 

Proposals to curb conflict of interest 
were bucked by the Council to a special 
citizens committee headed , by former 
Mayor Fletcher Bowron. This committee, 
whose membership includes Averill Mun- 
ger, foreman of the 1966 Grand Jury, has 
a unique opportunity to propose reforms 
wherever needed in planning and zoning

Every aspect, of the rezoning and 
variance procedures should be studied 
with the knowledge that an aroused public 
will demand reforms even if city officials 
are indifferent

Mayor Yorty in his appearance before 
the Grand Jury last year said: "I believe 
that the zoning concept should be the 
servant and not the master of community I 
development"

The development of the city of Los 
Angeles is badly served by zoning officials 
and zoning practices in 'which political 
influence and personal gain are considera-

? Rftwr .Ci’cttntohtiisnn:. 4 ^ ?.\=.6r aiiv.biie.else in City Hail.
• V. 

.. ■ •
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Yorty Requests^
Police Probe of 
Zoning Charges

^•■.heeald.-^ey 
give up until they: 

Efeated militarily..
!: should have i-hit; 
ptwtt pjante.;(as.^i:;

feiSiSgj
iu^^thSr;-miiltojrj

. . . ^ :l^febr ^ theiMayor Again Denounces ;» apparent es&ktion.
Times Articles but Will .;.«g®g2B8!
Take Any Action Justified ...^pji^etteiviate,'$&.

;N BY BICHABP BERGHOWS

; I"

mmmmm A* / E-c

■M

m mm

■ \ ,; /the resignation. of four ; Yorty,: ap^ j 
. jpoiniees. . • ; •-'.

:j. .:

■ I

■;i:

;Maii^>d.Jo^PdlIto and Pres-;

MBBasam*

H4

ahdliWiJltake actionas- justifiedhy 
the facts;” the mayor said. But, then 
he’, added: , . ■ . |

•mmM1 i2 tttSBia«S?3-
Number of Conversations •

- Police Chief .?Foni geddin saidhe;
J;:. has had ?a hiimberof conyenfttibns, j 
1 ;; ^thvtbr^ Tecently concerning1 tfce :
. boning. matter; and said hb ’office is !
; ■:-. currently conducting aii inyes&ga- J 
/ • -v•;tiph M possible criminal activities. ‘ 
i j.: v Thte; chief, ported out that . his 
•/ depai-tment has jurisdiction..only,in.
i crhiirnal matters,'ahd;hbt;in caSes !
\ of possible conflict Qf interest:''
\ Tojrty said it has^lpng been fib 
\ practice to askfor a police hivestiga-

;MX■ *,;V

:

: ;■;

% if
•i ••

• :•

i*. : , .



■ ■ • ; fr.' -i . - .Aif-mms

■ men wiin ilnOiennsnea recoiris ox. 
....;/ public service." , ' ....
' ■ ■■ dumber .of Conversations. - -

.. 1! Polite Ghief -Tom Reddin akid.he ;
] .. I has ha4;"a ririmber* of conversation* ,

’ ' ! 1 with Yorty recently concerril^toe

.. 7 ■■

■!li—<4. 7-^’M &!fi::arajffiSK

J - .lion of pos^We/teiramai .aCtiyiUte..
• / The chief ^dinted out that Bis 
1/ depavtmeht has jurisdiction only: in 

criminal matters, arid not in cases . 
:■ of jiqiaslble conflict of interest. ■ 1

:lr" ... .
:. Ibnly encourage', the 
iy," lie said.- "They 
:! give up -until -they> 
■ efeated militarily, ■ > ■: 
•e': Bhduldv haye 
power plants (^s|to

85M
\.K»rm any ™g *&.

^here m any suggestion oHrregu^r-.

ctiom"

■ ? ;>v 
'{i- v

; "too slow'and too 
but better, late than 

'i -. " ■ , . T.- 
tji said that while 

.dent Johnson may.
Jacked The Times1 series idjf articles [ 

l-.pn: zpmng mha .the editorial- which . l,
’ followed,. •■;: ■ : ,: . . • J been?too reticent" in

■ ' . -I hope they (The Times) trust the easing .'•' ■ military 
Police department,-! he said;/, y-,, ts; ®h e's stitfenin^i

:■■■; f :■ \ V^fes .Nothing Wrong : :L„ V V ‘ . -'^'V
Yorty.said he-saw nothing wrong tt»l 

•} :/ in zoning expediters (the profession^ wl?o.hte
7 al lobbyists, for zone change-appii- 

j 7 cants) "getting to know planning K38aafcna- wi A'-

‘i SSK&S
•;: The *1065 of working,
; -for months on the. zoning investiga-v; : 

lion, then "springing 'it' cm. ine?.1 
:: ^without prior; notice,: .'
• inririswer to a questibn,..Yprty;.sald 
he was hot skirting theliriteritofthe.

... city, charter by keeping inany ofhis., 
i ■ appointees dangling in city; senate 

iff..; without renewing, their appohit- 
■ ~ ' ’

f
:§if-.

-f:’-:.” merits. ■ : • . ■ ..■■.......
!: ■ Thirtyrsiz citycommissionerB ripw, 
;'! areservln^after their terms haye 

expiredlaind yrithput mayoral, reap- 
pointme'rit.!Anpther 20 will be added
expired! ai^ without mayoral, reap- 

itm«mt..Aripther 20 ^ "' 
to the list- this summer.

-.:M t ." .CThfe charfer teila for term appoint- 
**48ab'\ Irierits by tie inayor, aubject to coun- 

1 oil confirmation. B.ut Yorty said the 
v \ c. rtdr also provides his appointees 

\ will serve until their successors are J
X:N Please Turn to Page 3G, CoK 1
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£fXoi ‘aovirfi;^D8lg.;!V ;j. 
W jb airejjy iHaoijenaj . t 

■ TUB ojAio. jp: wnjp^. .... | •

M.nna^*a:-.;; JQ - 3inl03Uf;' 1|. U09q^p(;B :JB./J9}ET ; • :
! : ^war : . • ■ • j

M-::r.i.iP&d.j B-azntMi:, ■ = j. 
i;\p&W jensrum - 
jea ai9in Siuitjj .'

Mil oqAt EjBpi^jdBai iBi'^irap! . .« -. . ‘ ! ,

'^oruajins! s i tr.' 'sijo f JJ W IE ^ :. •
Xieiipnl • Iujsb3jo4 ' ^ ^R^ mior-nBmip - v . 

ifeoj ttbsuqbf }uapisa.i<j ^u^?ri ■. =
fe wd-SSlffiSSwf

J *

'38&i85»ififei8'.wwftagis#* »x-.

jpqv 93« <*;. • /
., ?^iwps jg[ B:(SupqdroH.w.r . F1^.. pSAp.^at, ^Bipommi .. . .., 
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-■ 'trs-yfeUlr f ACCUSED IN ATHENS—Andreas 
r;Papondreou, son of a former Greek............................................9 ••./'x ••• ' s :.. .>• .-A/ • ;■• premier, was arrested by military

: ... r:-^j‘2f*si^?s:ae,of"hishj;’^son;'
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BY ART BERMAN

■ ■ ■ ■ .:• • •' ■■ . • . ' . inhes'wiHWriijr '. ■ : .■ • ' •
•. The plan to develop a shopping center on 12 acres access from the 

; Motion Bctuie Country -House and Hospital looked like a good business

' \ItlobkeS sogqodj in fact, that City 
P|aiming..<^raihissioner Charles 3F. 

rpiariagah, functioning as a. real 
estate broker, .offered $1 million for 

• the,property; V ■ . 1 '•*
. iBiit i’iana^ui was outbid. •’
■And in the/end, the. planning 

commissionerivoted todisapproyeof 
tfie.;/City Council’s action yrtiich 
re'zoned the .12 'acres for a shopping 
Center;- ' *•;• '

■ ';CpmmIssioiier:FIanagan's"tuiiiab^.
dut-^bppcisihg, a project. he • once •

. sought for; himself—y/as the last

'•vli-v V-J .' '! / : = f.' •.
;',.?Phis.is another.in a oenthiuing.se-
®ies oJ zoidhg'.ETacticcs .

-in the city add inter-relationships 
befiVeeh zoning officials and appli
cants. The series results(. .from ■ a .

■ monihs-IoRg investigation by. staff . I
yvtitets George Reasons, Gene Blake,
Bbh/jackspfi, Art. Berman and Ed

-■.Meagher;;': ■;' : •' •
. ■"••• ; ' ■ ' ' • ‘ ‘ • • 

r” " • • .. ■ . ■ • , ,
rbinarkablfi; gesture in. an^extraor- *
dhihry rCzonihgrase. • .. . ■

../ritl'-syaii/a case,that became, so 
. potentially .tetplosjve . thgt' .Mayor 
. Skfei: Yoriy'fl ’ executive 'secretary,

. Robert■ L.<Goe,'■ felt rcatnpetied to }..—

?
i v

f33£«te *™? '•

'£:
■c’.:^a-:ld^ta|jy-,cohijyddob^;Ld&-. heglmtings fii 1964 ■^hen i master ; 
•fended bis vote to' disapprove of the •: Ple^eTurn fa P^eiSSrCoL l

v- i•: rjLJ "l,rr 'rr^~' ‘ ‘ ‘ ’ '
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"floptd-control1 channel from' Planning Cotonitssion committee report by a 12-0 thing that the Motion Ptc-

i^Hiijigfii$&im " ■* ~ * *
•*.•'•••:■?■'■ ■• A petition..with:600;slg- tion,.voting-W) to"change- cil moved to implement- Woodland-Hills now is he- 

• from First Page is something that only he- Patures °f area residents -the-zontagMESi the committee recommwi- £.8 developed by epldwell,
rhiliiS'|ras feSipiet^d^fdr ex- ■ ’ ahtivofficials of'the fieii^f -opposing the development- (Flanagan is listei as., dations. -.

' Fund know for a die/ also ^ Presented. • absent when the Vote was 
Flanagan said there was hearing examiner taken-. Kirk -said,' ‘
no: pressure exerted that reported th'e audience was agafi :got :uj>:-;arid -waHKd: 
he knows.ol • 24-.-to;.2il ini favor.of the;out-^wh«i',bui’ca^jd^e
- Robert Vallier, a Cen- zone' " ; called •ait,.6he hearih^''l^i
tory City attorney who -.
represented’ the ReHef - -DejUXtroeilt -■ examiner this -was -.the; hearing in 
Fund in negotiations- for ' recwnmended against 1.. ;; . -
the property, declined, to. P«» disapproval of: the
discuss- the case.-ih itail. -be^in' keeping, with. the ■'.-. .Committee heard in ap- pending council action.

: ' ? ■ 
" !’ ’ ■ ’ '•

/v -. •* *•«/,r •... \ .

•’ -

' ten^dni of :the;Motibn Pie-' 
tore Relief: Fund's venera- 
ble'Motiioh Picture;C6un«

! try- House; and Hospital In 
■ Woodland .Hills, ' . .

: -•'■Theplanforesawashop- 
p i ti g .center development 
across from the long-es- 

i.- tabiisbed'•: facility . for- re- 
/ tired and invalid film in-
-dustry employes. '

“ ‘ ” '

V ■ ' ture Relief Fund 'wanted^
Oct. 4,196&—'The :coun- j "The • 12-acre "ate e in

. _ ■■■■■ ■ -0, ..ICalabasas Shopping Pen-
Dec. 15, 1966 —-The ter." ' ; /

Planning .Commission was' 
informed that, an ordin-: 
ance was being prepared 
to enable the. City Coun
cil to rezone the 12-acre
site for a shopping center. - 

Commissioner Melville.
C, Branch moved to ex-:

"Thereis nothing terrib- Woodland Hilis Land: Use peal from . the -Planning

Ventura Frdewayandwest
-of Mulhoiland Drive. . "But," he added, “I knew ing* in more !appropriate oilmen Cobh'S; GiSsmi Jr.

Across Mulholland Drive; -what they were, trying to 'locations,". Urth -reported. ahd/LouIs .Rj. ^NbweUV re^ 
is a 12.acre-site which was ■ tell me." ( . -to the Planhirig'Comniisr ...commended:to the council

—■ ■■■ -sirrn ■ ♦Kaf tfci'TSL* w>A>d -Ha ri.

Commissioner Flanagan 
seconded the'motion. ;
. Commissioner Elils- A. 
Jarvis voted- . in 6yor,: 
while Commissioners A1- : 
len T. Murphy and John J. 
Potion were absent. : .

Flanagan told /The

WSWMMilMMB: iM
terprise. for' development : niissidher.

; of_a shopping center. . . ' ' Begkn t* Wonder.
feet. . ,"V- the oddrshaped lbt should . would' have been delayed

Dec.’23; 5965 -T- Chief be;Rl-1 '(residential) to in getting back to the; 
Rut 7 Examiner T-h om'aiS: W. serve as.a buffer. A .dirt council ‘ V 1

hack- The «it» tojio. ^ “Nobody had to say it in- Golden reported .that, he mound surmounted by a.6 Following: the vote of
Pi i-. mh.-.v, -so:Many words, but not and: Planning' Director ft:ornamental wall should Flanagan and' his,, fellow
ennid hi - rtovainmrt- being entir.ely stupid, T : Calvin Hamilton.con- be. built.i-along. the east commissioners, the City
for residentialloto. ea<ii at wonder about it," curred- with..0rth!s deci- edge, of the-shopping cen;. Council on Jan. 18 ademtad
•least 20,000: square feet.' '. ^Sl:,'V — • ' • "'

Officers and trustees of
-the Relief Fund-many :of ; p n \
.them top names iri Hot- ' I,—6?1 Cold well,. I 
/lywood-^decided to sell S^er*-Chazan pnjpos1' I
.';the 1 a n d:tn a Sevelbner,- 1 ----- ‘ 0

... „ —. ..Council on Jan. 18 adopted 
. . tejfe: . -A-.-/V : '/. O-rdiriance NO. 133,871,

Nevertheless,' tbe Relief L~, Jah.t 6, 1969 — The, -TheVcciuncil adopted,,tiie granting virtually evcry-

■:i. TA-Kifk, execu-«
tive director pf- the Relief.)

: Fund-.at ,335 N. La Brea V wauld meet,any

v4?fiSdofS'fer^S V- .■$&&*■ trustees;refused;.

_^.™_../:?at:^R_aometimeJaterj

Lpfr
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,.-.- PLAN COMMISSION;'
' YORTY HITS TIMES

■'• : •;. ■' .i’Si'GESii jsiiajqs:-!
• TlmM Stiff rWrirar: ..: ■. .. j

■' . •;.; Mayoi'.' Sam -ipuesday, 'ail- ;
- vnouncedi/the ir^gnatipn- iof i-Gity.

■ Planning: -Commissioner :Charfesi p;
•' ••• ^:-Hanagari'.ivi.tIifai-blastiat The Time3-; | 

,-'• f^ar;^n?a8Bive'iBatopitiBn,fi»irharas»i 
: ' merit.?: '' -vy i ■ •

The annouricmenticame^after the •
* — - j xav^j: atr*ct'-omwwfl .carried •

X:mmmmm■■■■X y. ' <• v- 7 '.(■}

■ .' it ucwwup -t u,__i
rezonlng-case in,which!he: had: also j 

■'•acted^ as a representative of iRa'lphs '!
.Grocery Co:'' i: - ■

Accompanying, Torty's news - re
.... lease.-was -a five-page'l statement1- by. 

Flanagan - and- .an -. affidavit', dated 
Monday, in v/hich he’denied any 
improprieties -as -cbninjissibher in 

. connection- with: Don Mallas,-. a!: San 
Fernando-Valley developer. " '■ . . ’ 

The relationship of-Flanagan, and 
Mallas ' was : detailed-' ini a --' recent i 
series'!,df>.artIcle3;'.-on'.zoning.:.in-The :

i’

, .24 - ton-wfiTju^-iwS mxmMfttfiift**.

{Flanagan Quits, Post' 

“on'-Pfari^-Commission
■ -sx; '• ■■ ■■ " - -

Coittmoed Own First-Page.: -. The.mayor said he has 
; Times. Some of the points:-; received'.. "several com- 

denied' by. Iflknagah in his.; plaints" from'city comrnis- 
affidavit were not .alleged' goners :-who" have reported. "'

he'-Times "Is ptying into 
• u,eir haekgrpuntls—both '

' T.- -The mayor sai'd-Flan- '
- tSSS.Mi... 

IvgS3?95- tSTKS S-SSft
*/: l^fpCler ■ called • art.lcl'esjon-wning ap- - 

Flanagan Monday night to • j
i;-; asli him for comment on'
I'1* ^ ±»■ - 

« **-*-»,■ ■]j&p$g,'5Fl£::
Cnarles 5V Flanagan on . d.e p artment’s . investiga- ,- 
Pago _,b, Part 3,. . tions to.datebave resulted

*,—.— ---------------------■ In nothing more than The ,,
tive of Ralphs ; in- .the Times has written—a-sc- 
re zoning of Woodland rles of meaningless in*

. Hills property for a shop-' nuendos. Nothing posi- 
[v. ping center s'-ght by the'> tive:?1. ‘ 
f,. Motion Pietitre ■ Country. ,'1 Yorty said The'Tiroes, in . 

House and HospitaL a front page stoiy in the
The .reporter made no- Tuesday editions, “had to • 

statement as alleged by - • retract" some of its state- 
Yorty._ ; ■ .menta concerning diaries.

... .... S........ -•.....-■ '7

1^ ■ """
that Kenworthy was re
sponsible for an arson tire 

' In a home he owned. ■ • 
'Yorty charged it- was 

j "cleverly clouded -with ad
i di.tional copy to'makfe.The 

Times look Innocent in the 
whole matter." . 1 ■ ■

. , "The Times- by its- ac
' tions in these and. other 
j matters is discouraging : 
j good, dedicated citizens, to 
I give their time and-talents 
j to Los Angeles city 
' government and making it 

increasingly difficult to 
obtain qualified.- replace- 
'ments,” the maiyor 

: ’ diarged.
.. Flanagan’s teini ended 

■ In July, .1966,. but. ,he 
. .remained in. office'-when 

Yorty did not "appoint a 
successor. In. his state

. merit Tuesday, he said he 
' Informed his fellow com

missioners in February he 
was tearing as soon as the 
newest member became 
familiar with the. job,

■' "When • the newspaper
!a._ Kenwprthy,' another with the clarification that ^sMd, ^decSedthat’l 

. -Sail-Fernando Valley de- Tbe Times did not imply would never again, expose 
jveloper,- , . : ': • ~

' The 'stoiy referred' tcTj 
jwas an answer to a charge■ . :
•by Kenworthy that The ■ '
'Times’ earlier story con
tained certain, "insinua- • -.-- • .

" •Uons." All of- the facts ,
' stated in the earlier story . ■ . • '■

■ -were restated in the story ; ■ •
mentioned ,by Yorty, along j

J.’ ■■

U-V-'-'y'\ /''s ''

my family to such notoi 
ty.-.. ■' :.

"I have attended no 
meetings since that time 
and I .will not again serve 

- on this or any other com
mission ...

"T feel that as a private 
citizen and .a businessman, 
I cannot expose myself 
and my family . to such. 

' unfounded .a 3i d undue
' unseated personal harass- 
'ments as T have recently 
experienced.'' -



Times Seeks to Crush ] 
Commissions—Yorty.

. .. BY JACK SMITH
. tliiiM Ufff Wrlrtr

Saw l»s though The Times h
' ;j acciteed ^Ke .Times of trying to destiny dur'cdih- 

attempting tp *des^roy the mission form of goyeml 
eo iaCtriIi■;!.i£n ' form of ment and the image of'^osl 

ij; government:; tn Los An- Angeles," Yorty said; )»:!; 
f ^eles" with, its continuing . "The Times, wants to r,iin!

I f ;invesUgaOon Jnto :.*wl^’>psi,-iintf:;i^lfe've :;m^ou: 
.v:5mictic^v ^ .don't have to sit..a^u|i:

• <Tbe Tiw&O aid wait to be summoned
:;:we proba]Jly really after,- to Times Sijukre,^]eW; 

the mayor told a gathering • tinued. "This newipapfei

un

1•sald.. bf- ^ Assignments Cited.
Yorty. complained that .. . . ,

' mmftaor- Tlie Tim^ has five men PaP^s rePOTt on known j
:V^fe^'^ .a as^igned to the zoning racketeering. . . . • j 

^^ ^---bveT ^udy, "and yet they only ,,"It is so refreshing to 
v-ilfis dime ;^Wgh pile to ail if City come back to Los Angles 1•/llltk

■ : '?bat ^ stnictive tilings we arego* . comm.sdon- : 4^;, ;. 5
:^VfrE’ „ ... , . '"If'they wanted to, they go after a decent citizen. :

and see what we have got ! 
here. And then to see a .big j 
newspaper like The Times

Beiignation.?T«»ld could assign, a thousand like.Charlie Pianagan whq 
practices. If .trying to do .his job by

former ;Ci^ t*d a;n n in gi . ^e Times reafly had any- _= ■
Commissioner Charles. F, thing in this .area ftey '
Flanagan, whose resigna- would hiye giveh it totbe gies—well; it really mbltesj'.: 

me wonder.". - I ^. 
Yorty. thanked the jtohir.;

t i6n Yor ty announced grand jury long ago. .
' ■ Tuesday after Tbe. Times Yorty charged that The ___„___________ ___ .

published a Story detailing Times wanted "another missioners for their wor|i 
$iJ Flanagan's rote in a rezon- . stooge" for. mayor, but and told them, "You areal!

isatigfcas^ 'Srta,-B!ss?Ss
' ihain; . . . . f?. ’ . He expressed hope that doing for the dtv oft Los

<§^ic pursuits,n the mayor fads as The Times’polices sioner . why he thoiigbi: 
^®eclared during a haltday ..." The Times wasagainsttW;
r^SpY'-sponsored . Cominis- "We have a great city," commission form of 
gfo'jgoaer* Institute at the mayor said. "We have government,'the mayor' 
•f^temsdall Park Tuesday. . a No. 1 police and fire responded: "I don't think 

need, aiid »;dbe« the - department -and." are . so they are if. they could 
»8W| ywur Mrilp krnpng v-roUch • better than many appoint the commission- 

gOTemment, eVe n - large cittes imwhlchmewsr / ere." ./
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Flanagan Praised 
byYorfy, Called 

; Zoning Scapegoat
• BY RICHARD BEKGHOLZ

. . ■ '"i --;Vnme» PMiflcgl Wrfftr ■ .*■ ’ i: .. . ; y. .■
i Msyor-Sam Ypr^r.Baia Wednesday
i. he undsvriothmig unethical about the 

Conduct of iGharles F. FJaijagari, who 
.resigned Tuesday ia . the wake of a 

• prohe of zoning irre^aritfes. •
He told M? iweekly City HaH news 

{ conference hfe • believes Flanagan is 
1 being: made' ' 'a" "Scapegoat" In a 

; campaign-TeaBy [directed athiinself.t t ^*.‘ * *, ■ »' ( ^ ■ , ** * ■ ■ ■ •
: Flana^ T.e.sign fed. after The
I’Tiines disclosed Tuesday that while

• nnd^Mduig. ^^yote^pn . zoning

picture' ReliefVfund;: in Wpodland'
. S3Bs.iThe. deal was dependent on a. > 
zone .chan^': f?r :the.; property, to 
pjErnrft iconstruetion of; ;a Shopping

,. .. . .. ,

• - j- ■, ‘ ■’".V".';' " . . _ _
Disapproved by Commission .

: FlMagan'. ' ^as /['outbid' onV .the
property
sioiiJat'ef'disapproved thb requested 

. 4pne; change, jvith Flana^n absent.
■ [Baiter :'hev.[yoted.: against.' a'.City 

; Coiincil*: action ■ granting .'the zone 
change. He said.tbis week that this 

■ yote-vK^.a-fdrriiality.- . '
v Yorty said Planagan told him he 

. had hot represented the prospective 
/ buyerevRalphs Industries—but jjjmr 
I have represented die Motion Picture 
f Belief;irhnd. ‘ • ■.'■

William T. Kirk, execu
tive director of the fund, and Robert ; 
Vallier,.its [attorney, stated unequi
vocally that Flanagan had rep.re- 
sented the buyer. A spokesman for j 
Ralphs said he cpujd not 'confirm or 
deny the .arrangement; Arid Flan- i 
[agan himself has told The Times he ( 
.represented Ralphs.

After repeatedly assailing The : 
Times for its investigation of zonirig 
.irregularities. in the city. Yorty, was 
asked:- ; -. ■

"Is it ethical for a member of a 
commission to represent a party in a 
matter which might come before 

Lthis commission?" . ,
I Yorty answered: .
j "Provided he discloses his interest
1 Please Turn to Page 34, Col. 1



'34 Pan I—THURS.,JUNE8,1967 Ui.. ..nffflfb ©metf 2* that Flanagan reprt.....ted of thb; Just as.he Miew
^ -------- :---- --------- --------- :-----------------  his firm. He pointed out «iat Flanagan's term {had

the offer was turned down -e*pir®d_ln Jiijy, 1966.

A P

Yorty Lauds Flanagan,• - / - & * consJ Calls Him 'Scapegoat
the deal was not 

consummated. :
brother, Albert 
s Jri- said Wed-:

Asked why he hadn't 
acted on Flanagan's desire 
to resign earlier,' Yorty 
said,.BI haven't wanted to 
replace .him; he's yeiy.

.'; •?“*><* have ,
Continued from Third-Page.-him when the fund'decid- . been an .arrangement be-
and does not take any part ^ to .put. the property on •• tween the broker and the
in the decision—ytfs. 6th- ^.the cj^rket and thptjFlan- relief fund ;-because the nave oecn ame to una-any . . .
erwise, you.kefe,.you,can't :'hg3n:.cl earI y.identified : seller ' Was to : pay the criminal ai?ts by.any pf/fijjiiV’ . ■ /v ■

.. The mayor .claimed that 
neither The Times nor his 
own police investigators 
hive been able to find -any

v- ."J
• ? -ftoiitacted Wednesday ^: way->r anoth«". if ; erred to other stories: ;

• $&*.:■?*? 'the ' afS pSffi JP.l a n a g a n" represented .. But Flanagan, as a*i% :

thorized by law to pass on was i 5“ ■■■'■PP
planning and zcmirig mat- . Stated In The. Times.' qualified himself front any from libel, as does *:Mi ? I ; ' 
ters first handled by dvii "Mr. Flanagan came to grtuapaMbnym vate citizen, Yorfr .

->s3»&s sail
: «P ?f W who. ^M?ate J| BaSil" ff^ P “ .****•»it possible that l^e : of liActions with ni&ctT- ^ -^1 

their tpne and efforts to '.•.-ite.^fe.to.Tor^'aur- ' -h-^. to d.evejoper
: ;tjity:service. . -'.-IJ-; - njds'a K

v0r<r »id pi„»^ ssas&s&ism*®
/!■

fflBfcarSSBSBi .^sssswdssr, L. matter are very technical, probable,^ the mayor said. Wtedii^day. -

- M&gggsK -WMhw

mentv3i^ortyi tiM-fos -. .com-- ’Applications filed^ -6;-
iWk

. ;-#|

-vx;
i giya&iSfc- W- ^

i ;0A 'jSf .r-:P¥
V:.1.

diet Fund .property. ^Motion Picture Relief 'zonib/ matters makes it Council with no rtiktirir
*«•»* «■** tffftffefeSMSas.COTference, Irtrty . said he thc lahd." .. ?good pecmle" to serve on

SK3^S^-i^»3§2SLSlil to „
sian due to lhd( of.a^c^. 
um; however, the council. 
adopted the staff recoin-:-

triesvfa the deal/', that -the «Iipf fund would have persdn yet -hi mirid as a mendatiop of disapproval^,

A .^s&issssi wm! . imylication that the relief biit the possibility of ap- as follows:
i ^M“d hi^ iira"noa‘ pointing another real es- "Abstained from di^:^SSL^Sn^S7 JfrK - ■ ’ ' • • . . tgte broker, to serve on the sion or voting, 4; .votdd ^■ property outright with...Aia,aI^ . Ra^lis,; pres- Planning Commission. , ” ' '

his $1 million offer. , Jdeiit Of RalphsTfidustriefe, v.; ' Flanagan had: said ' .he
had tdd The^ralre earlier... decided. last Feb'nitiiy ,to 
it ,wi$ .. "ppobabi^. :tniieV,: rwign. ,Yoi!ty..^d. he Imew.

'? • bis $1 million offer.
Shews Anger 

Later in die conference,., 
the mayor.1 angrily .said, J 
"Mr. Flanagan said he K 
didn't represent Ralphs 
and I'll believe him before 
HI believe you,". : . i

He yras.- talking, to a/ 
Times reports*:1 i

Contacted. byThe. Ti mesj

freely admitted he repre
sented Rainhs. '

disapproval, 1; voted foi- 
approval, 1 (the commisT. 
sion vote was 3-2 for 
disappnpyal)." .-.' ...

‘ V.

lAT
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-'■ .

'}:/&■■ ■■■ ■
■■■ ' Planning File Ruledjn

:i ■■
■ •• 11 '

Available to PubliifCl
v';

#,v

": •.;p$tft;&ty. Roger Aniebergh ruled : ,... ....
•• ^;V.: .bSiWiday. that X& :Plannhig: Vi±:it ■ ' •?:/.{ - 
• gVv •.rRarfmeht eahiiot close^its records to;;/./: • :'-
Vtjv .• • ?'^puiU^:iMpecUonTT* ii««e'P?ciposeif7;‘''. ■'' . 
r-.viirr ■ j to ^PlamlngKCoiiujilssibner John JHi •*• .
' ‘,'Sollon -to stop.a^Ttoeaprobe,into •' . . j . 

.zoning :irregularities;^•' • ••• ? rij
In aformal opinion; requested'by• . . • 

rplairalhg'directorGahrih; S^Hamil^Y'
: •; ; •■/.• ■, pvrtWL 7 . r a;.rignt to inapeat.tJie »oords-8o lone . .

JfeV |.;-cbn^luet of;city business, - ■ <r-.' v 
fir? ■■:. v^-ltollQtfprogosed at* policy Marion? • ■ s

'I:<^;^'<SOOi»^^^hl«ldrjQIM 15tKat ..
1 reporters be forced to get

- court, onferi,to inspect: 'the; records.
. and'said he would be vrillingto test 

• it’in'court • ■ . ‘
.. His‘ unusual proposal apparently 
■was prompted by a systematic 

'. examination by a team. o£ five Times 
reporters Into the . files . of the 

\ eomnilssioh'and the Boardof .Zoning 
■Adjustment;: . . : • .

•.'■■■ The records search came as part of 
a .continuing Times investigation 

Vinto-zoning irregularities and con-
' Please'Tom to Page S, Col. 3

\

LiVt U/Xy%l





EQUAL

::r '

.'. ■ *

LETTERS PAGE■, - . • „ ; - • > . . t

■ ' - ”.: \ "■: .•• ■ _ _   . L. . ~ ' ’ ■ ■■ ■ "
l;;4^part Ilf SATURDAY M0RNIfjQr7uNE ®^967

•;£TvnrT/w i - • —'■ ' “'•••

■■. ■ '■ •■'■;;■■■:

;tl

ETHICS AND THE CITY HALL
"W\-

lr-

•:v‘

?;
>•K

:The following letter, from Mayor volved in The Times'-planning and 
I Sam. forty is published.in f ull. ItaLy mning articles without a hearing or

.• • : • ■■.. ■■.. '.■• ...■■•■allegedfacts.isan un-American type J.
The Tipies' editorial "Ethics Mid ofproCeeding. Aal hAVe'iikidbefbre,/ j 

v; the City Hall" on June 8 prompts me I -Tvili not allow-Th? Thhegto act as/ i 
^tb write a letter to The Times so its abuser, prosecuioii jud^ 3tuy:>hd/' j

^ >ight not otherwise ,SSSrt32 :̂ - 
-= haye the opportunity to hear or read . i. sh6uld like dtfbbte that Newi4 •. ‘ 
,T the other side of the planning and week -..ipagazine . tWb weeks., ago.: .

zoning issue may have a chance to . emphasized The Times' ikck ;.ot 
•^d’b'feb " ■ ; reporting its cuireht Anti-trust suit

feti.iBW ggatssssafaLaH ■
/ ^-Angeles Times is still .pursuing its are visibly absent fn>m The Timbs' :

’ '^massive campaign of harassment dailyneivscolibnhs. • ' . ■
- ,>4aibst my zoning Md planning ‘ . ^ ^ ^ |

. commissioners m its news and the £uit was filed, wheti'lhe trial':
, b editorial columns. I have learned opened and when testimony ended, !

•'■‘dhkti pther commissioners on other . as js custorriary in civil swtls of this.
"’^ity commissions also ,are being ™t*re. At the conclusion -of oral
;:ftiivpj!Me:ateH anft that their nubile arguments scheduled; for Sept. 14,. ^investigated and tftat tneir public The ^ vubiish a summary
-.'and private lives, are being looked . of-the entire case.' Ed.) ■.
.-into •.?* -ibasis ’'for., possible future • a.

^^accusations by The Times denoting _ . ' ■ .
\ conflicts of interest. ■ Perhaps the Times has some

\niitid wiU pnnt only facts in its :'
;g“ hfrSigned fronSSiSig

V

iC^pdlptoihing practices.—Ed.)

...te'

Commission. But, unlike The Times,, 
the federal government is giving/

... . . , The Times a fair and propen
; fe . A commission appointment is- a hearing. I am positive no deebdod 

:fai thankless task which pays commis- ^li be rendered in this federaTcaaj 
•! * SrSioners $10 a meeting. They meet until all the facts and all the parties!
? ivfpnce. a week. In addition, many have been heard. It is the only fair\ , 
; * 1 ' hours a week must be spent prepar- . Way to decide ;an issue. Mr. Plana- \|
, .. v,ing.for these ineetin^I' A feonugls- ..g^ bn the other hand, retfghEd a..!

7 _sioner, therefore, must be e public ; few days ago without a pnmvj
'• 'servant who often puta Ins civic rei heainng because of editorial harass-
i -sponslbihties ahead of hi? pmmte mait which unduly affected both 

and professional affaire. We in .Los his private and professional life. i

• '•

!lWi

2®

W

:7m
m
■" i

■ ■ "'v; '■ ■ 

i

. - :■
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.* ;

■v:
.
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&i
■ ^JSSIhSm^ °^n JM,t54“ civ “ *,e" M4Bg because of editorial harass- ■:■•• ahead of hi?, private ment which: wdidy affected bott

v: ***«•■*#»***«**■
■ . Save these' dedicated men and , (The Times does riot consider it
. .•‘.V'^wndi devoting their wisdom to the "'editorial harassment" to ask for the 

% smooth functioning of the city. ", resignation of o public offitial .on 
■' . ' • , evidence, .that:he has abused his .

- V (The rimes articles have not position of trust by b,einff involved j 
impugned commissionersm general, in conflicts of interest, Ed:) • 
but have merely called attention to. • y .. ■ . . . ',..;
specific instarices of conflicts ..of . ,y- 

. iitifrest.—Ed.) . . - A -few days-ago, I received with
. ' . : • . ' • • Atater^ ygvcbpy; irf a letter to Mr.'

, . .if"' It would be absurd, however; for . V;;lfMagm *pin :the four remaining 
! • \3ne to assume that possible Confiicte . cpnuidssidnere .oh the Planning
1. *bf interest,, especially borderline : Opmmhsioft:Jts. a tjibute ;tp Mr.

’.fc{.Ws, would never occur
form of government; !I ; •■Althpugh ypu had informed us 

”, ~ liope, for: instance, that all iny sompmonthsagoof your intention
.^w^&arse'ssst

-;'lh Uiwailled Conflict of .interest";: ;of’yourresigmhipn with deep re- 
'• '.■ leasesifo •to ask the poIiceVdepark. ■■■..<■■... .
; ..■•jnfehjt to conduct its own investiga- y: *?PT .cpptnbutioiis to sound,
. ■ >iiconiinthese matt«s,whether.thp .^^ m; tips

:: ''"accusations originate ■ from The “ty have been.invaluable, and,will. 
Y. /“"^mes: dr : a priyate citizen; The be, reflated inpny fold in the years V l-f^diide department*, conducting an: ,^ead..To catalogue theip wUI be an 
\ . .^vestigbtioa with the.Strict attar-, •,V ney’sbffice, is now looking into The y < ttetyear servicesas

! : s«.y..v :'. ' ' • . .. )/ • ; . tenacity, in pursuing the defined
I • (The Times Lorticlei tone neither' ; goals; generous^oration of yoiir.
! V^said nor implied that the confUctef- personal Un\e to' city business; .

. :.\&Oere$.- situations:.exposed, have carefulAconcem .with- gohip'g ■•■imri ’
‘ } constituted crimin.d.1 .violation?-.-plaiuiiiigmatters; mtenseiloyalty to ,

yphey are ryjt covered in present youi* -cityj'Tand involvement'. far :
.. £vfoios. However^ The .Times deems it beyond the" cali of duty, ’ • • ' .
^-io.be in the public interest toeiepdse , ■•". •;..." ~' ... : ■
pifthem—end toil! continue to do so in : ' •'.' . .r.■■■'.■ ' J'.-.

:.~Kopes that a Jearchma Jaok at .Qur thanfel to you, Mr. FJana- 
^present laws. toOl vesiM.r-.Edd. : gan, oh behalf W the City of Los- 

• jl' • ; . Angeij^i,:and your Colleagues on the
TJ'. . • :. . cpmmissioh, who shall miss you
gV> I wish to emphasize this point; I greatly indeed." . ; .'
Vhave iiiyestifotted ev^ry charge of a The Times.lias editorialized for an 
vsfohi.ng irregularity duiing.my years . ombu.d sin ah tp:piiotect citizens - 
fes Mayor, of' Los. Angles/ As^a. against.>iihfair actions of bureaus 
^nsult, I-r-not' Thd -.."•'caw*#? .:€>«&. .cbieatid^kn«e«s are the

Hused Los Angeles County Graiid 'pepple’s pnibudkUmh and these com- 
iry investigations'^of two. cases— inisSipners should hot be^expected to . . . 
.e oLwhi^ia'.cihraitly . the •
irts. I shall; continue to foyeati-
e alleged irregularities and to ’Moreovei,( it isthe responsibility of I' '

... —take appropriate action if any are ethical newspaper? to inform ifs. : ;
...i. {substantiated. : ' :. readers of irriegularittes in city 1

r,..^ But, unth the police department goyernment.1 am disappointed teiat I- 
y i^andthe,district attorney complete The limes h%s teen-fit to assign five ! 

their .investigations, I can only, reporters td the matter of piUnnhig ; 
-assume that The Times’.charges are : and zoning and, yet, fo onitihue to . 
^innuendoes. Only a.week ago, ftie basejlts charges of commissioners' i 
y'Times. to avoid a libel suit> had to . conflicts . of 'fntoests solely on : 
Incompletely retract a serious charge Innuendo. By contrast, The Times''

. against San Fernando Valley deve- has oiilyone reporter—an. excellent



" "hope, for instance, mat <u» ..................
commissioners ha' fends. They to resign from the comn]1"~,on wnen 
would be very ui .al people if it had again reached i trength 
they did not My only logical ^ter several personnel. -iges, we 

• recourse when accusations are made received the public announcement 
so-called "conflict of Interest" of.your resignation with deep re

cases is to ask.the police depart- . SreJ. . •
•ment to conduct its own investiga- Your contributions to sound, 
'fton in these matters, whether these forward-looking planning in this 

'■ accusations originate from The city have been invaluable and will
•\ ^ "Times or a private citizen. The he reflected many fold in the years
\ police department, conducting an ahead. Tb catajpgue them will be an
\ ’'investigation with the district attor- impossibly task. '
\ ncy's:office,.is how looking into The May wesay that your services as 
1 ^LsTimes* charges Involving the plan-, a comimssicmer have been pharac- 
1 lining and zoning commissions. But, r?1 extensive technical

ITyet, neither the police depart- - “W»*fcdge of the problems in-
mentinor the district attorney has solved; great knowledge of the

able to substantiate these physical characteristics of the city;
",jchkrges or find evidence of criminal experience with economics as
ffihttons. . f foiP “ Planning effectuation;

Kt>,v • ; tenacity in pursuing the defined
i»t* /The Times articles have neither goals; generous allocation of your 

vrtlaid nor implied that the conflict-qf- ' personal time, to city business; 
Xftfiierissi situations exposed have careful concern with zoning and 
J constituted criminal violations. : planning matters; intense loyalty to 
rJTHey are .riot covered: in present your city; 'and involvement far 

'i'yaws.Howeper.The Titpesdeemsit beyond the cal] of duty, : 
d'i6bein'ihe puhlicinierest.to, expose .. .
wihern-^and.vrill continue to dq sO in , ★ :
^liopisyyihai d jetocWg:_li>ok at «pur.;thanks. to ybu, Mr. Plana- 
^present Jaws will resvlt^Ed.) gan,. on behalf-bf the’City of Los

;... 'jl. ' Angeles,.and-y6ur,colleague^ on the
,Ts ' '7^' / ■ . cbmfoi®!®?,. . .who shall miss yoii
tij^T. wish tb einphasize this point: I greatly indeed.1 : J , \
. ’i^ayo idyes^teci every, charge of a. . The -Timesiuuf editorialized for an 

,^zbhiiig''inreguiarity during my years.- o m 1? u d s than1 to pzbtect citizens 
‘ iSs Mayor of lies Angeles. Aa a against uiifaif actiohs . of bureau- 
£3B$i4t;. j(77f»®tf:.l5ie Times—diave .. cratfc. Our .commissionera are- the
I.caused: Los Angeles Gohnty Grand people’s ombudsinen and:'these' com- 

.hiVe^tigatipiis .of two. cases^. inissioiiers should hot b6 ezbebted to . 
’’ ^pheipt-which is currently.before the . ,heVer differ v?ith:Vor ;;reveise' the 

rdourts; .I:ShaU. continue to.iiivesti-- decisions of :fiiU'-.^&;iiit&--dfficiais.
. ^.^fe iallcged 'irregularities hhd to 'Moreover, itis tferespokbility of
•/: ?4^dc^..appVppriato action, if any are ethical hewrepap^ vtiy- ihfdrni its . 

^^ii6stptlated:v . .. rehdei?^ bf ' i^guteiities' ih pity j
.5*7-‘BubimtiTthe police department:, governmentl 'afh-disappoMted that.: 
i!jahd-the:4ikrict|attorney .complete The'fpmesih^ssemifit tb.assigiifi'vfe 1 
*tthdir' investigatiohs;. I;..can : only reporters fothe.riiatter'of plahnihg -> 

ja^?g»-a?BB-V ihheT. i&fofcig Uria, yet, ;t6 contihue to 
^hihuendbes. Only■;a. week ago, This. ..base its. charges of.commissiqners'

,, unobjective atid scubilbus report, i.- W all excellent, onesytgo—aresearch- :
: ;. inff oniif./o.ryacfs.r/f isacompiicated ;

. frAearficte.refe7Ted fo;tt^i» no p^VfimB-cpnsttmihgifasft .fe^itinhg / 
*&e,tj&'e °cL\ retraction.: It repeated dll extensive manpower. As /or initueh- I 

(‘-the jacts contained in, ‘the \6rigihaly do, the mayor skirts the faet thdt the ; 
i vfttrtlcfe dtid deiiied Mf. -Kehit/orthy's 1 record laid out in The Times.sefies i 

that thire iiidi anthsinun-- ieinaine imrefuted:: $d.) ' . . ; .:
he.:iods sohiehoib connected : L . V; ■ i;. ^ '

v with setting d fire.-^Ed.) ' : I can raly hope that as The Times
This.Times' demand that I sumima-

t-ruy dismiss 'the Commissioners. In- ' •^^pn^rt-^-comiefc their 
5 ••right to a fair hearing and mdepen-
1 -- - - ' "• dent'. determination. ..of the. facts'(

THOB61IT - E,apt thi .-to pre-iooily.

"V.
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;n. seems .to me Hhat it jbtings

PQMa-vWil. 1VLX11I

There is nothing ethically, wrong the loan was made against secured; Jf 
with a city board member voting on property which is my home.* : Si' 
matters concerning his! personal He also said he entered-the Joan 3 
friends, Roger S. HutchinBon.chair- "to help her at his (Rodin's) requegfL"! 
man .of the Board of Zoning Ad- because she had the money and sSe 

■ justmcnt, maintains. could ,use ,the interest. I preyibu&y;‘&
. The BZA chairman also contended had the loan ip a regular bank'.* --ref 
that, his financial links to persons (Rodin, however, said Hutchfawh; jf 
appearing before his board have not wanted ;tp refinance his first trust 
affected his judgment. deed and ./’asked me if I kne^v

Hutchinson was replying to a ahyope inteaested in making ibfi’* 
story on Page One of today's Times loan.") . . ' ■
which disclosed his relationship to Hutchinson said he thinks he paid.

. applicants, before his! board:'" . 1Q%interest, and:couId havemadea 
■j ''Hptchinkpn; stated .his position,similar Joan/4t apy.ii^nk.; =
^a(terThe.Times:askedhini.abouthis "She had/.noising to .‘do with ; j 

relationships with three BZA appli- • matters before ttie board,!1, he ; said^j 
bants, uncovered by a team of The loan^ from Mrs. Rodin waa,j5 

1 reporters investigating zoning prac- n>ade initially in -tiie name pf tft£‘,{
• flees. ' • Rodins' attorney, AJan K.Bchwartz. I

f ■ • ’ Confirms Ties . v4nd Schwartz later wkjJisted as )
" The BZA chairman readily corn yrepresentative pf£ 

firmed his relationships,with two of "W
the three applicants, but said his . ?ut ?uteh^n, who ypted. tp ;

%*«*$(*»* « rsssesfirtrs®/
•f tar t,*““Uon ato.frooM.wam. ; i

Judgments based oh' thejaw' without . . Similar Coiqniehis . . ^
regard to whether he (^applicant) "It: was always Mrs. Rodin," theffj-
is a friend or not," Hutchinson saidi BZA chairman said. *it's;|air to say3

Unethical in Zoiih3g;Joj3^ te
. * . . ' '• ? H . A- J' V1 i'.'i

iere is nothing ethicaliy wrong the loan was made against secured 4 * ' " " ■ ! v • ;?!'

not function, Hutchinson contended. cqmroents/tp Tbe^Times.
"It se^ns to hie that the commis- .said, his client, Kzralow, is trav.eUtfc- 

sion system of government has. InEiirope.) .
worked reasonably, wejl oyer the ~ Hutchinson added he was 
mbhy, years, although It iifcs its awgre. that Schwartz was the atfe 
critics," he said, : hey of rKprd in.the.Ezralow <=ase,/^|

: : TlieBZA .bhaiiman confirmed ''Defines Stand.

• if you statg; that "anyhofiy who lis a 
1 good friend - -i

vote his conscience, either for; or . Foycy Eypiaihci- : ;

cfee’another-and aitc good friends, I; professional .exped itera ^ to flieff. 1 
j d6n.'t think the commission system policy of ap^aUn^.only those cases,.!- 
j can:operate.'1 . which are likely.: to wm BZA
| Hutchinson confirmed that he approval. 'I'Jl
[ borrowed $6,600 from Mrs. Rose One zoning expediter, he said, had;?
! Rodin, mother of zoning expediter a practice of. rejecting "maybe nine !
' Morton G. Rodin, before Rodin out of 10" cases brought to him by."

presented five cases to Hutchinson’s . prospective clients. - .. —:’
: board. . Hutchinson also . acknowledged _J
‘ "It's true that the loan was made t^t ihe'^ 'Ga^ were involved in a 
; with these parties because of my seried bf real estate transactions in,.; 
knowing Mr. Rodin," he said. Benedict Canyon in 1960.
"There's no question about that, "You understand," he said,

"But as far as my being indebted the transaction was entered into and.?! 
to Mrs. Rodin, why, that wi's'an —“'"J"J v'r‘ **"

If diy commissioners and board . tijat l know her.and Mr/Rodm/bul^ra 
embers were barred from, voftinjg . don't think it's fair to say i kn^ .:] 
cases involving friends the cbm- Mr. Schwartz or Me- Ezralow." ' .

mission system of government could fi-Schwartz and Rodir. made'similar j
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,t||ey dii Zoning Board 
(M^n CasesTof 2 Clients
1. 0ti^i.:ki^^pdy Favored Controversial Variance for

. . . . . . _ is
. . .**••’ . •' ’;:Ivc’r '. *••• ••• ;■•*,>■"■: vv/t;V ;A- :

• . .. •.••-■;vV;£>v.--

.’ -

•• • • ■ .••: i

Z:'
' * • ;• ■ . - -••>•<- V. •

WmSmMmM

"wa*'- 23155' Verftyra' Blvd:V V: ?. . .
against tfiie. .&tjiresfc.tft;hfs client ; . -ifo' an'otter- paae fll** in.; 1965,
VVtrtc 'eobsM^ia 'Hsipful' Tweedy ^ absent whence cnici-

/ tbe deal aid^voidinp litieation. r% .erect WWentiaJ• • property at.

vv'iitSlS
.'/'rig®®

■<smt
■ ■■■■■■■■’

jjfffffeg*, af.^A *.ag MS«irS?ffledihiS natl
iSSS5BSfflsaWSs» S2L*v ?*■ * 19S6< *

appeal 
almost a

catae-40 -the BZA for a

■ ,■; ••• ;•&' asSs?-1**^ *s
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■= '■ ■:■■■:-'■ .

'■■■ t-i V: : • »«««•. §-HuWMn=oB; .
- i •' ' •* •••. Approval of a variance .. ' . ;= .-. >■£&#;■

» • . ‘ Manila _: ■ ___1 • tKv&A im>ag ¥lrj^'ar*» -fiv* mpmltfrs.f ! •:■ ■ '•* •■’ . •*.v»sv.i :*•*.'
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a?four^yftr^fegalpractice. «r*tW'.rifctI
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Citizens Invited to 
Offer Reforms in 
Zoning Procedures

Citizens views oh possible im- 
I provpments in zoning procedures
I. were solicited by 'a Ibljie-nbbon :i 
, citizens investigating •: committee f 

Tuesday. |
The seven-member group, headed 1 

by former Mayor Fletcher Bowron, ‘ 
has heard primarily from, public 
officials Since it began.? hearings 
three months ago. - ’ •

Beginning Aug.- 3, howiever, the j

i^^anizations with Biigg$st[^;:for;-'J

-.

I -I

1W0&

■■■■■■■■■ ' - ■

:HH^lfifefohiis in itonlngp^nirig" i

!&&$■ request,. the,: :C;qmni itt e e

i-

X.

mess&m;' >;The. cpnunitteC emphasized .that it-- -: 
is:.mqt 'its responsibility to rehear I; 

?e\ddence on specific zoning cases. j ! 
i-'RStSer, it declared, its function is I <
.to:•!
; >;M4inquire into the 'adequacy hi 
inadequacy, of present laws .and 
procedures/. "' ....
^-i^qhsJder ways in which; they 
Can -be -'improved to justify public 
confidence in the practice of zoning

3-“Make it "difficult for those of
ficials mid employes involved in 1 
zoning cases, to deviate from proper l 
and effective policies and practices." ;

1 . The .committee was .established ! 
last Jan. 19 as an outgrowth of i 
recommendations by Mayor Sam : 
Torty and the County Grand jury ] 
resulting frpm the jurors' investiga- ; 
tion of a Chatsworth rezoning case. , 
Woodland Hills developer' Bryan E. ; 
Gibson was convicted of grand theft | 
as ain outgrowth of the inquiry. ;
? VAmohg thqse who have presented j 
thefr views io the committee thus ;
Jar are Yorty, several-coimcUroen/: 
ipembew of the City. planning j .
Commission and Board of Zoning ■ .--v 
Adjustment, zoning administrators ! 
who make determinations on zone 1

’ - . r -■ • ■ '
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Witness Accuses [

4. £

The Board of Zoning Adjustment,;
: which functions as an "appeals 
| court,? was accused Thursday of bias |
; and bad manners in its' dealings ; 

with the public.' • ; ' •■' " - l
me board member propped his r 

. 'feetton the • desk and drank a cup of ;
: coffee in the midst of a public : 
hearing, Paul Boone of 23142 Leo- ’ 

',:;npr|fDrive,; Woodland Hills, told a ., 
... biti^ribbon committee investigating I 
:V zoning.; He did nqt name .the board ! 
..higher. .. • '* *■> ; 1

. . speak the BZA b ecarnealteniiye airid f
. ’■ . ■ poiJte but that whea-he 'attehlpted j

■ to speak in opposition1 he was repeat- 1
. edly interrupted. .. r • . -

"I was so disgusted I- just sat 
down," Boone told the committee, 
headed by former Mayor Fletcher 

. ' Bpwron. - • . . ■ '
' ■ ! The case involved an appeal'irbm' 

j the decision of., the. zoning ad minis-.;; . 
i tr^tor in turning down a variance 
I: for a seryice Station at the ' north^,
; ■ west.corner .of ■Ventura Blvi and .

Woodlake Av&r,. Woodland ...HiilsL - 
' The zoning administrator is a' civil: 
i-. servant who hears variance cases 

. ' j initially. - />'}•;• '" ;V. >\
. :■ ] Flanagan Held Interest : :

' ‘ ■1 • The applicant was the Antelope .
■ ' Farm's^ Corp. in-which former; 

l . Planning Commission Charles Fu 
Flanagan held .an interest Flanagan !■ 

i resigned, in Oie afterinath of The 
j Times' recent series -on zoning ,

. }
j . The spolcesmah for Antelope and a' J 

■ ' pruicipil in the develwknent firm }
• f was 6mest A. S?hrter;Jrl, 6f 10232 1 

Aura-Ave! Schroeris.: a major
■ developer of sites for-service sta-

•j -tiwis:. . '. ■ ' •: V
: Boone and Mark. Quthwaite of
i 23168 Leonora Drive,, appeared at
..the:BZAheariii#ioii;Q'ct. 25,19.66, as i

: spokesmeriv for... p^P**ty owners1
■ opposing the gas station. ' ’ 

Quthwaite told Bowrpn's commiti
!' tee1 that. the. hearing was a 'typical 
l railroading operation.”. ;

;He;Mid the S^A .chairman contin-; 
ualiy rfliarassed'1:;'Boone; while he !

jU.^FIease Turn to ‘Page fyC?},*. .

■ “.,vd v:--r -A.

DOMING I
. 1 . . ■ $1
| Continued from First Page \
j . Roger. §.. Hutchinson.) \ 
I (Quthwaite added -that j 
j the chairman's actions ’< 

“had a'terrific bearing on 
/ the case." -
[ A zone change, for the 

corner had earlier been 
turned down by the' City 
Council but despite that, 

'Boone said, the appointive 
; BZA overruled elected of
ficials arid granted -the
variance /permitted 
the service Station..'

• nSippe 1861,.Boone ;said, 
17 -service stations .have 
sprung up within a lii

: ; mile area on Ventura
: Blvd. , ■■ ;. : ■ ■
. • j ' 'He said zoning has bio- i 
'■ i ken down in Woodland \
. ! Hills so that Ventura ;

; Blvd.' now: is: known as i

' ' i. ; Joints,and service statipne. j

v
. V

■ » -.1 ■. 1
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» '

Zoning Board of
Bias, Discourtesy L-fet
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BOW RON'S BLUE RIBBON ' PPPmS^Pm

ONING

By JOYCE PETERSON sessions after the first few the committee proceedings-!

are;about as lively as a Sun- may lead to more real zon- ,«Jy® first-planning toec-, . .
> day afternoon chess touma- mgreform than any number “r. Bofh Bpwron and Whitr, . -

%tmt. Week-after, week wit- of flamboyant investigations .aaU bavc agn^jna.te-k?«OTrl- :-v , ;
nesses drpne,on about tech- into wheeling and dealing in ;' V .;- '
nicidities in zoning laws and zoning. From the outset the procedure—ami _ the histon- v ?, :
internal <?o nf I i c t s in the committee niade it clear its ^}“d thenV

• city’s planning setup. Speak- interest was not in pointing Here are some of the areas 
ers from unhappy property the finger at alleged wrong- under discussion.
owner groups echo the same doers but in cleaning up the 5?'

• mmninihts that mui be heard procedures that make such pomtive Board of Zoning Ad-
oing (either i 
id) possible^ T1

_____ __  ____ getting down to the variances lo penmi projects
juicy disclosures of conflict nitty gritty details which

.. $ ■ 
* /’ '

■, •; *

omplaints that can be heard prereoures buu. iustinent has been under •
f anv two bit zoning hear- wrongdoing (either real ’or JU8™~ ™ "
W tW° g imagined) possible; This has he^ firetfor I*”***,®0"* .variances to permit projects‘ ‘ • • . imagined) possible; This has

So far there have been no meant

oflnte^fn^ln^SnS Cs^U the difference be- g ” WawS? cSmASrT 
no wild charges. Television tween good and bad zonmg. >lty Planning Commission. s ^ ,
crews gave‘up Covering the Two men have dominated (Continued pit Page. 5) . . '

■ !
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Judi Bowroriy...-zg&gg*m

CAREFUL REVIEW OF 
ZONING UNDERWAY

wmm e

■:

The Planning Coin mission’s 
decisions are subject to re
view by the City Council In 
most cases, those of the 
BZA are not. This creates & 

v situation where non-elective 
; BZA members are in a posi

tion to make final decisions 
having tremendous effects

fpsplif

strings on development of 
property when a zone is per
manently changed, (2) to 
provide for an appeal to the 
City Council and the Mayor 
on any variances or condi
tional use permits involving 
major projects.

Commission conflicts —■

- \
un-.-

; on the value of property.
- The "BZA has been, crit--: niiig r.CciojmisBkrn "say- 't-hey 

itized for granting variances are perfectly willing to file 
which go beyond the narrow statements showing their 

: legal limits set in the city - real estate holdings. The 
, charter. However, the prac- > hangup domes on proposals 

tice of using the variance . that bommissiohers make, 
procedure to rezone largp .complete disclosure of their

: entire personal finances.
The citizen commissioners 

argue with some validity 
— that an individual's net 
worth may go up for many 

. reasons having no connec
tion whatever with his 
paid job on a city board. Yet 
he .coujd be laid open to pub-, 
lie. criticism and suspicion if 
his affluence, shot up sharp
ly during this period.

’ The hard fact is that it is 
now virtually impossible to 
get. leading citizens to put.in 
two grueling days a week 
listening to neighborhood 
zoning battle cakes where 
somebody always goes home 
mad. The present $10 per 
meeting fee barely covers 
mileage, lunch , and parking. 
The time requiretooita . are 
such that a commissioner 
must either be retired or in
dependently wealthly before 
he can afford to take the 
job, If he .fibs toy-active 
business connections, it’s in
evitable that sooner or later 
these associations will bring 
him into potential conflict on 
a wmiiig case. Yet if com
m ission appointments are 
United to. the retired apd 
rich, the citizen board will 
be far from representative 
of the community at large.

Only time will tell whether 
the Bowron committee can , 
find the answer to the zon
ing ills of the CSty of Los 
Angeles. But the committee 
is obviously making a sin-

pieces of property steins 
from a defect in the banc 
zoning law. At present when 
the City Planning Commis
sion approves a zone change 
it cannot set conditions to 
make sure property is devel- 

. oped in a certain way. For 
instance, a developer may 
present pretty pictures of a 
landscaped office building 
which would do little harm 
if built adjacent to a resi
dential district Yet once the 
zoning is changed the appli
cant might turn around and 
sell the land for a fancy

* price for a different project 
bad for the neighborhood.

• Therefore, even*career 
planners have sometimes en
couraged use of variances 
and conditional use permits.

Obvious answers would 
seem to be (1) to give the 
City Planning Commission 
authority to put more

The majority of eye-wit- 
non accounts were said to - 
he corroborated by state
ments of other demonstra
tors or by photographs taken 
during the disposal. -

Published by Sawyer 
Pres8 for the ACLU of 
Southern California, the re
port will be available on 
newsstands and in book
stores. Proceeds from the 
sale of the report will be used 
to defray the costs of the 
defense of the 30 demonstra
tors arrested at Century City

\j
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Council File No. 132,460

Honorable Sam Yorty . .

Mayor of the City of Los Angeles 

HonorAble.Council

of the City of Los Angeles

Gentlemen:

The Citizens Committee on Zoning Practices and Procedures 
considers it appropriate at this time to give you a progress report so . 
that you may be informed concerning its activities up to the present time.

The Committee held its first meeting on April 25, 1967, at.which 
Fletcher Bowron was elected as. Chairman and Rudolph Ostengaard as Vice
Chairman. At its second meeting, the Mayor and members of the City Council 
were invited to meet with the Committee to explain their views as to what 
the objectives and scope bf the Committee's work should be.

The Mayor and six Councilmen attended on May 4, 1967, and at 
subsequent meetings two other Councilmen have appeared. •

The Mayor and the Councilmen attending expressed their full sup
port for the Committee's work. In response to a question as to what, he 
Considered to be the purpose, Bcope or limitation of the Committee, the 
Mayor replied that within the limits of the time which the members could 
put in oh this work, the Committee should take in any area or expand its 
scope in any way that it. wished. He suggested that the Committee start 
by reviewing present, procedures to see whether any changes were, desirable.
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'• Hpnorabie Sam Yorty, Mayor '• 
Honorable Council ’ • . - September 28, 1967

Hie Councilmen supported the Mayor’s statement as to the scope of the Com
mittee's work and Some mentioned several specific areas for investigation, 
including a review of the recommendations of the Grand Jury, conflict of ' 
interest arid.full disclosure, expedi'tet-s, and problems relating to vari
ances,. conditional uses and zone changes * registration of lobbyists, and 
any other matters which the Committee might deem it of importance to ' 
.investigate Delating to planning and zoning. . ■

The’ Committee then determined its objectives and methods, of pro
cedures. The Committee agreed that it was not it's purpose to try to. secure 
any information.that might lead to possible criminal prosecution for anyone 
Rather, its. inteat would be to acquaint itself with What is going on in the 
field of'Zoning and planning arid, theri to make appropriate recommendations,.

• On May.18, 1967, the Committee issued a-statement of policy . 
which included the- following':.. ''The Gbmmittee\cohsider,s that the reasons 
for its existence are to inquire into the entire subject of zoning."in the 
City of.Los Angelesj including 'the adequacy Or inadequacy of applicable . 
law; policies and .practices whether : legally sanctioned. Or not; .to identify' 
and reveal, if possible, the original purposes.that motivated establishing ' 
the practice'of zoning; to determine, if possible, whether these purposes 
are being realized or riot and, if not, why; and;. finally,, to recomraerid such 
changes, in law or practice' as it believes necessary to justify public • 
confidence iri the practice.Of zoning.but, equally important, to make avail
ably to the public an understanding of the subject so clear and compre
hensible as to make it increasingly difficult for anyorie, serving inany 
capacity, to deviate from proper and effective policies and practices*"

: As a matter of procedure, the Committee decided to hold wriekly
public hearings to which would be invited appropriate persons concerned 
with zoning practices and procedures. First it invited public officials 
arid City employees who were concerned with planning and zoning matters; . 
then it.invited citizens who had any interest,in the Committee's work to 
meet with it and make suggestions for improving practices and procedures.

Through September 2i, 1967, the Committee has held nineteen , 
public meetings, for. a total of approximately sixty hours of hearings.
City officials and employees appearing have included the City Attorney . 
and members of his staff,- the birector of Planning and members of.his . 
staff, the Chief Zoning Administrator arid the ZOniftg Administrators; the 
Superintendent of Building ap'd members of his staff.' Members of the Board: 
of Zoning Adjustment have appeared,, and.the City Planning Commission has 
met with the Committee on two occasions. . . \ ‘ • ' -

' • ’ ' . . . ' ' - . • , -
Various organizations have sent representatives to the hearings, 

including several homeowners' groups, chambers of•commerce, the'tos Angeles 
Headquarters City Development Association, the Regional. Plan Association, ' 
and the League of Women Voters. "Over ten private citizens, in addition 
to representatives of organizations, haye also appeared to make sugges
tions. . -■



Honorable Sara Yorty, Mayor’ 
Honorable Council - 3 September 28, 1967

The Committee offered to conduct an evening meeting or meetings 
to accommodate those who might wish to testify, but could not do so during 
business hours. ' An announcement to that effect was made, but the lack of 
response has not as of this date warranted scheduling such a meeting.

Due to prior long-term commitments of several members of the 
Committee, there will be no public meetings during October. However, staff 
work will be continued and members will be studying the material presented 
to date.

As a result of its extensive hearings, a great deal of informa
tion and over 120 specific suggestions for changes have been made. The 
Committee expects to hold a few more public hearings. However, its future 
work will be concerned primarily with reviewing and digesting the informa
tion received and deciding how to shape up its report and recommendations. 
Much time and effort will be required in this phase of the Committee's 
work.':The reviewing and classification of the considerable information 
gathered thus far has already begun on the staff level for the purpose of 
laying the foundation for findings and recommendations which will form the 
substance of the Committee's report.

In its consideration of findings and proposals, the Committee 
will be considering matters which have been brought before it or suggested 
by members of the Committee in the following general areas:

History of Zoning Practices and Procedures in Los Angeles 
Ethics and conflict of interest 
Conduct of public hearings
Revision of the comprehensive zoning ordinance
Board of Zoning Adjustment ■
General zoning and planning practices and procedures
Variances procedures and policies
Conditional use procedures and policies
Zone change procedures and policies
City Planning Commission

In addition to matters brought up at the Committee's public 
hearings, several communications have been referred to it by the Mayor and 
members of the City Council. Also, the City Council has officially re
ferred to the Committee for study and recommendation several Council Files 
on various subjects, including the recommendations of the 1966 Los Angeles 
County Grand Jury, filing of campaign contributions, code of ethics for 
legislators, filing of statements on real estate holdings by City 
officials acting on zoning matters, and more clearly defining and limiting 
the jurisdiction of the Board of Zoning Adjustment.



Fletcher Bowron, Chairman

Honorable Sam Yorty, Mayor
September 28, 1967Honorable Council

The Committee anticipates that it will complete its work during
the early part of next year.

Very truly yours,

Rudolph Ostengaard, Vice Chairman
John C. Boliens
J. Robert King
Mrs. Robert Kingsley
Averill H. Munger
Gordon Whitnall



After a .liittontJi^atuA^of pbraidng^^aentaj^' thej
farmer mayor Metcler Bowron pfopoidi! V3ff .rfeform, 
meaning. Following fa ■ lurrmtoy'oi-the.comiqlftcp’e, 
re commends Hons: 1 ■

A SOUND LEGISLATIVE ANDPOLTCV' 
BASE FOB PLANNING AND ZONING 

GENERAL PLAN neateu^tdatlaiu ofr-both
CHARTER AND CODE May* f
AMENDMENTS ehUlil* rdqidred trftterl-

Recommendatlon Is Amend *fei”5 nPSSSSSSn
•he Charter to set forth the S?w.jL*SSiv?55S^SSpurpose, comprehensive, na- orMaynr.aftjr-resuhmls- ,

%SS££3&f£SS£ ce^;
Supplemetit thls by a section Ai®0iST-ABIfA' 
of the Municipal Code defin- CONSIDERATION. f - • 
luff the required content and' I
form of the General Plan and I
prescribing the specific. S’c-sk! at >
procedure, for Its adoption..SgS^Si,®£*£J ‘ and amendment
PROCEDURES /• -Ie» than tte-entlre^lly, but

Recommendation #th>ro.. .gBfiSB^WSS 
ride hy ordinance for atop- planning wL^e: <fe«rat 
Ron and amendfnent et the 'pian'ahqnld be-re viewed'oii 
General Plan accordlng.to the thle reSalarlWieheduled area
following pattern: ’■. ■.. i^«*.baX^§S^eehednle
2—Study Initialed by- the- and-areas tor>be established 

Director of Planning. City. by 'fee 'Q^CmitoU . open 
Planning Commission or -rMpnunendatton of thoDlrec- 
Clty Council. . . tor. of Planning and'the City

^ADMINISTRATIVE ttonal^provlitog s^n

'f '.'Beoomraendatlen T: Amend list oVuseMieraiitted In the 
'.-the Zoning Code to establish various soring detune* 
lihlf'orin regulations and lions, If action is .deemed 
criteria tor apeelflc uses neceuary belore ievWOn of 
named in the Code as being Jhe Code as set forth In 

• subject to reriew and appro- Recommendation 5. the 
val wlth.condltlrits. The con- procedure suggested should 
BtderattoU ' and approval of he followed.. . . .

' to'anTtotoS frslive matter ZONING ENFORCEMENT 
.itoder the’Jurlsdimtoa of the Recmmanflatlon Ifc Pro- 
-cdBre M-Ztolnc: Admtriatra- vide adequate staff in the 
tiou With ajpealio tbe'Board Building and Safety Depart

: «f'Zonlng.-Apprehr and- any -joint tor regular Inspections
^.ssssiaasfi&:SteiEft& *& «*»*? •*.*&?*»*

W33E£8$£?j£& ?&*«««
i^^Sa^at^con. Burn™ and Safety Depart- ftwaeqilon-• jjm| Approval. d meat

QUASI-JUDICIALpns: •
$i@iEj!3s£§ gsgisssjss
.. Mtoge^at specific written 1i7lI“r,?“^n„?LS^..‘ 'aiSatagfl^Ehowiiig hew the variances ss foUoin.

.met must .be 1-Set forth the quast-Jodfe!- 
. ad^ptedtbefore approving al nature of variance de-

a*a«a S«gs«:i• the City Planning Com- 14CL‘“i*"~“1eiv .
mission. Reeunqtmilatlos'dt Amend

$—Public noUca and hearing £e Clty-Charfo"9jnn! 
’on the Directors ream- that in adopting * amending 
mendatlons to be conduct-. •gjg' : frt^latlons. or

aasrVSg* g£§3i$#
-pisgp§ fgf^it

pi2S3§£ .cLSSsteK ■ Gener-

ssiW^as's
8sssRSa?»fir?? pastes £ssr

hate. :. 
gJTrteel.di
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'smskanceaftomir—

AD MINISTRATION fl v1UUBBUMUW..;..; the ■'Board of..
ReewamonftHtloji’ J3: 'Berf'aftteVAiyBGUneiUs'to'. Itfl' 

tojathe^cbrU^enise’ a ^d;
W**.Chief Zoning Administrator ,. BbatatoFateeslsIrom deleft , 
and Associate. Zoning Adrabj-.onrinattenircfiofltaeAdmUte-^' rdstralors. . ... ' tratofs/^telBoiird BhouW.in^ ,'

Recommendation 1C..haTn'jaritdlctlon over: map •
Amend "the City Charier-to 0tM*iouteMe:Uieprop6fSco»,.it^^^OEVlNG'-!IHB'PUBLIC XNXBK&SIH deariy deflne the author!*- of Ite apReltete function. UBBINTHON OF ROLEjS :
INSURING FAIR, UNDERSTANDARtE r \ CITY PLANNING ' l-AppoIntments'-can only-be’

. . made when an office 
becomes vacant ■ 

z—Vacancy In an office oc
curs only cipofc: .?
a —• Expiration of the 

turn ;
.. b—Removal accomplished 

' by either. 1 • '■• ■•■
. DRequcst''of the’May- 

or approved- by:. a I mp** majority ■ vote of the Council.
Z> On Initiative 'of -the' Council', by. .a’two- Chlrds -vote, if - disapproved by. the

AND EFFECTIVE PROCEDURES
PROCEDURES 
UNIFORM 
REQUIREMENTS 

Bee 1 1 mtnda Unn 18:
Amend Ihe Municipal Cede to 
provide simple and uniform 
procedural requirements 
governing: application^ noti
ces hearings, time limits and 
appeals for all types of 
planning and zoning cases, 
Also provide thaL each agen
cy having Jurisdiction In such 
matters mast formally adopt 
and publish any rules of 
procedure which are used, . .

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
• Recommendation IT: Prt>' 

vide timely and effective 
notification to ah Interested' 
parties concern lug hearings 
on planning and zoning cases, 
through Improvements In th^ 
record Keeping and data 
processing procedures of the 
departments Involved.

Recommendation IS Es
tablish a subscription service 
to provide notification to any 
interested Individuals and or
ganizations not otherwise no
tified.

CONDUCT OF 
HEADINGS .

Recommendation 18: Re-' 
quire that all testimony and 
olher statements of fact be 
given under oath at vail 
hearings held by or on teh*u 
of the Qty Planning Comml*-* 
eton. Office of Boning Admi
nistration and Board of Zon
ing Appeals. 1

Recommendation ZOt JJafee ■ 
a verbatim record of the 
testimony at each hearing 
and retain such records for 
three years. ' ' .

FINDINGS IN ... ,
ZONING Cj^ES . ! .:.

TtccomJn«nd«<W 21: 
Amend the. Charter: add-.Sib .

n-idlnciiiCSH'

termination for the filing' of appeals.2— Provide that those eligible to fUe an appeal include > an applicant, any perton |- aggrieved, the Director of j Pluming and the Plan- ; nlng Commission. '
3— .The written appeal must—The written appeal must show specifically, wherein 

the original findings and determthatlbp are not supported by the facts.
4—Appeals to the Board of Zoning Appeals, involving 

as they do Interpretations of the provisions of the -. Charter and ; ordinances, . ore to be considered only upon' the record of the original 'hearing and determination, ; No new 
' ’ evidence may be Intro, dueed-if new evidence Is

] COMMISSION AND ‘ ■ 
BOARD OF ZONING - 

! 4DPE4LS, ’ .
APPOINTMENTS .'

Recommendation 24: In malting, and confirming ap- pdntmenlsto tbe City Planning . Commission -and--.tiie Board or Zoning Appeals, tbe Mayor ana .the. City,Council must assume full and equal 
responsibility for insuring that persons of the highest Integrity, competence and In.: tenet In civic and public 

: affairs are selected. -

-e] PUBLIC INFORMATION
■■ Recommendation m-COMMUNICATIONS 
Strengthen the City's pro- Recommendation js: Enact 
gram of keeping the general an .ordinance requiring that

““T* Sdp^aJdm^bm■as to the purposes, require- cl the City Planning Commit- 
rmeat?’ and procedures of *Jon or Board of Zoning 

1 sound planning and zoning Appeals concerning any mat- 
and as to the activities and & ‘.^S:

“to%rri“UV,Osto 
terl^te fbSuld «»» Public meeting *ndIndudMhe £uowh£: ****** statements addressed
1—Make available to the

thirds -vote. -If’ die-

tlon for rehearing redetetmlnatlon.'
5—Any modification or rev* ersal on appeal must Include written reasons detailing wherein the origin-

vote •required to 
sualaloitemova).'.". c—By a 'commissioner .or board meiqber filing s resignation with' tbe City Clerk,' __

8—Appointments- will be., --dared, 
deemed approved'If not . .

____  C°uncl!V CODE OF ETHICS

’ ' c^hl^alSui£ml%lttto • _fc^nmendaUon SL- The
which thev must onerate. Sf3g?S£3l3SSSS

after a vacancy- In. an of .ethics for City of ffclal? and

! ORIENTATION 
; Recommendation '23: Fur. 
jnlsh new, appointees "With a 
! written manual covering, the 
! nstth-e of the"?pJanBtng and ' zoning-functions,'Uie role1 of

to the Commission or Board 
. „ . , . , ss a whole. Engaging Inpublic simple and clear prime orai or written com-

regulations and proce- mfefeneanor by all ol the 
dims. parties Involved and mlscon-2— Place capable personnel in duct In office by City off!.. public contact positions dais.

.'totoSTte’^telfp^ FIELD INSPECTIONS—
-. ntl . • : • . BOARD OF3— Provide adequate records rnmnn jpppjto . and,staff-at each blanch ««««<- ArrtALS
• f2!Sti«S? Clt)r PUW,fag Keoomni enaction 34: With.Department,. respect to the Board of
4— Prepare a statement to be 2ontnk Appeals, field inspec- ■available for‘use at-publlc ttons by its members should" hearings an d. me;ea^|c be mw3e only as an:adjourned . Wh.lch mdaJns clearly meeting of the Boot and in 
' «d simply the procedures the company of represents- which will be followed Jn tlves of both Bides of the the matters to be coast- jgtjut* j?lading* of fact based

which they must operate. 
(The‘Committee will make 
more specific. reco'iwqeiMa- 
tlohT bb thls in a subsequent 
report) * *"

u blading* or
upon Inspections must be on 
the basis of eudi inspections 
by the Board as a whole.

CAlitPATGN
CONTRIBUTIONS

Recoin mandalien 35: 
Amend the Charter and enactcjltce o^isi thd.Pte£ - employew Involved In plan-ldent of the City ConncU.. njng and zoning matters, municipal legislation to sup-

Sp^rtrfby^lM i ./Pbixcr REVIEWS '
. of feet, and mast set lorth ' Recommendation- SR -.The - specific revised findings: /Director or Planning should

tbe“S

shall make tbe , .such - action the concerningmeat suhjeebto oonfinni-Couidl"* h oul d umtertake
gggafs

by the Mayor. of recent constructive deve- JSline• - with a view lo requiring

appeal (or -longer period when an extension of time . Is. authorized) yhall constitute denial ol the appeal.

TRANSFERS OF 
JURISDICTION

Recommendation 23: Amend the Zoning Code to standardize the procedure for 
transfer of Jurisdiction to an appellate body - when -the original body falls to art, and Include the following provl*'. 
slons: . , ,
1—Failure--of-the- original
‘ authority-)to ‘set within

Attorn ay: Zonuiv Administra
tors and key staff members to review over-all operations, consider basic policies, examine the relationship of zoning actions to surii pdlcles and . reevaluate established 
phtcedures. and policies In the light of advancements elsewhere. . ■. ,
TERMS OF OFElciB '

lopments elsewhere.

CONFLICTS OF 
INTEREST

COUNCIL ACTION
BeconuneUdallon ^ ZS: - Provide by Charter or ordinance that, for planning and'zdniog 

matters-where time 'Ilmlte, ReeommenaaUon is: Re- 
are not otherwise :jw>vided, quite hy ordinance and am- each such matter jhost'ap- pUflcatlon of the Charter that 
pear on the Council, agenda prior to consideration of any each ninety days, from .the'- ^planning or zoning matter, date oL transmlUall to; tbe each member of the Clly Council, until Council action -Planning Commission orb completed.

''in

competent evidence of !t& extension of thne-ls au- cord, ami shswjng:-.confer--. ...dhovlzed) cORnJI'tutes

zoning matters' other- than slight modifications, as defined In the Charter.and the'- Zoning Code.. ,

APPEALS;- ■
Recommendation 32: 

Amend the Zoning Code to. standardize appeal proce- dotes for all types of planning and zoning'cases,’and include the following (provisions*. ■ ’ .
1—Allow a twenty-day period following the. original dt-

Amend the Charter to strong- - ,Re commendation 23:- Men- then the' system of overlap- . tlfy .in-the . Charter‘and Code ping terms of sendee on the those matters that are legtsla- Clty Planning Commission tire in character (as dfctln- and1 ilie f Board of- Zoning gUtehed'from administrative Appeals, as intended byj the . and. quasl-judlolal matters) City Charter.'This abouM be and therefore to'be adopted accomplished-by providing.-by.oiainshce-wlthdhe-rightthat; of veto by -the -Mayor.

Board of Zoning Appeals who has a private or personal Interest In the matter must so state. If at any time during the consideration of a matter It becomes evident to 'a member that a conflict exists,he shall at that time so _____ __________indicate. (The ComnUttee wiH expahd the powers of grand submit additions! recommen- Juries to penult Investigation 
datlons concerning confllct'of of municipal pluming and Interest in a subsequent-at- zoning matters on their own port) -JnlUatlvt.

with a view to requiring itemised reports from all elected officials and candidates for elective office listing donors and amounts from each donor. Such reporting should Include Indirect Contributions ' handled through campaign committees, campaign management firms or other Individuals or organizations. (Further detaOs on this subject are to be developed in a subsequent Committee report)
GRAND JURIES

Recommendation S3: Thete Committee recommends that tbe Mayor and Council request the'State legislature to

n^SnSbllltEee and'dutlek? ]Tf: 'W- Imposed uponjtbe original^} '. v _ authority, ana must act/-1 -ywithin fifty days or trans-W ST-"-'*fbr ‘of JurisdlcUon (or -| Jj--,'- / ' •[longer period when ex- 1 J1'« 'tended hy mutual ..con-ji “ • ,sent). j ■ - ' :

V

a ‘

■sssaaiiRearing held la tha7 nattiest 
• manner is required,for aoA
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Zoning System Urged
Report by Blue-Ribbon Committee Criticizes 
Officials/ Offers 36 Ways to Improve Code

Hr GEORGE REASONS
Tton (uavirPK

The Citizens Committee or Zoning Practices and Procedures Tuesday 
recommended sweeping reforms in a report criticizing both elected and 
appointed city officials for abuse of the system. : * 1 2

The committee, headed by former 
Msyor Fletcher Bowron, said ft - 
agrees with tbe XS6S County Grand j 
Juty that "campaign contributions, I 
political obligations and-friend- ' 
ships" influence zonlngdecfeiims. j

The blue-ribbon committee also: '
1— Singled out the Board .of • 

Zoning Adjustment ’ for’ reaching - 
arbitrary and illegal decisions and 
for treating .the jobHo with disre
spect. ‘

2— Criticized the City' Connell for 
practicing "minority rule" in aiiow-

-'8
:.w ■

Summery of Recommendations on 
Pago 10, Reaction on Pag* it, Part &

ing fodivSduar.councftaten to central 
zoning derisions In their districts. . i

At a press conference, following |yor Samdelivery of the report. to Maya 
Toriy and "the City,Council, -mem
bers 'of the seven-man -committee 
accused tbe City Council of shirking

Commission.
Without naming him, the commit- . 

tee also criticized Mayor Yorty for . 1 
the practice, of allowing commission- ■ j 
ers to serve- at . his "sufferance" J 
without reappointing, them after . 
tbeif terms expire. , I

The comtnitteeAaid zoning dec!- ’. 
sions ■ are bring readied, under ' 
outmoded procedure's which' permit 
"government by. men instead of by ’ i 
law" at the expeiisd d£ ffoj'publfe.. ' f
... Suggestions Off tied ■ v.-. ;

tee proposed generally to correct

iopipg a comprehenrive general plan 
(master plan) to provide n firm legal 
bans for derisions.. ‘ i ... ,

The.ehanges also would minimize 
the discretionary power of appoint- - 
ed and elected officials in reaching 
zoning decisions. ••

prohibiting conflicts of interest, pri* 
vale contacts between, eonftig offi
cials and Interested parties fii .pend
ing zoning, cases, and requiring 
complete, Itemized reporting of 
campaign contributions.

Fleesc Tern to Page 10, Col. S

-w

joking reforms
•URGED IN REPORT
Centlnued from First Peg* 

. The committee also 
'called'on the Mayor and 
iCIly Council to seek slate 

. [legislation so the County 
-Grand - Jury can fayesli- 

■ gate i.city planning and 
; zontdg’matters’on Its own 

initiative.

dling 5n zoning derisions 
in the past were "quifo 
widespread;"

Whether money ha 
changed hands or not, the

mlltee declared the pre 
eiit system of reportIn 
contributions "entirely ir. 
adequate* and recom 
mended strengthening 1 
to require delalled ac 
counts of the contributors 
and how much each gave.

Exact accounting would 
be required not only of 
amounts contributed di-

. fnvftaffonNeeded 
■;;Under present law, the meat

committee said favoritism redly to elected officials 
in zoning not only has ““t amounts also collected

SKS'SSrShas undermined public
confidence in city govern- Jtj*Te <feaC a can, ment go^rn- dldate should be held pub-

.JKSffiSX ^BWSSftS: SSSa?
gtggsgjft*-M-g.
gil actions, but rather to fi»* committee re
recommend changes .., f&rt City
which will make mvori- ESi,.fha/e *'«Ual ,«• than In planning -and zon- s?W)sfbfotY for the quality 
tog matters vety difficult" ofaPPmtitees.

Code «f Ethics SesponsihUUy Cited
, Asked at the pres* con-

ivecUgation.
The Bowron .committee 

i w.as appointed hy. the 
cotlocll and Yorty bn the 

1 recommendation of 'the 
; 19SS grand jury. ’.' .
S' ' ’Other committee mem- 
■ bers’ are Rudolph Oslen- 
' gaard, vice president of 
finfirf CtUforela- Bank;unitM . California Bank; . One of the most Imran- , Asfced « the pres* con- 
Dr John C. Boltens. UCLA tent sections of if the council had
political science professor; mlttee ’ ™n£ responsibility
J. .Robert Jflng, president mlttee'report' calls for a 

uug, ynuuKiiv code of ethics, conflict of of Ktog Nutrcnica COrp., interest taws,and stronger 
sn aerospace firm; Gordon laws In reporting political 
WMtnaH,' s planning con- contributions, 
suHan’t and (be city's first*. The report recommend- 
plannlng director;.'and. cd that’tbe City Council 
Averill S' Hunger ’and ’ adopt- a Code of elides ” - - ---- bieh-----” ** ...........Mrs. Ro’bert KtegSlev. 
memb'ers bt the-1966 
Count^GrAqd’^;; v I

4, 1^2h^nee-Ca^edL 
In askfogfor the Invest 

•ligation, the grand, jury 
said ’influence, can-, and 
has been andfn all proba
bility trill be-erer.fed 
through the medhim of 
campaign contributions, 
political • obligation* -and 
friendship." . f- V-’:-' •'
' The citizens .committea 
set tbe stage for.its recom
mendations ; la • the? first 
paragraph of.-an introduc
tion to the report yvhlch 
declared the committee 
agreeswfth.the grand jury 
statement, , \ :■£•* >* • 
'"Tretoendoili-wealth can 

be - accrued dronr zoning 
actions,": the bejprt said. 
'Thus, the opportunity 
and incentive^ to; grant 
zoning favors: -.. present 
a fertile field for carrup-
tira’ - ■ \ HPrprecutionlPzoblem 

The conunitfoe pol._... ,i—.—. ’ ■—,*• - -

Which would "be'helpfol" 
in the overall'area of 
maintaining high 1 ethical 

‘standards.’ - - ’
-• The report also recom- 
nvehded ; strong confilcVof- 
Intefest laws banning -ac
tion by a commissioner on 
matters in which he had a

. responsibility 
la ’ the past by rubber
stamping the mayor's 
choices. Bowron replied: 
lYankly, we think they have."
The committee pointed 

out that counrihaen are 
elected lit a particular 
district but owe a respon- 
ability to the city as a 
whole in zoning derisions.

‘EraeUces which penult 
a councilman Individually 
to control decisions affect- 
fog his district is in effect 
a form of minority rule 
and should be eliminated,*

private or personal ‘later- foe report said.eat.-
Coin mlssioners -with 

Interests would he re
quired to declare them 
prim to consideration of 
tbe case In question.

‘ The committee also crf- 
tlriJd the practice under 
which-individual council- 
men delay zoning deci
sions by holding the file Incomiwltee or fo their of- 
fieeaOpen Meetings 

Tbe committee noted the 
ban-against secret meet- _
mgs under tbe Brown Act, ™ K*?l“ essumo equal 
and said it also idt in ^^PpnsffifUty for appoint. * ” meats; the committee also

recommended that the 
council as well as tbe

. Removal Power ' 
fit recommending that 

tbe council assume i ’

.pointed

zoning matters "private 
communications' whether 
written or oral* should be 
prohibited between zoning 
officials and interested 
parties, Including the 
mayor and coimdlmen.

If private comreunna- 
tions occurred inadver
tently, the official would 
be required to disclose it

mayor have power to re
move commissioners.

The council would be 
able to remove a commis
sioner by a two-thirds vote 
With the approval of‘the 
mayor and a four-filths 
vote if the mayor vetoed

The committee-'express 
Bed "serious ■ co nc e rn” 
about the tvsy Die BZA 
has functioned in recent

B* af^'press: >&mmfttee safdrn- «®2
conference, Bowron said fogmatlers are "nonpoliti- n Ille 
the cammittee was- not :cal" and- all membeis of 
empowered to develop rifo *' epchi cojumissfons should 
mlnal'evidence to present have access to identical 
forthe.. dfstrict attorney for .vfoforinaildn to'the public

sakT'ff pubile^, ' T^ig that pofiticai con- 
plafots were accept«d''at IributfohS have Influenced 
lace’ valut,;irfluBnre’ ped- zoning,Berislpns, the com-
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umorcupaiejy,;jiie y®, 
Charter, although, clear as j 
to intent, does not.^rovide \ 
adequate- restrictions j 
against violation: ;of thig ^ 
prindple,^tht;Mport.sa!dh j 

The comimttee -qijticized.s 
the mayor-^fSifeftllJhg toS 
replace. or
missioners .^hjgEtf tenfas 
expire .antf i^q^gplacing 
them before^theifc terms! 
expire "shppl&byjjippomt- 
ing somemtqjjdse^h; • 

Whitnailfsaidt Pfenning 
Comm issiriribr ...Melville. 
Branch’s 'f^n^e^i&nd in 
1965 and hpiis'fse'rysng at 
the mayor’fi.^suffe^ance^ 
with no idea of whetfier he 
is to be replaced brrfpt. :

. 'Whitnall -Said threat of 
removal under such? div 
o Ujin s tances _ .^potentially 
could- be us.ed'-tq^ppnftol a 
commi^iojieir's’j-pte ? t

: ' Guliedilmproper • f
■ WlUfinall) called it. J

proper arid dangerous! 
and .ffcaid it defeats the 
intent .of,the charter. .'

Toma^e ■ sure cominis- •. 
sioners areTtjiot subject to " 
arbitrary'1 r'6-jh oval, the
committeeiv:rgobminended 
reqiihing.;tit^t appoint!- 
ments could.be'Jnadeohly 
wheri. ;.an '.offic'e became £

MV
.Thd'':iiri|j;pc 'Would. be v 

altowed^q^iemove com- 
missipners'slfe'fore their' 
tennS:'exi>£r|i^ut he would 
need ainajoilfy vote, of the 
o6unc^^t^iL'”':-. ■ . f | 

The..Cpn^ttee also re- i 
commena|dpiat the coun- .;

the mayor fails to act - 
within 60 days;, thus ,pre- - 
vending- coriiniissioners -f 
serving -«t„:--thVijjihaypf’s i 
sufferance. ’; ? .

’Beslgnationsf Hit [j
; On a. related] mdtter, thfeV 
committee condemned the,:! 
practice of regiiftirigoom-V 
mission e’r s; to submit d 
signed. ;r^ignatiom‘when ‘l 
they are appointed for the -j 
mayor to,;use at any time, j 

Former Planning Coni- j 
nissioner Ellis,^A.. Jarvis ; 
estified before. the com- j' 
nittee; that'he had been’" 
equired to • submit.;,riuch 
in application. ’ ' •

“Such practices hardly, '
ontribute to the exercise ■'!f Independent judgement , 
ft the phrt oi appointees," ■; 
ie cbmriiittee^jdepott1. not- 
i. . ■ ;
To halt the. practice,, the .; 

nmnittee - recommended .

IMP
the dly rileric when' they, - 

■ the:,-way ..tfce -.BZA:; hfs

£Bhr

•H?tdT-TSh--bbaM'-'aiij^»rf'- -.J

^w&pj^ahnbstV'^ith&ft^®^- v

«gBwW%aatei

m-.

r^iMafe

-
■ c6lM.ct?IfteqdIiesi1%ifeen . 
‘viw^itfeiitically'zopedriiir- 

gels of property.' * ' .
’■?. ^-vatiari'ce ’should-, not- 
r aria'^canriof'de^llypjeAa

mMS**-■i VThe": c3iriMttee>ireport ■
- * | 4 ■ A “ -

• BZA must apply in grant
. ing variances’ and requir

ing'precisely writteif find- 
■ .• ingswhichshow:the 'staft- 
--.dardg'wetemdt- r.d'W.fiMrfc.
r: ' Fwd iri^j^ifea..,-' 

... >. The.B2A. also .would be 
: ppjhibttefl .from .rapBider- 
irig hew- eyidencp'v\ln. its 
.^liberations
insider, only .the. reeded, 
as. I» court appeals, ^

- ..ln...-addiUon,. indiiadnal 
. board iri&ribers wgmaSbe; 

i. prohibited ’ from inaking 
1 field, trips jyltfctbe'appel-

; V ."Numerous- * complaints 
".'were : received about; ia- 
"iadequate5 notide'.of: peiid- 
,ing.- Sprilrig. lnatteis^ ‘.the 

, ...committee-'te a-l’d.‘S o-m e- 
!:;fimes -'riotices weren't’ re- 
,;ceived at.; .all nr1' Were 
•ieceiy'edtoo Jatejfor intqr- 
est^rfparties to ittendfthe 
hearing,-'the report sdd. - 
' j;Th’e’. committee'recom.- 

mended- :that .notification 
procedures ;, be vS^ppgtJfef

iristead'-'of the zoning ap4 
Plicanb ; ■; ■ A

V;‘®ech^CBl

' caiBrnecdedMhat'’-tesd|rio# 
my- lazoniefe' .rnattere; he? 
taken unB^rotth^^W |

> - Most ofotheicoiriimttee'm r , 
rr eeoinmfendatiOEsi'^talle^ '

'en'theiie gal.-basis ■ fori^ 
zoningi-declsions: Someii 

■ J ^ication^

... Zp nlng: ;qlasdfi^ons'

^:pqInWg;it;thai’iiMIr- .ttlw'
futprecddMbfiment;'-: ’ ii

weakens: the.z^pwchangev 
. procedure " and'- leads -tqj 
' sprit-zoning .'ibuSeff "to 
.guinmits'arid' pressuref.ice 
'stead--of bn law. -1 ■ - ^

The coirimitte'e recom? 
'.mende'd a! step-^ste^- 
procedure- for- deyelo pj 
merit of ‘ a” ‘ satisfacto^fi
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st^iping^efornis

VisiH#
sue. auj..%ur: ^EAicvvpjiu*uc*,;
conrfdet^oii^^^.&itoer-

'■■ f
^••Thexati:
jfor 'partfdiilar crtti.cigjxl .„r ..-.
>'ar1?itra^-anl|lite^l'^#ipps:ilaiid.. 
VJhe aty:C^Urii?a4|i^#l!i^ng;lodivif'
. 'dual • coundfe^.tovicipfittol'^CBung

VXi®

; Wr

■'^FvP^:r~:
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■: •:-;'V'r 
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jamm&MQ
-JllJsenSrCCtoiM^'criticlanis did not* 

J®fcdfi«diy,-?. ipalude the.; Planning, 
i^ornmissiqn.' ’ ‘ •” ■._• - ■ ■ ;■
: ^."I didn!t re.ad Into" (the report) any 

:criMcis^^s'',of• us.1 Tlie .Bowron'
,• r¥-d^ittf!e. was ^backhandedly com- 
j^Umefitary to the'fdanmn£ Gpmmis-

'•v/ ■

ajms^srsssg^
Sppp-i*th*pia' tdi'e commiffiiffl«ft: 
n|8d.to consider action atiffiefr. 

*T*-J|ir meeting-Aug:.*29. y. 
rifef^e are very, eager, to get into^the, 
fpe^fc of this, report • and.'addplXaB;;

as" possible-, what’evW?;eK& 
'r-mente ofdt>would be in!the interests 
rpfthegjublie,?1 Pollonsaid.' . ;•"’' 
|^:A5^-.eCtani|4e»' )»9 said adopting 
['Irokfypbiicy yqfl/ >taklng. testimony 
■ypetbi'e-' th& cohanissibn under oath 
%>a godd |d^. . -^ ; T ■ 
^.Hamilfon^old^ae -commissioners 
'^tiat some' reforms'twould have to

6uI<Kbe'
,«way.'f ■ ■ ..- •
%%Haniilton.aIso s?Id. Us department 
^$villi-continue to\ assist -the citizens

B. -S
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■..... i -, ;;n.': ; ’• ;. ;-- -.. ... - • -}■ • -problem. ■ v .-. ■ ■ r.
/ "A Program to Improve Plahning'aijd . changes, said Hamilton on Aug. 1, "can . 
;.;Zoning in Los Angeles"-' is the rather ;b^ considered as short-run project? that 

i^nodastvtitfe' of an:extremely significant , tfouid not-require majoir staff tim^oT: . 
■:.: . '‘Study of a^iKcal prpMein In City HalL ;, ■ resources for their completion and vriniof . 

. ; The auth6rs-^?fQ^jf^u^ed cos^riittee . ; Tegtiiie •; Major -.department reorisa#& ■
:'>pf dtizensv-.headedi\*by;-formers M - tidn.“ . ■■■{ -; . . • “

■v-' Bletcher Bgw^Waffirmed that plajjrdng * ■■ Less itlian fo^r'^eeks later,
and Ziming decisions^were .hig^ly.BUscep-' f prerented-an ultimatum to th$*Gftgf 
tible to influence. . peddling, and they Planning . Commission in which tva sdiot 
offered a variety of proposals to improve. that tile, implementation would require': - 
the situation..; . the-hiring oftwo additional experts^fdbat ''

committee tneoib^'i’vdto^UsieQed.- fo- ,.i^R*tWV-W-wiK»e.TOmg.- •
dozens of witnesSas-oshd■ read pounds .of.: - ^Ths planning.director didn't explain his 

. official •doqsna^^^ turn in attitude. And Cotajdt
apologists ^ &V^^'^jb!werewfl]hif( to7 ■■ man'John S, Gibson Jr., chairman of the 

' admit that.Jhe Bdwrbnf.'cpmmliiee bad .Cbuncil^lanning Committee, is unto- 
performed a yay importaht service todhe stahdabljr aiinoyed,. Gibson, is considering a d 
city. ‘ vtequsst to the council for the hiring of an.

;-outside expert, to, do the work that.
klSS*SSS•-•ewy"*#*#*«y ^ ,
real ovtthaulV rf the; complicated pW ; Whrtever the.problan, the prompt ; 
dares affecting, city land- use decisions,. / evaluation and implementation of die . 

« ^ -Bov^on Committee recommendations are ;
But as Tunes'Qty.'Hall reporter. Ekwfn important that ho personality problems 

Baker notes elsewhere on this page; ..initial shouia intervene. The Times urges that the

^ ... Jlaumtoii ^:kY*4^ : sv\
MM 1^’
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.'. by

Times City Hall » i.
Early, promise of swift PJanhihff Hgpart*. 

ment and Commission.actjdn'to implement ■ 
sweeping reforms proposed-by the^Citizgn* - 
Committee on Zoning Praetloes and/Proiee-. / 
dures apparently was preniaturje;j. ..-lE' *„• •;> ■< 

'More than a month afterthe;coijiiiiittee'ir 
report, tagged uigent; was subffifttedrto the 1 
department by the City Council :for prompt'

j.ag ^ickly as possible -whatever, elements 
‘ .'V .'would .be ; . . in lie interest of the. 

public." And the quicker it was done the 
. ' better,;he said. ■ • "
, . Last Thursday, however, the urgency and 

de^a^iren^haoi'sUbsided.
' “' liTa Tfepbrt to‘the commission, Hamilton 

■emphasized 'that ',the department's special 
- stiidies'^ariit,' which. would conduct the. 
/study ■ i already was jiuBy; ;ih volved in' top 

• I priority projects. t i '■ hit ' ■■ ’
| Either, the priority schedule would have to

. he revised, he said, or. two. additional plim.- 
' i ming associates would have to be hired.PS"

t. r'ig^aS^SS nine recommendations, nto*.
fflSSSSSi because’^
SdSnd * 8 ‘*mp 01 Mm ^ “WyW'.ot the

■,'A-fif. 7'«-- ■ .tha onmmiHai V
Disenchantment, with the reverse 'ord^S .:' • £3

and slow motion antics'of . the'depatfraarj^ ' .'. ; 
and commission, has reached 'the poi#fc£;v' '

. ..where Council Planning Committee Chs^J'r.-, 
t man John S. Gibson Jr. is seriously considjM&v ‘ ’:•> ">% 

frig bypassing them completely;''•-* : •' ■ .

.. ★ •. *
. Instead of awaiting word' from wSi.’ ‘ 4 
planners, Gibson has indicated he will,sr3^ ' 
the council's permission this wetk to emp 
a committee consultant to bring in "Immfdfc:^;

| recommendations. :
‘ . Gibson is hopeful of employing Huber-%/
‘ Smutz, who retired last January as cmeif . 

zoning ad minisfrator after 26H years in the '

,.S»fcP
the committee suggested additional,, 

ie.claimed. :Si 
illton would not be averse to employ* .• 

fur'iden for six months or six men for,..: 
fibriths to do the job, but, in any event; 
mte, it’s a fpolicy decision1' for the 
Jssion and council.

. post during which he built a reputation as '
•r-"incorruptible." • ’ \f ; ' r\r ^ ;

Smutz, chief zoning administrator’under/ 
former Mayor Fletcher Bowron, who headed v 
the blue-ribbon investigating committee, ; 
has taken positions similar to many of the’ 36 ■ ■ 

•recommendations aimed at eliminating al
leged abuses In present zoning and planning j
T't'nrArlitmr

.President Melville C. Branch, whosOv.
, in and eloquence often overwhelm/ 
isteners, scoffed at' the need for-1 piial manpower. *

vnJary tlme we talk about doing soipe- ’ 
k&ingi .we hear requests for staff," he noted "
; ' '

V ’ '■.T. Zsr ? <• * t
ivivvBpt^rw^. clear that the commission's4 ( ^ > .. . . >vw'r'Tim>’n w
'•ardor foi*.immediacy has cooled. In response 
to Hamilton's virtual ultimatum, Follon 
suggestbd a one-wefek continuance to permit 
further study of the recommendations.

But Commissioner David S. Molr saki that 
wasn’t enough time. So the commission 
agreed to another week's delay—to Sept. 12.

Meanwhile, Gibson is fuming at Hamil
ton's Sppminf' tnl-n i< "f - *• •1
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Mpjil ission No recomi £##l&was/ ^m;^ig?e^flc^Bls[tIon 
made qn-a^rojjbsed con- |S"-^*av^1-aU: ' ‘1’v

'flict of interest ordinance, committee recMfiraeiifda- 
The report’ was signed ticrns as modified by us?"Opposes O^fll Proposal byJahnJ.PoIloii,commis- The citizens committee

• r. .. -v ”;'vi *V sion president; Meiyille C. , made the 36 fecommehda-

c o m ntum icatt&n?, njfpajgn' contribution# \ a^“eiptoa;51irabeft K.,. procedures last Julyifcfter
i', commented: v . ••»'"{ j ' /hicdi may affect planning Armstrong and,-David S.' a year-long investigation

try and legislate * and zoning matters’and.ah ’ Moir. - prompted by a grand? jury
^p^sonal'ethics :ahd ;jvtdg- ‘expansion of the powCTS; of- • "Do you'.wish.us,the ; inquiry. . TV-
:m&it- -beyond a point prcK I gtahd -.’juries' to permit.-^commissioners, asked) the-• The blue-ribbon'-com- 

•(‘dd^es.more problems and ^.investigation-of municip^lr. council cojnmitj^e, "to mitt®,, was .headed^.by



onir#mrnTom
M.I '^Wanning Commission/ Citizens'Group Rekfi

'jentatiye Accord;; proposals. Sent tOjCoundil:
1 ■ : 1 r ’ . K$'v;

BF ERWIN BAKER - . . ....»•/#'
: rnitrt

■■■ .TUOBWIIWrilir

• Agreement *in principle" pn 2tpf;., proposed Residential Plan Develop-" 
’ ; 36 recommendations -for municipal ■ ment and ’Q" ordinances.

.' zoiiing and planning reforms Has ; ' The bitterly controversial- RPD 
1 been reached by.,the:City Planning . plan was-serit'back to the planning 

v Comrai£s!on;:;pJul J members’ bf.a_ committee by the Council two weeks 
' -citizens1;'- bluettibtion1. Committee, - it> ago to .await a recommendation by 

WaS‘le'aipe0 gpjjdaySI'yi-c'•.■ y the commission and citizens' com-
The'recdniriiendall onf. aimed -at - mittnc. • ■

- ".eliminating .ajjusesywe'ijsenbt oi'tAo) 1 The "Q" ordinance, which |would
City; Councirs'-i*lanDlnfe^Corjin^ttee ,’ compel a. developer to . Improve 

' bjt the Plaimirjj; Commission. ’rj? property as stated in the. application 
. 'In .a.'lettef/to'wuhea-Comi&tteA- within a 2t/year period or have it 

chairman Jptii-S. fclbsbn 'Jr;' the--' revert to its original classification,
- commissioir-^aid .its.ippaidpn on the ' also Is before the planning commit-

v 21 Items' is in:; accord - with "the .tee;- ‘ ’
* purpose andlntenlt-of .thc-recom-. ■ •' Opposed by ciilaeci Group

'mendations'by'-tlie Citizens-Commit- Both proposals are supported by
Itee .ion -Zoning,Purposes and Proce- the' commission and department 

. 4ures.:- -- ' ' ■’ staff, but opposed by the citizens
'-The Seven-member "citizens', com- committee. .

• m'lt'teo,' headedby the late Mayor. ( ■ Forwardedto the council commit
" Fletcher Boyiron; submitted its fan*.. tee were the 21 proposals which
reaching";report-, crltjclaing , both'' would require charter and- munici- 

•' eleple£':and'appointed, clfieials in- pal code; amendments. They relate 
volved in the' planning-zoning ses- to protection of the.public interest, 

-slons last July 311 ,- overall legislative policy, adminit-
. ^ - EouneHie^ated: . - .

The ^ttotas* conmiUee-was aj> siandable and effective procedures.*' pointed ■ by-Mayor Sam: Yorty-and- * - - - - - ■ -
the doundl on the recommendation"

‘ofthe"1966 County Brand Jiiry as a-
result of the July’s inquiry -into _
zoning itregularlties.' •* : - jam

'Gibson has scheduled a-council J>; 
committee hearing for Nov. t2 to 

, review the 21 findings, which also 
o'‘represent the.thinking oi (3ty.
-' Planning Director Calvin S. Hamil

ton and his staff.'
' Committee decisions will be for-'

One of the most important is a 
request to the council to adopt a 
code of ethics, for city officials anil 
employes engaged in plaoningaon- 
ing.matters.-.

Prior-to such action, howevstj;#w- 
coundl should "review receiSf ifu 
slriiclive decisions elsewherfe,*. Bis 
recommendation states without dab- 
oration. " • H i iV.

Inspection R»commendalidhfl’-'u!Committee decisions will be for- j
warded to the full council for M;

-■ Another Joint commission-dazens' re“ta2ellis■- committee meeting has been ached-'' spsetiens by. Board of Zoning^M; 
uied for Friday to consider the 16 JUStment members sbquldbejtoide 
remaining recommendations, the- only as an adjourned meebng^fita- 

. .cpmtalsslon said. ... . ever possible In the company of both
' involve toportant Omciosiens . ^JR^^aT fact. ’basedCl^i.

These. recommendations .Involve inspections .must be on'the 
/ the'nioqt UnportantvcoiicJu-•. .suck iDspectioh,:;b7: the..;bqarfl

/felongf reached‘fey*the: citizens1 com- 4 "tyhbft/1 the recommendation!

" tlons ■ofrcampialgn' conlnbutXbng; cJtysprogram -to keep the general 
; conflict: of-!'-lntere£t-,and private, publia-adequately informediya^to 

communications''between interested purposes, requirements and prooe- 
parties"and-Pianningiand Boardiof • dares of "sound,planning.and zon- 
Zoning Adjustment Comthlssldnets,': ing* and of. city. decisions on -such 

They also deal with-'reeommendi-v subjeetk> • - v •' -
tions on expanded grand jpry power : 'Other Recommendations call' for 
over investigations' ":of •-municipal ' widespread .procedural and code 
planning-zoning matters' and, the revisions. .





lamp's Final Re 
^t^lation fo Deal \mWi&w

SMWJtavg _
liSSae CbfrS L^rTi fen<*i,«>fore
•Amendment 1, which lie* tur?;. '.
ceived overwhelming apf' comnutt®®;criti-
proval at last. Tuesday's ' ,-however, toe "pre
election, ■ Z* ;8en{.inadequacy*-of pend.

clear policies in, ,; .£■- I Ydopmgnt^
'• ' rJfits^roCTaL. 

Jthe. committed#* 
I would permit-'r^1' 
land council -1 
• effective policy 
j latory control 
I development.

Tbe seven-mem 
mittee ;was' appoii 
the;-, council^ and 
SamTorty in Mab 
on -the recommends;

? eatablfifi

The amendment light, ana canea on the
ened' council control qv$ ^aSt^rt’
zoning. For: example,; an. |,^R.- ■rT

5-3 ipg’bills and called on the 
" y to "recognizeJts.au- 

irihr and accept" its' re
applicant terfi vadat,#- 
now has the right uodw mSSi

to'thTssKnS , 'ustff sH?S.
^f?lan Advisory -Board to ‘! Quality Needed . : . 
:jthe council and gives the In considering .‘conduct 
.fjjjftyor a greater voice in in office, the -committee 
toe operation’ of the Ge- said, "the city must'obtain 
heral Plan: ■- people of the highest qua-
it-WhiJe committee mem- Jit-y of competence andthe 1966 County ______ __ _________ . .

Jury. :. :' . ^I^Mabets supported the amend- integrity'1 to serve on com-

3T£3Mi
j . aagaw|
process within the ;<;ity,^:j 'weakening effect" thd;
' "First-Chairman tW • -While conceding that- First, chairman of the -i lin f] had in

their recommendations. ?-
s o m e improvements In H‘t*n »3»g cou^^op.

committee was the late 
.. . J^rlf a y o r Fletcher

- ■ ’-fiSK He was succeed-
tfPFrSY' • Rudolph Osten- 

, 7;B?S®i r vice ^president of 
. Ca 11 f o r n i a

'-.- ■ ! committee mem-
■ j^SS^nre - Dr.VJolm' C'.1 Bol-
: WfeuCLA.ponti.cdi.

i-^^e'„Prt> fve?*:or; Ji.

improvements — ..

are’ underway,'the report : 
e phasized that the conf-
mlttee's legislative prQv !.®PJ5pWS*“4 .
gnun -would improve the •

EJ._

Sftf 
cbi

taStatal _ -
,ft^e;Jienawi ;>.eff<BSSsM J iK:

and’the city's-: 
, g- '.director, b 
U .H-; - ‘Mitager1;

o erp- ofrthe" * r». J. -..

aiy report, the committee 
.placed considerable em- ^V^V.bat 

$ 'ghmds, on proposals to :£MiWl)uJionv 
i : "conduct in office;?1; Jtgjwpip? ant*
^ .................. ~............................. . '
&

asys^yin t!?e..pla?niB«' IfflEiSfr"ment but at nil
e comprehensive

--:Ar ■
■'gcrremmentallevels. VC _.T ... <v .
fc* .’Tiie committee ui-ged, t®PW®fe ofVvpawpSIfen 

giudy of a uniform code of' jg?®8)»tions Is fec^'g-:

asasiggir
; . ..

‘TwJgfMfeiS by the committee in . . . ..^ JfW*», ««« ««
J^;edtiye Is tajMpftj . ■ ;• ^PSTrst report: last -And it called on*1fae iSble acuity

■-: ' . ’ ;$$«ch <criticized Snii >«“>«! to adopt fi^re ' ■TBrt; j^Hk -am •m’wjw*** mm mrag- .m* ^ ■
---------- --------- -

IsMi ‘&3§Sp*Mi

m
i binlng to conflict of 
*?t;. .campaign’'^cd:
■*="|ts- and private coffitau- 

fitipne, -:. \yj . g^s,, 
rific- pr.opojptts

*s*«
oWct?to^ffl

ri-beforeSthe^1 require ,a|-;?oantjlf

wmmmss^KmBEs^ssBm^^m
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®ltoe®J»StiilurV!for ebridij^ohal Oft Peritiits ' ^ 1«4 
(Sg^WW’^’f* Grand Jury. Probe

' * ' ’ .. i ■<■ • a <   I .  IJm J/iLnl''Mi<nnflAMF
£V.. .-.^. ■ .-^a'si»(f Wrt^. r - . , , , .... . s

A; citizens;committee report* anhat^itestlon^o^d&om ‘

Tuesday .by. the City Council's. Zompg Adifilhistratio^'an'dia Board

.Continued from First Page "More important, due

.Jfervsrs ESS
vijle Branch, a member of by and appeal to the 
the City Planning Com- mayor and council, the 
mission,' •'' • people's elected reprpsen-

Branch read from a t?^ves', . ,, ., ■ V ‘ V,
- Iett^ irpm the 'Planning «told the^council-
; ^hich stated: that his and Whit-
■ : tm v „•/ .... . nail's positions represent

''two strong, utterly differ- sible to treat these condi- ent c^d^ong.. * _ .
tional uses — to become .
more numerous in ■ the Further Proposals , 
future to range in size up Other changes proposed 

1 to square miles in extent— by thfe citizens committee
included: . ,through a separate proce- includi 

dure by-passing the City 1-Emphasis on the ad- 
P1 a ri n ing Commission; visoiy role of the Planning

Councilman John 
who pi
tothe «Hmcil'ai.^ii|aBpi>MiWe>/.i:S'<3(^^i^to.:ci^^^^^P?ri;:! maja.and dty council r • -

“■ ■ ■ ---■*»-. Tiota.l^ TiaTnifefjvrotfc 1

J -U W .. -------- y\HUIUiUlU\/JX M*
'Mot Only muSt' applies- and policy matters, 
is for. planned ■ unit 2—Consideration of both

developments, be; exa- the general'plan and zon- 
mined individually as to ing map area by area on a 

r their ’a p propriateneSs, regular time schedule to 
i'fonri, and phasing from, enable review and con- 

city wide points of views,' eideratlon of entire areas..
i but standards cannot now Gibson said he expected 
i be written which could It might. take the City 
justify an automatic right Council three or four days 
.to irisert such potentially to discuss and deal with

IISIIS
J^iHl . '

1 tjwjl .

^he Gitizens- GoiifoUtee-'^ reebm-

mt*

' y-M

m|L
Smmmill

issfeste
-tided Planning Committee 
that ' 'the present syetfein'

. o the grand jury iiivestigar ■ ’
_____ “• *>r

’ mllSjOgfe^nd placed oh • j

••

mr-rlia,
#88
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Zoning-Planning a 
Reform Proposal!,

BY ERWIN BAKER ,: ■
DM" inn Wfflw

Six months alter receiving a blue-
ribbon citizen comislttee's recom
mendations for sweeping refonn's'Jn 
tile municipal zoning-planning sys
tem, the City Council has sdiMuTM 
debate on several of the points- 
Wednesday and Thursday. , .1-

Signs point to possibly the most l 
controveraial hearings in recent e 
months.

Several proposed charter amend
ments for the May 27 general 
election ballot will be' before'■"toe 
council. •

Final action must be taken by Feb'.
26 in order to qualify them for the

of the 7-member-cttbena Coins 
on Zoning Practices ar

m>; Developer "Was Convicted - 
V Its establishment followed a d566,

1 County Grand Jury Investigation 
.which disclosed zoning Irregularly,. 
Hies and lal to the grand theft f 
! conviction of developer Bryan'Eo 

Gibson In a Chatsworth scandal. ■" *
The committee's report-severely1' 

criticized both, elected and appoint*, 
ed officials for abusing the zoningplanning process. ... ..•//

It agreed with the grand Jury'thaV- 
campaign contributions, political ob
ligations and friendships influenced 
zoning derisions. •

And it accused the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment of arbitrary and 
illegal decisions and of treating ths 
public with disrespect.

Many- of the grand jury findings- 
coincided with conclusions in a 
survey by The Times of the city’s 
zoning-planning policies.

The Citizens committee’s 38 re
commendations generally Intended 
to reTorm the system by;

1—Rewriting the zoning code, 
streamlining procedures and deve
loping a comprehensive general plan 
to provide a firm legal basis for decisions. At the same time, discre
tionary power of sppointed and. 
elected officials in reaching zoning 
decisions would be limited. -' j

Z—Ado]--------------  '
code of el



GdtjflicJsf Qyer Zoning Reform 
PrjjpdsSIs Erupt at Hearing

BY ERWIN BAKER
llmll Suit Wrtur

Conflicts over propped reforms in 
lilt municipal zou '-planning irya- 
tem came Iptbe surface Wednesday 
as tha'CSty .tiundl opened bearings 
on .'ijiggeated laiarfer ;amendjoents 
for'thejftfey ij election. ballot.
; Aiter lia toning to spokesmen. tor 
the Citizens Committee on Zoning 
Practices, the Planning Department 
and Commission, Human Relations 
Commission and the public, the 
council scheduled .possibly climactic 
.'debate, for today. '„
T;;Some .lawmakers predicted that 

■ Voting ott the-controversial amend- 
.‘niinta 'Would' at .least begin today. 
-Final council action-.must be taken

by Feb. 28 to qualify the issues ior th<: ballot.
At the end ot Wednesday's session, 

lines were clearly drawn between

Planning Committee, they would:
1— Assign to the Planning Com

mission decisions on virtually ail 
conditional uses, with the right' of. 
appeal to the council.

Ac present, many conditional Uses 
are submitted to the Board .of 
Zoning Adjustment and cannot be: 
appealed to the council. . -. •• ■

2— Provide for pone changes on an 
area by area, periodic basis rather 
than upon the filing of applications 
or initiation by' the1 council or 
commission.

Both, proposals were discussed.in 
the 36 recommendations submitted 
to the council by the-Citizens com
mittee, which was appointed- in 
April, 1867,. after the 19B6 County 
Grand Jury reported.abuses in the 
city's zoningplannlng process.

hi the ^system, led to ________
on grand theft of developer. Bryan 
E. Gibson In a Chatsworth case.. : 

After a lS-month study, ' the 
citizens committee, headed by the 
late former Mayor Matcher Bowron, 
submitted a report severely critical 
of elected and appointed officials.

It charged that campaign contri
butions, political obligations" and 
friendships influenced some zoning 
decisions and accused the Board oi 
Zoning Adjustment of arbitrary anc 
illegal derisions injurious tD the 
public. i

Gordon Whitnall, the city's first, 
planner and spokesman for the blue; 
ribbon citizens groups, repeated' 
some of the allegations in an 
opening 50-minute speech.

Please Tunr. loJZSEe 5, Cob 1

Continued from First Pago 
Ho urged approval of the 

committee's recommenda
tion, rather than the one 
by the Planning Commis
sion, that the council he 
excluded from handling 
conditional uses.

Instead, he said, they 
should be handled by an 
Office of Zoning Adminis
tration, with appeal only 
to a newly created Board 
of Zoning Appeals. 
iBeyond the board, an 

appeal could be carried 
oply to the courts,
-lit charged that cam

paign contributions, point* 
c&jjbbUgat s and friend; 
sbipa influenced some zan- 
ln»decIslons and accused 
till? Board of Zoning Ad
justment of arbitrary and 
iifegat decisions injurious 
to the public. .
^Gordon 'Whitnall, the 
pity's first -planner and 
sphkesiiian for the blue- 
Sbjsott .citizens groups, re- 

noo of the ailega- 
&ms in ati opening 50- 

[ minute speech. . .
' Exclusion Asked
' iHe urged approval of the 
bbmmtttaa’s xecommenda- 
tfifp, rather t)un the one 
by the Planning Commis
sion, that the councU-.be 
excluded from handling 
conditional usea.
' instead, he said, they 

should be handled by an 
Office of Zoning Adminis
tration, with appeal only 
to a newly created Board 
of Zoning Appeals.

. Beyond the board, an 
appeal could be carried 
only to the court's.

ti.A.i. d/b/by

Whitnall asserted' that! 
the “most regrettable dij-' 
coverlcs" of the ICKSdj 
grand jury, as wett.jauj! 
subsequent findings " ’hjf] 
the 1367 and 1968 juries,'' 
all involved conditional j 
uses channeled through'; 
the Planning Commission 
and council. ? ?

Whitnall declared tint' 
permitting appeals, to 
council is "altruistic,",.but/ 
he raised the qliMfttjs 
of whether dectriona 
not governed by political? 
considerations, • '‘^1 

"It invokes an etenu^tiH; 
political expediency^ 
Whitnall declared.-.bfi-vftv 

This drew a mildmM 
from Councilman 'EpnSp' 
Bemardi, who was®W|

•t—i
he didn't think the>jfi|L 
grity of councilmen riiijilidj 
be considered." . ;-&i 

WhitnaU apologized ibi:.c 
any such, implication,-tidy' 
observed that ntoere,1isa<! 
temptation to resort, 
Improper procedutesV 
outlined by the';gtL,^
WhitnaU, urging^ 
provai of the commllUriff 
proposals, ci -

commendations of'tKft 
tizens committee."!-ijNi

The white-haired;<afij 
city official conceded ..Watt 
during the petiod qTHie.' 
committee's Inve^igmlpii? 
the conduct of the Beard, 
of Zoning Adjustment was 
"reprehensible." 5 • • V 

’ But he praised the ptefl- 
ent board for doing a -very'I 
sincere job in carrying out 
its duties.* V • > : !

In reply to WhitnaU, Dr. 
Melville Branch, a"plan- 
n i n g commissioner;' de- j 
rlared that important cases J 
should be handled by the ) 
City Council.
. Whitnall's other .major 
point was that ihiving | 
decisions should be made ' 
on an orderly bjt-als 
through periodic rpyievis 
on an area-tqfrarea

sided IwiaShoiFla^i 
ComifesicriB stand

th«. COUht^'&eptf
■"Haasasahe should have the J® 
to veto ’conditional 
decisions, \ currentiyvwH__ 
nied to hint by the chatters!



Recommendations of Some Groups Jgnared:

Eve"^l
.. . . ••. .

^nificant changes, in the inyihljoiL-- i 
'pal . zoning-planning.' process; ^yijjre j 
approved Wednesday-' by.' the ^CityH

. >,

4 ‘

Council in a noisy 6 Vi-hour session
sm .•that'lasied into the evening. 

‘r.;ihe:<»upcfladjourned witfr,its jgb ! 
stdl'-iricomplet'evat 6i32.pam^saftesVa. |

:;re«)i]iiSl rd^jcalis j
-frili^ischeduled a ^ifial'/eessibji^or';

changes prdpo'sed-':fdr.'5;^ie 
.^jBT'electibnvhallbt? ;j
. i rtfniT r,Vra o iiniit ’ TTVfi ■ W {1

v- tW;-i: 7*v /the'^ppropriate resolutions; 
y V^ridby’s; meeting-will. n..: 
\sdventh day of council.debate1 on the.

;.,-i;T!;3;;p!ssatisfacti(»n.-Indtcated;..v;: ;
Whitnall, I'tfpokesmgnl for i

]• Xnijtn&isystein dhitiated'fte,wl- i 
^eyiewii-ttidicatea deepidissatjs^o-,- 

. :tion^ittt;the lawmakers’ actio^sT . :
-at

j'rial'Tise*-. Iteiris- .shoUldrfl#-

gilispi
5

sibii, council and mayor from con- o 
iteration of conditional use ap
peals.; • • ‘ •
. . Whitnall charged that the coun- 
cirs.,action, in effect, would perpfc- 

. tuatft-';;conditions which led to the 
-county grand jury's 1966 inyestiga-.

/ tion^of municipal zoning-planning, 
■awaits condemnation of elected and; 

-appointed officials for abusing the 
., process. - ■ ;
- Bernard! and other councilmen,!
1 however argued against-the freezing; 
-of such; a provision in' the charter! as1 
'suggested hy the committee; ■ v
, Principal city planner Thomas 
Golden told the council that: of. the

- present 43 categories .of conditional 
-■uses;- only io are directly appealadne
- ter the planning commission., japii
-.cbuncii,' with the mayor exeiicfcmg 
.■.th&tVpto power. .. •• ; -.- y:v?V

: ®f'Otters Wmlted^*;; .
<i| .And: of the remaining 33, he-;raid, 
-f-seven are appealable to the cpuidcll 
'fhrbugh the.Board of Zoning A^dsjt

Um%I only.to the B£A-fie salcfe^, 
::Bemardi decla’re;a his pramal 

=.- wettip list l?y ordinance all cdce'gfc 
ries ; of. conditional uses" and'rafti 
rpenpit;the council to decide which 

; goriest-should be placed‘under the 
rnjfrfj^Iitition. of the council and 

mdyofr7, the'planning commission,
- .the Zoning administrator and BZA.
.. In, other major actions, the-council:

■ .-'1-r-Eliminated- a sectibn which 
• . would have required periodic .area-!

. by-area review of zoning maps,- but: 
!i retained the same' requirements fori 
- -the general plan. Opponents charged1 

:the,deletioji left the section virtually 
’.meaningless. .
! - . 2—Sustained the present, chapter 
; provision1 which, designates,,-tiie 
). Board':of Zoning Adjustm,ent..as;'a 
r„final court of appeal on..land -use 
i ‘variances. Critics battled unsuccess-
■ ,fuHy to vest final appeal in the 
1 r.council and mayor, saying, tfie 
' provision has been primarily fe- 
!; sponsible for Intrusion of gas sta-

..tidns'.,and markets in residential 
" areas.-. • • ' '' ‘ !■ ‘f\ *

. ;'.-'3^rPrior 'to thevariance .'actiojii■ IA4I .-I . >1 V -t _ . '*■ — ~ JU

-areas.-.
-------------------------------------------------------- . .

'the V'dduncil adopted; ;a" provisibn 
.;whioh.would bar the'grantlng^ofa 

variance for a "special priviMfe ;v::
in&nsist^it" with' . limitpuhns; on 
p'th'er prdperties jp the afea..
/oBii^bppohehta'1 cha^dsthdt;1 .the

f - by • ‘iWP^IP'thei-i^drds;

mmMsmisi
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zoning in JabfogSe? has-Jai cpme;1 bases. .Pour-ceji)tiiissr6ners.!invbhie(i either.: 
. ! to be Viewed as "sohjethingtocbe changed,. iesighe'a,TmdeF.iare or\veretransferredv>:;
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—sometimes legitimately, sometimes illeT., toreadV^o^icierw'einijloye of theCity 

• gitimately.". ,, * shall p^fe$patii*ih*or ;iet' upon w Vote.;
;• it'special citizens committee thup'-rer.. upon any matter in whichitheye is or might' 
:. neweditsscail for major refdriris.in'^inhig ./Teasonably, appear, to .be a, substantial 

la\tfs and their administration, Thp urgent conflict between 'his personal interest and 
' wafnlng'dare not be ignobed hyX'^^^hat; ;ithe public interest. “• • .::".

. / already has/experienced-too mucMiOmse ’ That unquestionably is an improvement 
ii: - v.$ and;qutrigh|pprruptioi}'ih zoningthattejs.-.^upbn the present.tTiles. But.'the qualifying. 
Kv V' •' .^o prevaitniore.of.the scari^al&Shat'led world "subsilntfel1'is troubling..'': •• i-
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SHEPARD SENTENCE!
CoadqeedfnnFlnO'ae* 
did ■ixTepambJei harm not 
only to himself but to the 
community as a whole.* 

Although Shepard would 
be an “excellent' candi* 
date far probation (based 
on his background), Clarke 
said, sueh a sentence 
would serve to condone hb
activities.

Shepard, who U now In 
the import business, de
clined to offer any com
ment alter he was sen
tenced.

Sliver said he Instructed 
hi* client not to make any 
statements.

Shepard was Indicted In 
September. 196S, along 
with former Recreation 
and Park Commissioner 
Mel Pierson oft charges of 
conspiracy and bribery In 
connection with zoning 
matter* In the San Fer
nando Valley. • .

His ease Eater was sev
ered from Pierwn'*.

Pierson meanwhile, 
sought an order barring his 
prosecution and trill is 
awtftitig a decMon from 
the State Court of Appeal.

Hersiwi, who later was 
Indicted On other bribery 
charge* relating to the 
awarding of city architec
tural contracts, contended 
in his appeal that he was
not in a position to take
of/kJal action on zoning 
matters.

Monday Hearing 
HI* bribery case Involv

ing city contacts was 
submitted to Superior 
Judge Harold J. Acker
man, who Ir scheduled to 
heir arguments on the 
mailer Monday.

During hi* trial, Shepard 
was charged with receiv
ing $16,700 in three sepa
rate transactions involv
ing;

1—The rewnlng In 1964

Chase and Wallace White, 
applied lor rozoninr m 
Feb. 21.1X4.

The city Planning Com
mission voted to recom
mend denial of the re sen- 
log. but the matter was 
appealed to »he City Cbuiv- 
cH and approved by it* 
Planning Committee to 
August, 19W.. •

Awarding to grand jary 
tnd trial testimony: 

-=-Shepard approached 
Araoff for a $10,000 loan, 
Just after the Planning 
Commission reoom&iezxl- 
ed the r«ontog be denied.

—He received a 510,000 
check, plus an additional 
$1,000 td pay the lint 
year's Interest, on Aug. 15, 
1961

—Shepard made no at
tempt to repay cither the 
principal or Interest until 
after he learned of tbe 
Investigation many 
months later, ■

Montagna and Rom con
tended that money Shep
ard received from ArnefTa 
group constituted a bribe.

Vetted by Y«r(j 
After the City Council 

voted to approve the re- 
loning, the matter was i 
vetoed by Mayor Sam 
Tort/. 1

Yorty1* objection, 
however, was withdrawn 
alter AmafI and hh part
ners paid an additional 
$11,000 — or 63,000 per 
acre.

The money allegedly was 
passed on to Pierson and it 
is thrt transaction which 
fe tbe basis of part of the 
prosecution^ case a p tost 
the former cUy commis
sioner.

There is no evidence 
that Yorty received any of 
the money.

Although the mayor’s 
action In withdrawing his 
objection was character
ised In testimony as un
precedented, Yorty said he 
did so because he realized 
he had made a mistake toznc icwnmb'm iwt jkj jh<i made a c 

of seven acres In Cuioga vetotoE the math 
Part from agriculture to 
R-S finiUCIple dwellings).

2—The rezontog In 1S65
of nine acres to Reseda, 

‘ ‘ ‘ Tbe con-
multiple

also to permit, tbe con
struction of
dweHiittga.

3—The granting of a 
conditional use permit in 
1964 far tbe construction 
of a condominium com
plex on. 62 acre* to Chats- worth. •

*00 Acquittal 
Ho wat acquitted oo the 

Reseda matter and the 
jury was unable to reach * 
verdict on tbe Cbatswonh 
case. The charge wai dis
missed Thursday.

He was accused of ac
cepting a $1,500 campaign 
contribution and $1400 
loan to the Reseda case 
and « $3,000 campaign 
contribution la (he Cfciia- 
wortb matter.

At tbe time of Shepard's 
conviction, Silver said it 
waa "the greatest miscarri
age of justice in the state’s 
Watery.'

In court Thursday, 
however, in arguing for a 
isevr trial, Silver conceded! 
that Shepard’s action In 
the Gtnoga. Farit case may 
have commuted a conflict 
of Interest—which la

Tlercy’ Denied 
Be fare Shepa rd wa s sen

tenced. Sliver urged Judge 
Young to avoid the 'pound 
of flesh doctrine* In decid
ing J»w (o handle bis 
clfent’s case.

'Sc lenient and hold out 
the hand of mercy," Silver 
pleaded.

Judge Young denied Che 
request, however, stating 
that be believes a prison 
sentence for the crime of 
brftey triU serve to deter 
others.

The power to retone, he 
raid, Is the power to create 
great wealth.

Using that power 
wrongfully, according lo 
Judge Young. 'Is just as 
bad as stealing public money. "

The Jurist explained that 
Citflnirily he would consi
der probation tor a man 
with Shepard’s back
ground, hut raid be be
lieve* that anyone who 
accepts a political of pub
lic trust and confidence 
has a greater responsibili
ty than other c Wrens.

He made the comment to 
answer to a statement by 
Silver jh which the alter- 
ney »ld that Shepard, Justof Intcro^-whlch 1* pu* n*7*wi ;aneparo,ju» 

nlshable at tout to partly **»«** be was a public
removal from office;

The Canoga. Park matter 
Involved land adjacent to 
tbe then-Blg A discount 
store near Canoga Are. 
andParthenlaSt 

Arthur Ton, an attorney 
and one of the four owner*

official, should pot be 
treated any differently to 
con*Idering probation 
than anyone else.

Shepard has until Mon
day morning to post balk 

When asked for his 
reaction to (he case, May-»*»**- VI UK w Mill OIK,

of the property along nr Yorty replied, 'I have 
with Joe M. Arnoff, Gerald no comment at (hii time,"
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' . May 1969

Council File No. 132.60

We are pleased fo submit our final report on planning and zoning policies and practices in 
Los Angeles. Our first report issued in July, 1968 gave basic recommendations. This report contains 

"specific proposals foe legislative action—by vote of the people on Charter amendments and by ac
tion "of the City Council on ordinances. In addition, non-legislative actions required to carry out 
our recommendations are summarized.

The proposed legislative actions can'only create an improved framework; successful -imple
mentation depends upon the will of the people involved—-elected and appointed officials, civil ser
vants and the citizenry. We note that some improvements in procedure and approach are already 
under way. However, continuing attention by all parties concerned'will be required to achieve the 
objectives of our recommendations and of the proposed legislation.

Upon the issuance of our first report, the City Council referred it to the City Planning Com
mission for its consideration. Two joint meetings of the Planning Commission and the Citizens 
Committee were held to discuss our recommendations. There was found to be general agreement 
between the Citizens Committee and the Commission on 21 of our 36 recommendations, minor 
disagreement on five, and basic disagreement on six of them. The Commission took no position on 
the remaining four.

During the Fall of 1968 we prepared proposed revisions to the city planning provisions of 
the Charter and, because of the time schedule required to place matters on the municipal election 
ballot in the Spring of 1969, we submitted a tentative draft of our revisions fo the Mayor and 
Council on December 3, 1968. A more comprehensive draft was submitted on December 30, 1968, 
and a complete draft with explanatory comments was presented on January 21, 1969. The Plan
ning Commission also sent to the Council its recommendations for revisions to our draft 
The Planning and Charter and Administrative Code Committees of the City Council held joint 
hearings on these proposals and submitted their report to the Council containing further changes 
-on January 30, 1969. Subsequently the Council as a whole conducted a hearing and deliberated 
at length on the proposals. After further altering the Charter proposals, the Council acted to .place 
a Charter amendment on the ballot at the .May 27, 1969 general municipal election.

The Charter amendment to-be considered by the voters differs from our proposal; as contained 
in this report in.the following major respects; .

1. 'The requirement "that there be specific findings pf conformance to the General Plan in. 
approving zone changes, and other plan implementation matters has been weakened by 
(a) permitting nonconforming actions to .be taken If reasons for such action are stated, 
and (b) referring only lo "findings" rather than "specific findings." ’

2. The proposed requirement that changes in the zoning map be considered on an area-by-
' area basis has been rejected. -

3. The .placing of all conditional use and planned developrhent approvals under the Jurisdic
tion of the Office, of Zoning Administration.and Board of Zoning Appeals was rejected. - 
The Council-adopted version would continue the present situation which allows the jur
isdiction over these matters to be assigned by ordinance. The Council expressed its desire ‘ 
to retain for itself final authority over most if not all conditional use decisions. .

Honorable Sam Yorty, Mayor

Honorable Council 
' of the City of Los Angeles

Gentlemen;



ih ustengaard, Chairmaj

Mrs^^obert Kingsley

6CV\#a.
unger

4. The proposed jurisdiction of the Board of Zoning Appeals as strict!/ Cjuasi-iudicia I
appeal body been weakened 6/ la) permitting appeafs from agencies other than the
Office of Zoning Administration to be assigned to the Board and (b) permitting further
appeals on rand use variances to be taken to the City Council in those cases where the
Board has granted a variance.

While we are serious!/ concerned over the weakening effect of these changes, we support
the Charter amendment as it will appear on the May 1969 ballot in the belief that if wif! be an
improvement over the present provisions. Under the Charter amendment approved by ‘the Council
it wiff stiff be possible to carry out our remaining recommendations by ordinance. We urge the
Councif to consider such ordinances.

We have also prepared suggestions for Charter and ordinance provisions concerning ethics.
conflicts of interest, campaign contributions and private communications. These were submitted
to the Mayor and Council on December 4, I960. The Governmental Efficiency Committee of the
Council is now considering these suggestions.

In rendering this final report,'We are gratified that recommendations are unanimouslythe
supported by the members of the Citizens Committee, representing *as we do, a variety of back
grounds and viewp6ints. Although serving as a fay citirens group, it may be pointed out that
among those on the Committee and serving If there is represented considerable experience refated
to municipal planning and government The Committee also wishes to acknowledge the invaluable
assistance of Mr. Richard W. Roe then P/anning Consultant

addition to recommending immediate Charter amendments.In are providing copies ofwe
our proposals to the Los Singetes City Charter Commission for its consideration m connection with
its study of the entire Qty Charter.

The Citizens Committee on
Zoning Practices and Procedures

Qokn C. Bo/iens

(J^^bert King

GQ&toL
Averifl H- M

Gordon Whifnalf



The Committee dedicates this Final Report to the 
memory of Fletcher Bowron and Brysts N. Whitnall 
who made major contributions to the concepts and 
principles embodied in the Committee's work.

- FLETCHER BOWRON
■' August J3, 1067 - September 11, 1968

Mayor, City of Los Angeles, J938-1953 Director, Los Angeles Metropolitan History
Judge, Superior Court, 1926-T 938, 1956-1962 Project, 1962-1968 .

Chairman, Citizens Committee on Zoning 
Practices and Procedures, 1967-1968
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This is the final report of the Citizens 
Committee on Zoning Practices and Procedures. 
Our first report, issued in July, 1968, contains 
36 general recommendations. This final report 
contains specific proposals for action in the 
form of Charter amendments, ordinances, and 
administrative and policy actions.

The Citizens Committee was appointed 
by .the Mayor and the President of the City 
Council in March 1967 In response to a rec
ommendation of the 1966 County Grand Jury 
that an in-depth study of the field of zoning 
administration be undertaken. After initial 
discussion with the Mayor and members of 
the City Council, we set forth the objectives 
of our study as follows:

The Committee considers that the rea
sons for its existence are to inquire 
into the entire subject of zoning in 
the City of Los Angeles, including the 
adequacy or inadequacy of applicable 
law, policies and practices whether 
legally sanctioned or- not; to identify 
and reveal, if possible, * the original 
purposes that motivated establishing 
the practice of zoning; to deterbvne,

. If possible, whetfier*these purposes are 
being realized or not and, if not, why;

■ and, finally, to recommend such 
changes in law or practice as it be

. lieves necessary to.justify public con
fidence in the practice of zoning, but 
equally important, to make available 

• to the pubfic.an understanding of the ' 
subject so clear and comprehensible 
as to make it increasingly difficult for

anyone, serving in any capacity, to 
. ' deviate from proper and effective

policies and practices.

The Mayor and Councilmen made it clear 
that, in addition to the problems mentioned 
in the Grand Jury report, we should feel free 
to look info any aspect of planning and zoning 
in Los Angeles- It was also suggested that we 
study the problems of ethics, conflict of In
terest and campaign contributions. Certain 
files of the City Council containing various 
proposals on these subjects were transmitted 
to us for consideration.

The emphasis in this report is upon 
changes in the City Charter to establish a 
stronger legal base for sound planning and 
zoning processes. However, our specific pro
posals for Charter amendments are supple
mented by outlines of ordinance provisions 
required to implement the proposed new 
Charter provisions as well as to carry out 
recommendations which do not require Char
ter revision.

Our proposals for Charter and ordinance 
provisions are dMded into two main categories 
—4hose dealing with the city planning func
tion itself (Chapters 1 and 2); and those 
dealing with the problems of ethics and con
flict of Interest, which we have grouped under 
the heading "conduct in office" (Chapter 3). 
Although our immediate concern with conduct 
in office is in relation to planning and zoning 
activities, if is obvious that legislation on this 
subject has implications relating to the .con
duct of all public business.



Another of our recommendations deals 
with the terms of office on City commissions 
and boards. Since this involves amendment 
to a separate section of the Charter, we discuss 
the proposal separately in Chapter 4.

Finally, a number of our recommenda
tions require administrative or policy actions 
either as a supplement to legislative action or 
as a matter not involving legislative action. 
These proposed actions are summarized in 
Chapter 5.

In preparing our Charter proposals on- 
city planning, we have carefully considered 
suggestions made by the City Planning Com

. mission and discussions held by the. Planning, 
and Charter and Administrative Code Com
mittees of the Council. We concur in many 
of the suggestions and these are incorporated 
in our proposal.

The cold, informal language of the rec
ommended Charter changes do not, on their 
face, reveal the real significance of our as
signment and what we discovered In carrying 
out that assignment. We were given the man
date to inquire into the entire functioning 
of the City's planning program and to dis
cover, if possible,- wherein present practices 
and procedures have permitted or encouraged, 
the circumstances which attracted the atten
tion of the Grand Jury in 1966 and which 
led to the continuing interest of subsequent 
Grand Juries in certain zoning matters in Los 
Angeles.

We find three major areas of the plan
ning program, as now constituted, which ac
count for most of the important criticisms 
brought, to our attention. .

CONDITIONAL USES
The first of these relates to the concept 

.'of and the manner of dealing with conditional 
use permits. There-is a fundamental weakness 
in the present practice of processing certain 
types of conditional use permits through the 
Planning Commission and the City Council.
This is true notwithstanding the expressed 
desire by some that matters of this kind should 
be appealable to the elected representatives 
of the public There is and should be no

r "

higher authority in the structure of local 
government than the City Council, but the 
dignify and responsibility of that body demand 
that basic policies pertaining to conditional 
use permits be defined and unequivocably 
established.

One of our most significant findings is 
that such clearly defined policies do not now 
exist and, as a consequence, the present prac
tice flagrantly violates the basic principles of 
sound, effective zoning. The result is that 
each individual conditional use permit repre
sents a special grant of privilege, often un
related to previous cases, and' probably unre
lated to future cases. In many Instances the 
granting of such permits produces a' break
down in the integrity of the toning pattern. 
In these cases, where conditional use permits 
are authorized by action of the legislative 
body, we found some of the most flagrant 
examples of what amounts to spot zoning, 
a situation consistently frowned upon by the 
courts. It should be the end results of this 
practice by which the practice Is fudged, and 
our judgment is that the manner in which 
conditional use permits have been dealt with 
largely defeats (he basic and legitimate pur
pose of zoning. .

Not oniy does this practice destroy the 
integrity of zoning, but the economic advan
tages that accrue to owners of property granted 
special privileges through conditional use per
mits offer incentive for the employment of 
persuasion in questionable forms.

. We strongly believe that the only work
able' and just solution to the problem calls, 
first, for the Planning Commission and City 
Council to establish the basic policies, criteria 
and standards governing all conditional uses 
by means of appropriate amendments to the 
Zoning Code. The function of granting all 
conditional use permits should then be dele
gated to the Office of Zoning Administration 
which has a proven record of consistent and • 
fair administration of such matters. In addi
tion, the Board of Zoning .Appeals, which 
under our further recommendations would 
operate as a truly quasi-judicial appeal agency,
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will ensure that the Office of Zoning Admin
istration operates within Council-prescribed 

• policies.

Related to our recommendations on con
ditional uses is the recommendation that a 
few, special types of land use which cannot 
be classified according to zones, be designated 
as "unciassifiable" and made subject to indivi
dual legislative authorization by ordinance. 
Great care should be taken not to circumvent 
the distinction between unciassifiable uses 
and conditional uses; uses should not be. listed 
as unciassifiable when in -fact they can be 
adequately classified by zone and treated as 
conditional uses within the appropriate zoning- 
classifications.

ZONING ADMINISTRATION APPEALS
A second area of concern relates to the 

Office of Zoning Administration and the 
Board of Zoning Appeals. The original pur
pose of these two related agencies, as provided 
for in a 1941 Charter amendment, was to 
establish a quasi-judicial process for making 
essential adjustments under the zoning ordi
nance when the literal application of the zon
ing regulations proves discriminatory and, to 
some extent, confiscatory. Until 1963 the 
process worked as perfectly as human prac
tices permit, and attained an enviable nation
wide reputation for excellence in dealing with, 
the matters involved. In 1963, by means of 
another Charter amendment, the status of 
the Board of Appeals was changed. It was 
renamed the Board of Zoning Adjustment 
and delegated certain additional administra
tive and advisory duties assertedly to relieve 
the burden on the Planning Commission. But 
this change violated a basic concept of good 
organization and administration in that it 
divided both the authority and the responsi
bility in certain matters. It is an axiom in the 
field of administrative organization in private 
business, government and the military, that 
when authority is divided, authority is lost, 
and when responsibility is divided there is no 
responsibility. .

Many difficulties resulted from the op
eration of the Board of Zoning Adjustment

because, in practice, the Board abandoned the 
basic principle of considering appeals on the 
basis of the record of proceedings before the 
Zoning Administrators. Our inquiries revealed 
that the Board's prevalent practice was to try 
each case de novo; that is without reference 
to the previous proceedings in the case. In 
some cases the. result was the- granting of 
appeals overriding not only the findings and 
decision of a Zoning Administrator, but also 
overriding previous denials by both the Plan
ning Commission and the Cily Council of 
requests for zone changes which would have 
produced the same result. There are numerous 
instances in which the action of the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment authorized the use of a 
given piece of property for an activity specifi- 

. cally prohibited in the zone in Which the prop
erty was located.

Our recommendation is to establish the 
Board of Zoning Appeals in its original form, 
and with its original duties and authority, 
which Is to deal exclusively with appellate 

* matters originating with the Zoning Admin
istrators, but retaining the present five Board 
members rather than the original three.

It should be pointed out that the present 
Board of Adjustment appears to be sincerely 
endeavoring to function as that Board should 
function. The significance of our recommend
ation lies in the fact that the proposed recon
stituted Board of Appeals would serve ex
clusively in a quasi-judicial capacity, with the 
additional provision that, just as in the normal 
judicial process, an appeal must be considered 
on the basis of evidence of record emanating 
from the fewer court—which in this case is 
the Office of Zoning Administration.

We do not believe that creating another 
level of appeal from the Board to the Qty 
Council would be a satisfactory' remedy for 
improper Board action. This would pface the 
Council in a quasi-judicial position—adjudi
cating the individual application of its own 
laws; and would increase the potential for 
discriminatory actions. The additional appeal 
procedure would create an unwarranted addi
tional uncertainty and procedural burden for 
both applicants and interested citizens.
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' SPECIFIC PLANS
The third area of particular interest has 

to do with the broader planning program as 
distinguished from zoning. We discovered 
that under the present Charter provisions the 
City of Los Angeles confuses the two basic 
tools involved in carrying on a planning pro
gram. The first tool is what the present 
Charter refers to as the Master Plan. It should 
be an overall policy statement and guide for 
City development, not a set of detailed regu
lations. We recommend that the name "Mast

. er Plan" be changed to .the more descriptive 
and generally accepted title of "General Plan." 

•We further recommend that the Charter ade
quately define the purposes, content, and" 
procedures relating to the General Plan. .

The other tool, essential to the effectuat- 
■ ing of the General Plan, is known under 

California law as the specific plan. But the 
. . * ‘ present Charter refers only to "regulatory

measures/' and in rather vague language 
• implies that such measures can be considered 

as part of the Master or General P/an, a con
cept contrary to sound and accepted city 
planning practice.

The Los Angeles Charter does refer to 
one type of specific plan, namely, the zoning 
ordinance. Technically, rfre zoning map, which 
is a part of the zoning ordinance, is the spe
cific land use plan of the City. It is a regula- 

- tory ordinance and therefore controlling.

We discovered considerable confusion 
_ concerning the proper relationship between 

the General Plan and specific plans, and their 
respective functions. Without the authoriza
tion and use of specific plans there is no 
means of assuring the effectuation of the 

. General Plan which is and should be outlined 
onfy in general terms. Therefore, we recom- 

' . mend that the various forms of specific plans - 
‘be clearly identified and authorized In the 
Charter. • •

^

/n making our recommendations for ac
tion,* we believe the following fundamental *. 
issues are at stake: ■

T. Environmental Qualify. The health, 
safety, convenience and beauty of our urban 
environment depends Upon the net effect of 
a vast array of public and private decisions 
regarding the development and use of (and. 
The kind of environment each citizen would 
prefer can be achieved by mutual support of 
policies, plans, procedures and regulations- 
designed to serve the community as a whole. 
It can be largely destroyed by a relatively few 
individual actions which disregard the interest 
of the community. We believe that our rec
ommendations will help to assert the commu
nity interest while protecting individual rights.

2. Justice and Equality Before Hie Law. 
At the very heart of our constitutional system 
is the legal theory that no agency of govern
ment has the right to apply laws unequally 
or unfairly among those affected. But in zon
ing la.w, the tendency has grown to apply 
regulations on an individualized, parcel-by- 
parcel/ case-by-case basis by means of spot' 
zone changes, conditional use permits, vari
ances and other devices. Strong safeguards 
must be maintained to insure that these de
vices are used sofey in the public interest and 
without favoritism or discrimination. We be
lieve this can best be accomplished by making 
a clear distinction between the legislative, 
administrative and quasi-judicial functions in
volved in zoning; with recognized checks and 
balances among these functions.

3. Effective Management of Public Af- 
* fairs, in a city of three million people and one 

million parcels of real estate, municipal man
agement is obviously a large and complex 
enterprise. Effective management of this en
terprise requires that the fop level of govern- • 
ment—the Mayor and City Council—concen
trate on overall policy and legislation, and that 
individual decisions regarding the application 
of policy and law to specific situations be 
delegated and decentralized. We believe the 
Mayor and Council cannot adequately deaf 
with the serious and growing problems of 
urban development if they continue to be 
burdened with making a large number of in
dividual administrative and quasi-judicial de
cisions in response to each property owners 
petition. At the same time, it is .essential that
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there be an effective system by vvbkh the 
results of administrative and quasi-judicial 
actions are monitored so that the Mayor and 
Council can insure that their policies are being 
carried out and can make adjustments in guid
ing policy and legislation as necessary to 
achieve desired objectives.

4. Private Ownership of Property. To a 
large extent, ownership is the right of control. 
The right of the public to limit the use of 
property for the good of the community is well 
established, but when governmental control 
over the use of property is determined on an 
individual basis rather than in keeping with 
a community-wide policy the institution of 
private property itself Is placed under attack. 
If there is nothing in the law upon which the 
individual owner can rely as to what he may 
or may not do with his property, but rather 
must petition for an individual determination, 
"then the concept of private ownership is sub
stantially invalidated—the owner becomes 
merely a tenant.

One of our critical findings is that a 
"certain perspective is lacking on the part of 
both developers and officials in viewing the

.zoning process. Zoning has largely but im
properly come to be viewed as something to 
be changed, to be bargained over and to be 
influenced, sometimes legitimately, sometimes 
illegitimately. Aside from the injustices in
herent^ in such a practice, this approach to 
zoning can provide little more than an impedi
ment to the economic forces of urban devel-'. 
opment. It hardly provides a means by which 
the community can effectively shape its future 
through basic political decisions designed to 
supplement and guide rather than impede 
economic forces.

If adopted, we believe the proposals con
tained jo-this report will permit the Mayor 
and Council to continuously exercise effective 
policy and regulatory control over City de
velopment through the General Plan, the 
Zoning Code and other specific plans. Fair 
arid consistent application of the zoning regu
lations to unusual situations can best be 
accomplished by the Office of Zoning Admin
istration, and should there be error or abuse 
in the decisions of this office, a reconstituted 
Board of Zoning Appeals will provide a readily 
available "court of appeal."



CHAPTER 1
AMENDMENTS TO CHARTER PROVISIONS 

ON CITY PLANKING

This chapter presents our recommenda
tions for changes in the City Charter refating 
to planning and zoning.

The material presented consists of Chart
er* provisions together with explanatory com
ments. The Charter' text is indented and 
identified fay the symbol # at the left margin. 
Within the Charter text, proposed additions 
to the existing provisions are in boldface type 
and proposed deletions are shown by strikeout 
type.

The complete text of the Charter pro
visions, with the recommended changes in
dicated in the same manner, is repeated in 
continuous form in Appendix A. A cross
reference between the present and proposed 
Charter provisions is provided in Appendix C.

GENERAL COMMENTS
Article VHf of the City Charter Is pres

ently entitled "Department of City Planning" 
and consists of Sections 94 through 99Yz. 
These are the only Charter provisions which 
deal excfusvely with city planning matters. 
However, it is Section 70 which actually 
creates the Planning Department {and Com
mission) along with other departments, and 
Section 2(11) (o) provides the basic authoriza
tion for zoning legislation. AH of the planning 
and zoning Charter changes proposed by the 
Citizens Committee can be accommodated' - 
Within Article VIIL .

# ARTICLE VIII

BETAUTMEWF-eF CITY PLANNING

TITLE .
.*. It Is suggested that the title for Article 

VIII be simply "City Planning" rather than 
"Department of City Planning" In order to 
put the emphasis on the function rather than 
the organization. In fact the City Council 
and other City agencies are involved in these 
provisions. In particular, the General Plan 
should be thought of as a basic City document, 
and the planning process- as involving the 
entire City government, rather than either 
being solely within the 'purview of one de
partment.

NUMBERING
Through additions over the years, several 

of the Charter sections have fractional num
bers—-94 99'/it, etc. In this revision it is
proposed to eliminate these fractional numbers 
by consolidating material relating to the same 
subject and by adopting decimal numbering 
where necessary. Subject titles have been 
added for convenience. '

POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE 
PUNNING DEPARTMENT
# Sec. 94. Department of City Planning

As used in the Charter, "Department of 
City Planning" includes the City Planning 
Commission together with the Director of 
Planning and the Department staff. .The Of
fice of Zoning Administration and the Board



of Zoning Appeals (Adjustment) are also pre
sumed to be part of the Department.

The wording of this general statement 
of the powers and duties of the City Planning 
Department is clarified to avoid any conflict, 
between City and State law and to make it 
dear that any provisions of State law which 
are not mandatory for chartered cities would 
only be exercised if approved by the City 
Council, The Planning Department is primarily 
a staff agency, one of whose major purposes 
is to provide advice concerning land develop
ment in the City. V/e believe that additions to 
the functions and workload of the Planning 
Department should be made, not on its own 
initiative, but through the proper administra
tive and legislative approvals of the Mayor 
and Council. There is always the possibility of 
further amendments to the State (aw which 
might prescribe policies and practices inap
propriate for Los Angeles. The Ciiy should 
protect itself against automatically accepting 
such provisions by requiring that such future 
changes In State law shall only apply when 
specifically adopted by local ordinance. Failure 
to so provide would lead to further erosion of 
home rule. Therefore, we deem it important 
to provide for the proper local administrative 

' and legislative jurisdiction oyer the program 
of the Department. "

The State Planning and Zoning Law pro
visions are basically for general law cities, 
rather than for chartered cities although a 
chartered city is permitted by Sections 65700 
and 6S803 the option of using State law pro
visions, if its charter so provides. These State 
law provisions were developed primarily for 
these smaller cities as guidefines for their 
planning functions. In some cities, the city 
council is designated as the planning agency

and, therefore, the council determines whether 
to adopt optional features permitted by State 
law. In Los Angeles, the Planning Department 
is designated as the planning agency and, 
under present Charter provisions, the City 
Attorney states that the Planning Department- 
might utilize powers and duties prescribed by 
State law, so long as not in conflict, with 
Charter provisions, even though not specifi
cally authorized by the Mayor and Council.

Following are some of the California 
Government Code sections which are related 
to this discussion:

Section 65302 enumerates the required 
elements of a general plan for general 
law cities. Effective July 1, 1969 a 
new element is added to the required 
elements, namely a housing element. 
This is to consist of standards and 
plans for improvement of housing and 
provision of adequate sites for all eco
nomic segments. .

Section 65303 enumerates other ele
ments which a city may adopt if if 
so chooses. This section also provides 
that the planning agency may adopt 
cm its own initiative such additional. 
elements as it wishes relating to the 
physical development of the city.

Section 65400 provides that the planning 
agency may make reports on financial 
matters and capital budgets. The City 
of Los Angeles now has a Capital Im
provement Ordinance which does not 
contemplate such a procedure. In a 
large city such as Los Angeles, the 
Mayor and Council should determine 
what functions they wish the Planning 
Department to perform with respect 
to such matters. •

Section 65102 states that the planning 
agency has the powers necessary to 
carry out the planning • functions pro
vided by the State law. This provision 
is desirable and necessary for general 
iaw eities, particularly where city coun
cils are designated as the planning



agency; but for Los Angeles, such 
powers should be specifically author
ized in the Charter or by ordinance 
approved by the Mayor.and Council.

Comprehensive changes In State law since 
1965 make it highly desirable far Charter 
Section 94 to be amended as recommended. 
Section 94 was originally adopted over twenty- 
five years ago when State law provisions were 
less comprehensive than at present.

The present Charter wording refers only 
to Article VI11 of the City Charter, but since 
other sections of the Charter also affect the 
functions of the Pianning Department, this 
reference to Article VIII is unnecessarily re
strictive, and should be replaced by the ref
erence to the Charter as a whole as contained 
in the proposed wording above.

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING
' # Seer-944^-.

Sec. 9S, Director of Planning

Note that under present Charter Section 
70(c), control and management of the De
partment is vested in the Director, and Sec
tion 79(b) provides that the Director shall be 
appointed by the Mayor, No change is pro
posed in these provisions of Sections 70 and 
79 which apply to other departments as well 
as the Planning Department.

# -Sec-.-9&.
(2) The Director of Planning shall 

have the following powers and duties,

advice by the City Planning Commis
sion as to matters of policy;

In Yiew of the present provisions of Sec
tion 70(c) as mentioned above and our pro
posed provisions in Section 96 relating to the 
advisory role of the Planning Commission, the 
wording here should be changed to be con
sistent. .
# ■ (a) -With the advice of the Coor-

-dlnating General Plan Advisory Board,
The name of the Coordinating Board was 

changed to Master Plan Advisory Board in 
1967 by amendment of Section 95 Vi. The 
name should now become the General Plan 

* Advisory Board to correspond to the change 
from "Master Plan" to "General Plan" as 
discussed below.

Throughout these proposed Charter re
visions the term "General Pfan" has been 
substituted for "Master Plan" (Recommenda
tion l).1 This is consistent with the present 
provisions of State law and with currently 
accepted city planning practice throughout 
the nation. -

The only description or definition of the 
Master or General Plan presently contained In 
the Charter is in this section. Since the subject 
of the General Plan is proposed to be thor
oughly covered in the new Section 96.5, we

sRccommcndatlon immtcts refer ro the erominendotiom 
of the Citizens Committee os contained tn its July 1968 
report entitled A Program ro Improve PJanninj end 
ZofltM 6* Cos Anflctcs.



propose that the existing description in Sec
tion 95 be deleted.
# (b) Subject to the approval of the .

City Planning Commission, he shall 
prepare all proposed zoning regula- 

■ tions and requirements, -ostabfishiag- 
including the necessary districts or 
zones in connection therewith, and he 
shall prepare all maps, charts and dia
gram; which may be necessary or 
advisable in the making of such zon
ing regulations.

This minor clarification of wording is 
proposed in order to refer to the Director of 
Planning as preparing the zones and districts 
rather than establishing such districts. These 

. districts can he established only by ordinance ' 
adopted by the City Council.

# fc) He shall make investigations
and report on the design and improve
ment of all proposed subdivisions of 
land and shall have such powers and 
perform such duties as are required 
by the Subdivision Map Act of the 
State of California.

He shall have such additional powers 
and duties as may be imposed upon 
him by ordinance.

This editorial change is proposed merely 
to eliminate unnecessary words.

GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY BOARD
# Sec.

Sec. 95-5. General Plan Advisory 
•Board

There is hereby created a -Master 
' General Plan Advisory Board

•The term "General Plan Advisory Board" * 
has been substituted throughout these pro
visions in place of the existing term "Master 
Plan Advisory Board" in order to conform with 
the change of title from "Master Plan" to 
"General Plan" as referred, to above in con
nection with Section 95(2) (a).

# which sha'll be composed of the Di
rector of Planning, the Mayor, a mem
ber of the Council designated by the 
President of the Council, the City 
Administrative Officer, the City En- 

* gineer, the Executive Director of the 
Housing Authority, the Executive 

* Director of the Community Redevelop
ment Agency, and ■ the -general man
agers of each of the following depart-^ 
ments; namely. Building and Safety, 
Fire, Police (or the bureaus thereof). 
Public Utilities and Transportation, 
Recreation and Parks, Traffic, Airports, 
Harbor, and Water and Power (or the 
bureaus thereof),

The General Managers of the Airports 
and Harbor Departments are proposed to be 
added to the listed members of the Board in 
response to a suggestion of the City Planning 
Commission. These officers are now members 
of the Board and they are concerned with 
important regional activities which have a 
significant impact upon surrounding areas and 
the City as a whole.

# ■ together with-such-other not to exceed
three additional officers of the City 
or heads of City agencies as the Mayor 
may designate from time 'to time

Each member of the Board, except 
as hereinafter provided, may designate 
a representative to act as an alternate 
for such member provided that the 
representative so designated occupies 
a position of the highest Managerial 
level in the officer -op department or 

• agency below that of the member 
making such designation. The Mayor 
may designate a representative to act 
as hi? alternate provided the represen
tative so .designated is a person oc
cupying an executive position in the 
Office ■ of Mayor. In the case of the 
member of the Council designated by 
the President of the Council, the des

. rgnatton of a representative to act as 
an alternate for such member'shall be 
made by the President of the Council.



_ In the case of officers of' the City
designated by the Mayor, the designa
tion of the alternate shall be made by 
the Mayor, Only a member of the 
Council may be designated as an al
ternate by the President of the Council 
and only an officer of the City may 
be designated as an alternate for those 
officers of the City designated by the 
Mayor to serve on said Board.

A limitation is proposed to permit not 
more than three additional members to be 
appointed to the Board by the Mayor. This 
is also a suggestion of the City Planning Com
mission intended to keep the size of the Board 
-within workable limits and to maintain stability 
in the representation on the Board. •

Also at the suggestion of the Planning 
Commission revised wording 3s proposed to 
provide for the appointment to the Board of 
agency heads. This would permit such persons 
as the head of -the Community Analysis Pro
gram or the Model Cities Program to partici
pate. l/nder the present provision these persons 
might be considered as neither officers nor 
heads of departments and therefore ineligible 
for such appointment.

# . The Director of Planning shall be
Chairman of said Board and shall be 
responsible for giving' notice of its 
meetings and keeping the records 
thereof. Said Board shall meet at the 
call of either the Chairman, the Mayor, 
or the City Administrative Officer. 
When a meeting of the Board is called 
by the Mayor or the Qty Admintsfra- 
five Officer, such officer shall forth
with notify the Chairman of such call 

, and -he- the Chairman shall give notice 
of the meeting to be held pursuant 
to said call. Two-thirds of the members 
of the Board shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business, but a 
smaller number may ad/ourn from time 
to time until a quotum be present.

The function and duty of the Board
. shall be to advise- with and assist the 
Director of Planning in die preparation

of the master -plan- General Plan and 
of amendments or changes thereof 
thereto; andr for such purpose— the 
work of the Board may from time to 
time be assigned to committees there
of, appointed by the Chairman, for 
report and recommendation thereon 
to the Board. The Chairman, the Board 
and the committees thereof shall have 
the authority to obtain information 
and advice from any available source 
deemed suitable.

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
#• Sec. 96. City Planning Commission

The Board of City Planning Com
missioners shall be known as the “"City 
Planning Commission.-" it shall serre 
in an advisory capacity to the Mayor 
and Council On all-matters related to 

' the city planning function which in
volve legislation, or determination oF 
policy. It shall also serre in an advisory 
capacity to the Director of Planning 
on matters of policy pertaining to the 
development, adoption and amendment 
of the General Plan and specific plans,

■ including the rotting ordinance. It may 
review the findings and recommenda
tions of the Director of Planning on 
these and other matters related to- the 
city planning function and submit its 
own findings and recommendations 
thereon.

The present Charter Section 96 deals only 
With the name of the Commission. Our pro
posal adds a general statement to indicate the 
basic function of the Planning Commission as;

- ). Advisory to both elected officials and
department staff.

2. Oriented toward policy and legislation 
rather than toward administration, with par
ticular emphasis on the General Plan and the 
Zoning Code as the two most Important in
struments of planning.

This addition is intended -to emphasize 
that the basic role of the Commission is to





the Pfan «s to be an important policy document 
for use throughout City government, and be
yond that it 'is to be a useful coordinating 
tool for the private sector and for government 
at other levels. The need for continuous utili
zation of the Plan is emphasized in the pro
posed Charter provision. This will require that 
the Plan be maintained as-part of a continuing 
planning process. • ' •
# (2) Content-Tlie General Plan shall

include the following elements:

_ fa) A find use element which 
designates the proposed gen
eral distribution, location 

- and extent of the uses of
faarf, and includes a state

. . Went of the standards of
population densify.and build
ing intensity for the various 
areas covered by the Gen
eral Plan. .

(b) A circulation element in
dicating the general location 
and characteristics of exist
ing and proposed freeways, 
major thoroughfares, trans
portation routes, terminals, 
and other facilities and fex- 

. tures all correlated with the 
land use element of the 

. ■ General pfan.
(c) A service-systems element 

indicating the general loca
tion and characteristics of 
service - systems supplying 
the City • with utilities and 

. services.
’The General Plan may include other 

elements including those enumerated 
by State Law when approred -by the 
Planning Commission and the Council. 

The second area of confusion about the 
General Plan concerns the content of the Plan,
At present, Section 95(a) of the Charter merely 
refers to "a master plan for the physical de
velopment of the City, as such term is defined 
by State law, insofar as such definition is ap
plicable to the City." Who determines what 
ts applicable to the‘City?

The proposed Charter Section -96.5(2} 
outlines the minimum subject matter of the 
General Plan and permits other subjects to be 
included upon approval of the Planning Com
mission and the City Council. Subparagraphs 
(a) and (b) are similar to the requirements of 
the State Planning Law, and these are gen
erally recognized by the planning profession 
as basic elements which must be part of any 
comprehensive General Plan. The State law 
includes "other local public utilities and fa
cilities" within the circulation element. How
ever, at the suggestion of the City Planning 
Commission, with which we concur, utilities 
and other public services are more logically 
included as a separate service-systems element.

' ft is not intended to define exactly what 
types of facilities should be included within 
the circulation element. The' words "other 
facilities and features" would permit collector 
streets to be included, for example, even If 
it were argued that such streets could not be 
classed as "major thoroughfares."

The word "general" Is used in the Charter 
provisions describing the nature of each of 
the mandatory elements. This is deemed nec
essary to emphasize that the General Plan 
is an overall policy guide, not a regulatory 
device. The inclusion of precise locations or 
designs as part of the General Plan is likely 
to detract from this basic function. Such pre
cise plans, together with specific regulations 
to effectuate. them, are separately provided 
for In our proposals under the heading of 
Specific Plans (see proposed Charter Sections 
97A through 97.4).

A recent amendment to the State Plan- _ 
ning Law has added a housing element as a 
mandatory part of a general plan for general 
law cities. We recognize that such an element 
might be highly desirable. However, the yari-. 
ous professional and governmental organiza
tions which are concerned with this new re
quirement have not yet formulated a clear 
understanding of what should be included 
within the housing element and, therefore. We 
conclude it would be premature to establish 
a housing element as a Charter requirement 
In Los Angeles. Nevertheless, our proposed



Charter provision would permit a housing ele
ment to be included in the General Plan at 
any time if so determined by the Planning 
Commission and City Council.-

The third area of confusion arising under 
present Charter provisions about the General 
Plan concerns procedures for its adoption and 
amendment. In the . present provisions there 
are only minimal procedural requirements for 
adopting the General Pfan. For example, no 
specific provision is made for public hearings 

■ and the responsibility of the City Council to 
adopt the pfan is not entirely clear. No pro
vision Is made for participation by the Mayor 
except as a member of the Master Plan Ad
visory Board. ‘ -

Because the General Plan is an important 
public policy statement, it needs to be con
sidered and adopted by resolution of the City 
Council after public hearing. All responsible 
public officials should provide the leadership 
and resources to make the Plan effective, and 
the responsibilities of the Mayor and Council 
for the General Pfan should not be left in 
doubt (Recommendation 2),
# (3) Procedure, The Director of

Planning, with the advice of the Plan
ning Commission and Hie General 

. Pfan Advisory Board, shad prepare in
the manner prescribed by this Charter 
and by ordinance, and the Planning 
Commission shaft approve and the 
Council shaft adopt by resolution, a 
comprehensive General Plan for the 
development of the City and of any 
land outside the boundaries of the City 
which hears relation to its planning.

The first paragraph of proposed Charter 
Section 96.5(3) summarizes the general pro
cedure to be followed. More detailed require
ments are contained in the proposed provisions 
which appear below. It is made clear that a 
General Plan must eventually be adopted, that 
final action is by the City Council, and such 
action is by resolution rather than ordinance 
since the Plan is a policy statement rather 
than a regulatory measure. The authorization 
for including fand outside the City is in accord 
with sound planning practice and parallels a 
provision in the State law.

# Proceedings pertaining to prepara-
• rion, consideration, hearings, time 
limits, approval and adoption of the 
General Plan, or any of its parts or 
amendments thereto, shaft he as pro
vided by ordinance, subject to the 
following limitations:

la] The General Plan shall be so 
prepared that the Planning 
Commission may approve and 
the Council may adopt it 
only as follows: as a whole; 
by complete subject ele
ments; by substantial geo
graphical areas; or by sub
stantial portions of subject 
elements; provided that any 
such area or portion has 
significant social, economic 
or physical identity.

To be truly comprehensive, the General 
Plan must cover the entire City and interrelate 
all of the pertinent subject matter. However, 
because Los Angeles is so large and complex, 
it is necessary as a practical matter to break 
the Plan into logical units for consideration 
and adoption. On the other hand. It would be 
entirely inconsistent with the comprehensive 
nature and coordinating purpose of the Gen
eral Plan for it to be adopted or amended in 
small bits and pieces. In order to prevent 
such piecemeal consideration, a limitation 
must be placed upon the extent to which the 
Plan can be divided for purposes,of adoption 
or amendment.
# lb) After public hearing by the

Planning Commission, and 
■ upon its approval of said 

General Plan or any part 
thereof or amendment there

. to, the.same shall be pre
sented to the Mayor and the 
Council by the Director of 

. Planning.
(c) After receipt of the General 

Plan or any part thereof or 
amendment thereto as ap
proved by the Planning Com-. 
mission, and upon receipt of



the recommendations by the 
Mayor relative thereto, or 
the expiration of 39 days, 

. 'Whichever first occurs, the
Council shall conduct a pub
lic hearing before acting 
thereon, and thereafter may 
adopt such Plan, of part 
thereof or amendments 
thereto provided the consid
eration of any such part or 
amendment conforms to the 

. (imitations set forth in Sub
section (3) (a! hereof.

As representatives of the public, both 
the Planning Commission and the City Coun
cil should conduct public hearings before 
acting upon the General P/an. This would 
correspond to the requirements of the Sfate 
Planning Law. ' -

. Provision is made in our proposal for the 
Mayor to play a key role In the recommending 
and approval of the General Pfan, whereas, 
in the existing Charter no reference is made 
to participation by the Mayor other than as 
a member of the Master Plan Advisory Board. 
Under the proposed provisions the Mayor 
Would have a power similar to that which he 
has In approving ordinances, but with the 
difference that he would review General Plan 
matters prior to their being acted upon by the 
Council, instead of only having a veto power 
afterwards as in ordinance matters. This pro
posed procedure would tend to insure final 
coordination of General Plan proposals with 
other basic City policies and program? under 
the Mayor's executive authority.

# (d) If the Council proposes any
change from that which is 
approved by the Planning 
Commission, such proposed 
change must be referred to 
the Director of planning, the 
Planning Commission and 
the Mayor for recommenda
tion, The Planning Commis- 

. sron and the Mayor must
act thereon within'a period 

. determined by ordinance, or

such longer period as the 
Council may designate. Fail
ure to act within such time 

' shall be deemed to be an
approval.

Proposed subsection (d) is. designed to 
assist-the. Council in understanding the impact 
of any changes on other aspects of the Plan 
and to avoid isolated, piecemeal or conflicting 
features being adopted within the Plan. Thus, 
the function of the General Plan as an inter
relating and coordinating document would be 
protected.

# (c) Upon conclusion of Its pub
. lie bearing if no changes

are proposed by the Council, 
or after receipt of the May
or's and Planning Commis
sion's recommendations on 
any proposed change, or the 
expiration of their time to 
act thereon, final action by 
the-Council shall be taken 
within a period determined 
by ordinance.

Final action on Generaf Plan matters 
should be' taken by the Council within a 
reasonable time. Unreasonable delay in adopt
ing a part of the General Plan could mean that 
such a portion of the Plan would no longer 
be In proper coordination with other elements 
of the Plan. In the event an extended delay 
occurs, a General Plan matter should at' least 
be referred back for review and report by the 
Planning Commission and Mayor before being 
again considered for adoption.
# (f) Adoption of the General Plan

or any part thereof or amend
ment thereto shall be by 
majority vote of the entire 
Council if not contrary to 

- the recommendations of
either the Pianning-Commis- - 
sion or the Mayor. A fwo- 
fhrrris rote shall be .required 
if contrary to the recom
mendations of either the 
Planning Commission or the 

. Mayor, and a three-fourths



vote sfiall be required if 
action of the Council is con
trary to the recommenda
tions of both the Hanning 
Commission and the Mayor.

Since the General Plan is a major policy 
document of the City, the Mayor should have 
at feast the same degree of authority and 
responsibility with reference to it as he has 
in legislative matters.

As previously explained, the General Plan 
, Is not suitable for adoption by ordinance. 
However, proposed Subsection (f) would es
tablish for the General Plan the same relative 

' voting and veto power among the Planning' 
Commission, Mayor and City Council as now 
exists, with respect to those ptanning-related 
legislative matters which are adopted by ordi
nance.

# (4) Implementation, TheGWyPlan
ning Commission shall make such re
ports and recommendations to the-Gfty- 
Council and to other governmental 
officers or agencies as may be neces
sary to secure adherence to and sys
tematic -execution- implementation of

publish and distribute reports relating 
to-the--master-plan- thereto. A copy of 
all adopted portions of the General 
Plan shall be available for inspection 
in the tnaio and each branch office 
of the Department of City Planning.

The first sentence of proposed subsection 
96.5(4) is presently contained in Section 96Vz 
of the Charter. The second sentence is a rea
sonable minimum requirement designed to 
answer the complaint that it is now difficult 
if not impossible for the public to determine 
exactly what constitutes the of fictaily adopted 
Plan.

Our Recommendation 30 emphasizes the 
need for improvement in the City's public 
information program concerning planning 
matters. Reports and information concerning 
the General Plan should be a vital part of such 
a program. .

# (SI Compliance. When acting upon
a specific pfan or any other matter 
enumerated in Sections 97.1 through 
97.7 of this Charter, the Planning 
Commission- and the Council shall 
make specific findings showing that 
the action is in substantial conform
ance with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Han. If the 
Council does not adopt the Planning 
Commission's findings and recommen
dations, the Council shall then adopt 
its own specific findings.

One of our key recommendations is that 
the Charter be amended "to require that in 
adopting or amending any zoning regulations 
or zoning maps, the City Planning Commission 
and Gty Council dial! make specific findings 
showing that the action is in substantial con
formance with the purposes and intent of the 
General Plan. If the City Council does not 
adopt the Commission's findings, the Council 
shall adopt specific findings showing that its 
action is in conformance with the General 
Plan." (Recommendation 4.)

VVe found that too often the General 
Plan had not been brought to bear in the 
legislative adoption of zoning regulations. 
Testimony we received pointed out numerous 
cases where .zoning actions Were apparently 
influenced far more by individual arguments, 
circumstances and pressures than by a Con- . 
sistent and logical retionafe for achieving "a 
long-range community plan.

At present the Charter merely requires 
that zoning legislation be referred to the City 
Planning Commission for report and re com
mendation as to its relation to and effect Upon 
the Plan, but Contains no requirement that 
zoning legislation should in fact be consonant 
with the Plan.

The proposed Charter provision has been 
written to include not only zoning matters 
but all those city development matters which 
are subject to review by the Planning Com
mission.

Thus, this new and vital requirement is 
designed to give the General Plan some teeth 
by requiring (hat any plan implementation

■ - * 17



matter must be based upon findings of sub
stantial conformance with the General Plan. 
Any significant deviation from the Pfan would 
be subject to invalidation by the courts. Con
sequently, before any such deviation could 

. be made it would be necessary to amend the 
General Plan and this in turn would require 
a rethinking of the broader impact of such 
change upon other features of the Plan. Since 

. under these new provisions the General Plan 
would be adopted after hearings and with 
participation by the Mayor more in die manner 
of a legislative action, these stronger require
ments are justified in order to give effect to 
this important policy document.

AREA-8r-AREA REVIEW OF 
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING MAP
# Sec. 96.6. General Plan and Zoning 

Areas
For the purpose of reviewing or 

amending the General Plan and the 
xoning map, the Planning Commission 
shaft recommend to the Council and ' 
the Council shall adopt an ordinance 
providing for the dirision of the entire 
City into areas and providing a sched
ule,for the consideration of such areas. 
The schedule shall he adhered to un
less the Planning Commission deter
mines there are special circumstances 
affecting the public interest as such 
may be defined by ordinance which 
necessitate a deviation therefrom. Any 
proposal or application for the adop
tion of or amendment to either the 
General Pfan or the xoning map shall 
be considered only during the period 
scheduled for the area involved except 
that matters involving City-wide ap
plication need not be considered on 
an atea-by-area bash. ■ ■

In accordance with two of our key recom
mendations, this provision is designed to 
create an orderly processing of both General 
Plan and Zoning Map changes (Recommen
dations 3 and 6). Such a procedure should go 
a long way to eliminate piecemeal or spot 
zoning, and to insure that the various features

of both the General Plan and the zoning 
pattern are properly interrelated With one an
other. In addition, -this procedure should be 
much more efficient, both for the City and 
for the general public than the present case

. by-case procedure.

Effective planning must-be.a continuing 
process. A general pfan-Which'no longer re
flects the aims of the people, the realities of 
existing situations or the latest reliable social, 
economic and technological forecasts is a use
less plan. In view of the size and diversity of 
the City of Los Angeles, it is apparent that 
much of the material which should constitute 
the City's General Plan can be adequately 
maintained only through a continuing area- 
by-area process of study and revision.

With respect to zoning, a unique feature 
is that the individual property owner is given 

' the relatively unrestricted privilege of applying 
for a legislative change and then is able to 
force consideration of his particular request 
through the entire legislative process. Al
though valid reasons can be found - for this 
arrangement, it is doubtful that it Was orig
inally intended to be more than a rarely used 
provision which would serve to protect the 
individual property owner from grossly unfair 
zoning. The fact that zone changes by owners' 
applications rather than by City initiative has 
become so prevalent is substantial evidence 
that the City is failing in its responsibility to 
keep its zoning pattern up to date.

Particularly in rapidly changing areas, 
reliance upon owners' applications to initiate 
zone changes often results in inefficient, 
repetitious consideration of the same areas. 
For example, three separate zone change ap
plications might be filed within several weeks 
and •Involve properties within a few blocks of 
each other. Unless a special study of the whole 
area has been initiated, the Department staff 
and Commission have no choice but to make 
separate field investigations and reports, hold 
separate hearings and make separate decisions 
on these three cases even though most of the 
information and issues involved are the same.

Furthermore, we received numerous com- . 
plaints from citizens concerning the difficulties



of keeping- track of zoning applications affect- - 
ing their communities since each application ' 
Is scheduled for consideration separately. 
Grouping zone change requests by area and 
considering them according to a pre-announced 
schedule will greatly alleviate this problem.

• • . More importantly, there is not always
■ • the opportunity to consider separate requests

affecting ar* area for their combined interre
lationships and impact upon the community 
before making a decision on any one of them. 
Obviously with this piecemeal procedure the 
public is unnecessarily inconvenienced and less 
able to grapple effectively with the basic com
munity Issues which may by involved than 
would be the case if all the changes for an area' 
are considered at one time; However, the pco
posed procedure should not preclude acting on 
special cases on an individual basis when un
usual and acceptable reasons to do so are pres
ent. Criteria should be established by ordinance 
to assist in determining when these excep
tional circumstances exist. Such out-of-tum 
zone change proceedings should occur only 
to meet pressing public needs and not for the 
special convenience of particular property 
owners. The determination as to whether or 
not the required public interest criteria are 
met in order to justify out-of-tum considera
tion of a zoning case should be made by the 
Planning Commission. Such determination 
could be appealable to the City Council.

Obviously, many principles, policies, and 
standards contained In the General Plan would 
apply throughout the City and would not lend 
themselves to area-by-area consideration. 
Therefore such City-wide matters should be 
exempted from the area-by-area procedure.

With respect, to zoning, note that this ‘ 
procedure would apply only to legislative 
changes in the Zoning Map, and not to the 
consideration' of conditional uses, planned 
developments, variances and other administra
tive or quasi-judicial matters. .

PUN IMPLEMENTATION
* Seer-97. -

Present Charter Section 97 deals with a 
variety of plan implementation matters. These

existing provisions are rearranged together 
with some new provisions as follows;

Subject Section Sectfon 
Ho.

FubJJc /and acquisition and -
public works referrals 97(T> 97.6

Zoning 97(2) - 97.2
Hearings and investigations 97(3) 97.9
Delegation of authority to Board

of Zoning Adjustment 97(4} Deleted
Delegation of authority to 

Director of Planning 97(5) 97.8
Specific plans None 97.1
Building lines - None 972
Public projects None 97.4
Development regulations 

• referrals None 97.7

SPECIFIC PUNS
# Sec. 97.1. Specific Plans

A specific -plan is a precise state
ment of policies, standards and regji- 

* fations together with a map or des- 
-cription defining the exact locations 
where such policies, standards and 
regulations are applicable.

(1) Purpose. The purpose of a - 
specific plan shaft he to provide, by 
ordinance, regulatory controls for the 
systematic execution of the General 
Pfan and to provide for public needs, 
convenience and general welfare.

(2) Content. Such specific plans 
may include;

fa) Zoning: Regulations of the 
use. of land and buildings, the height 
and bulk of buildings, and the open 
spaces about buildings.

(b) Public Projects: Regulations 
limiting the location of buildings and 
other improvements in relation to ex
isting or planned rights-of-way or other 
types of public projects.

(d Such other measures as may 
be required to insure the execution of 
the General Plan. *



- (3) Procedure. The Council may,
ty ordinance, provide regulations, con

. sistent with tire provisions of this 
. Charter, for the preparation, considera

tion, hearings, time limits, approval 
' and adoption of specific plans and 

amendments thereto.

Present Charter provisions fail to make 
a clear distinction between the General Plan 
and the regulatory measures which may serve 
to carry out the General Plan. There also 
appears to be some confusion as to the degree 
of precision appropriate for the General Plan 
as compared to the precision of a zoning map 
or a building line regulation, for example. 
Instances of undue precision in the present 
Master Plan are found in certain land use 
plans which have been adopted as part of the 
Master Plan but are in-effect precise zoning 
maps. When a general plan becomes a reposi
tory for all sorts of regulatory detail, it tends 
to lose its essential function of conveying 
overall guiding principles, policies and rela- 

. tionships.
In order to clarify this distinction, we 

■ propose that provision be made, as it is in State 
law, for s category of precise plan—called 
Specific plans—which may be enacted as regu
latory measures to carry out the General Plan. 
Proposed Charter Section 97.1 is an overall 
statement indicating the nature of such plans 
and providing authority for their enactment. 
Under this heading of Specific Plans should be 
included planning tools now in use such as 
zoning—which is an ordinance regulating the 
use of land::--as well as new planning regula
tions which may be developed In the future. 
One form of new specific plan regulation 
which we suggest is the protection of planned 
rights-of-way and other land needed for public . 
purposes as enumerated Here in proposed 
Subsection (2> (b) and provided for in greater 
detail in proposed Charter Section 97.4.

Since specific plans are intended to be 
regulatory, they are clearly legislative in char
acter and therefore must be enacted by ordi
nance (Recommendation 29).

ZONING ’
. The Zoning Code meets the definition

of a Specific Plan as provided in Section 97.1. 
However the present provisions of Section 
97(2) of the Charter, which authorize citizens 
to apply for changes in the Zoning Code and 
require that all Zoning Code matters be re
ported upon by the Planning Commission, 
should be retained; therefore these existing 
provisions are revised as necessary to conform 
with our various recommendations and are 
renumbered as Section 97.2. ■
# Sec. 97.2 Specific Plans—Zoning

(t) -43)-No ordinance, order or reso
lution shall be adopted by the Council 
involving (8 the creation or change 
of any zones or districts for the pur
pose of regulating the use of land, 
density of population, the height, bulk, 
location or use of buildings or struc
tures therein, or the size of yards, open 
spaces or setbacks adjacent to buiid- 

-. ings or structures, or (ii) the avtborixa-
' (ion of location and regulation of uses 

of land which may be designated In 
the zoning ordinance as unciassifiable 
according to zones or districts,

A clause is inserted to identify the ap
proval of an "unciassifiable use" as a legis
lative zoning action which is subject to report 
and recommendation by the Planning Com
mission prior to Council action.

In connection with our consideration 
of conditional use matters, we recommend that 
certain of the uses -presently handled as con- " 
ditional uses under the jurisdiction of the City 
Planning Commission be placed in a new cate
gory called unciassifiable uses, with each such 
use subject to legislative approval. This category 
would be limited to certain large-scale unique 
land uses such as airports, cemeteries, higher 
educational institutions, land reclamation proj
ects, and natural resource developments, since 

' these uses cannot be .satisfactorily assigned 
to any particular zoning classifications (Rec- 

'ommendation 8). At present these uses are 
handled administratively by the Planning Com
mission and only reach the City Council if 
appealed.

If these matters are to be handled legis
latively, they should be subject to the same 
Charter provisions as other zoning legislation.
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which may adopt same by majority 
Vote of the whofe Council. Should- If 
the Commission recommends against 
the approval thereof of any nutter 
mentioned in Subsection (11 hereof, 
tn whole or in part, its action thereon 

. Shall be final except that an appeal 
’ * may be taken to the Council within

the time and In the manner prescribed 
by ordinance. Upon such appeal, the 
Council shall review the action of the 
Commission and may adopt an ordi
nance, order or resolution effectuating- 

-same-granting such appeal, in whole or 
in part, only upon a tWo-thirds vote of 

' the whole -ef-ihe- Council. ,

The present Charter provisions on zoning 
procedure deal separately with cases initiated 
by the City Council and those initiated by a 
property owner's application. This repetition 
of essentially the same procedure seems un
necessary, especially since it is proposed that 
the details concerning time limits and appeals 
be prescribed by ordinance.

The present provisions authorizing the 
withholding of action on cases within study 
areas Is deleted since an area-by-area proce
dure is provided in proposed Section 96.6.

These provisions have been further short
ened by eliminating the specific time limit 
(50 days with a possible 21 day extension) 
presently included in the Charter. Simply t€- 
quiring that time limits be prescribed by ordi
nance will permit the area-by-area procedure 
(covered in Section 96.6) to be established and 
Will allow future adjustments in exact time 
limits to be made as changing procedures and 
circumstances in the City might require.

BUILDING LINES

# Sec. 97.3. Specific Plans—Building 
• Lines

(I) No ordinance, order or resolu
tion shall be adopted by the Council 

- regulating the setback of buildings or 
other improvements adjacent to a street 
or highway unless if shall have first

been submitted to the Planning Com- 
'mission for report and recommenda
tion concerning: its relation to and 
effect upon the General Plan, the ap
plicable zoning regulations and any 
other specific plans, and any plans 
being prepared by the Department of 

‘ ’ ' City Planning; ‘and its conformity with
public necessity, convenience and gen
eral welfare.

(2) Proceedings for the establish
ment, change or repeal of any such 
building line regulations shaft be sub
ject to the same limitations set forth 
in Subsections (2) and (3) of Section 
97,2 of this Charter.

There are no specific provisions for build
ing line regulations in the present Charter 
provisions. Proposed Charter Section 97.3 
would remedy that omission. Building lines 
should be treated separately from zoning 
regulations ‘since they are not established 
on the basis of the same legal principle. Zon
ing involves uniform regulations applied by 
district, whereas building lines are not neces
sarily uniform in application and _ relate to 
linear patterns along a street or highway.

PUBLIC PROJECT PROTECTION
# Section 97.4 Specific Plans—Public 

Projects
(3) Purpose. Specific-plans for pub

lic projects may be adopted in order 
to establish regulations and protection 
against intrusions into land area re
quired For physical public improve
ments such as* streets, parks, public 
buildings or other functional public 
features. *

(2) Content. A specific plan For ■ 
a public project shall include a -map, 
with or without descriptive text, show
ing the exact location, required land 
area, and dimensions of a proposed . 
public project, and may include regu
lations limiting the location of build

' mgs or other improvements both with
in and adjacent to the land area 
required for the project.



(3) Procedure. When a public proj
ect needs specific and controlling 
identification and protection, the Di- 

- rector of Planning vith the assistance- 
of the City Engineer or the technical 
head of any other department whose- 
duties are reasonably related to such 

' : project shall prepare, in the manaer
prescribed by this Charter and by 
ordinance, a specific plan. Upon report 
and recommendation by the Planniag 
Commission, such plaa shall be trans
mitted to the Council. Adoption of 
any such plan shall be by ordinance.

The Council may, by ordinance, 
proride further regulations pertaining,

. to the proceedings for the preparation,
• consideration, hearings,' time limits,

.approval and adoption of such specific 
plans, or amendments thereto.

Proposed Charter Section 97.4, would 
authorize a type of regulation not no# utilized 
in Los Angeles. It would provide for regula
tions similar to the.official map technique 

' "which is used in many places in the United " 
States and which is provided for in‘California 
law.2 These provisions could possibly be used 
for civic-center and historical site control in 
addition to protection of other public sites. 
The actual regulations which might be adopted 
under this provision would, of course, be lim
ited to reasonable restrictions. With respect 
to future public lands, a time limit would 
probably heed to be established beyond which 
either the City must acquire the propertyand 
pay compensation or release the property from 
further regulation. .

Since specific plans are to be precise, 
they must be based upon detailed project de
signs prepared by the appropriate agencies. 
Thus, a specific plan could only be prepared 
after design work has been initiated by the 
responsible agency. Furthermore, since specific 
plans would be effective only upon adoption 

; of an oidinance, any inter-departmental dif
ferences could be resolved by the Mayor and 
Council prior to giving their approval.

^California Street* an<f Code, Section* 740
. through _ 742, provides ivdh regulations pertaining to 

Slate Highways. Californio Gorcrnment Code, Section 
654511a), authorizes such regulations with respect to 
tiny existing or planned iight-of-woy-

Hofe: Section No. 97.5 is not utilized, 
but could be used in the future in connection 
with provisions for some additional type of 
specific plan.

(a) The acquisition, establishing, 
opening, widening, narrow
ing, straightening, abandon
ing or vacating of any public 
street, road, highway, alley, 
square, park, playground, 
airport, public building site, 
or other public way, ground 
or open space, but not In
cluding easements for local 
sanitary sewers, storm drains 
or slopes.

(b) The location, appearance, 
and width of any bridge, 
viaduct, subway; tunnel or 
elevated roadway for the use 
of pedestrian or vehicular 
traffic, or the location and 
appearance of any public 
building.’

Proposed Charter Section 97.6 incorpor
ates the present provisions of Section 97(1) 
relating to the review .of public land acquisi
tions and public works projects by the Plan
ning Commission in order to insure their



conformity with the General Plan and to coor
dinate With other plans and public development 
activities. Reference to "any applicable spec
ific plans" is added 'in keeping with the pro
posed provisions for such ' plans and the 
intended coordinating role of the Planning 
Commission.
# (2) Jt-shaH-bc the duty-of-the-Qty-

Planning Commission -within-fifty (50) 
■days—from- Upon the receipt of arty 
such proposed ordinance, order or reso
lution, it shall be the duty of the Plan
ning Commission to make and file its 
report and recommendation thereon 

. * With the Council within a time limit
prescribed by ordinance, -and- should 
gaid-Commigsien—recommend- -against

r.-iwin-rvnjit.lTU^»i —* lloei f UUUi/i -TViMta ■■ T Upv1 * U i M v MIlliT I tfl U*

-of-the-whole-ef said Counc-ib-Should- 
If the -€ity-fitannteg- Commission rec
ommends approval-or fails to make any 
recommendfioft within the prescribed 
time -mentioned -herein limit, the -said- 
Council may adopt such ordinance, 
order or resolution by a majority vote 
of the whole Council. If the Commis
sion recommends against the approval 
thereof, the Council may adopt same 
only upon a tiro-thirds vote of the 
whole Council.

The specific time limit of 50 days for 
Planning Commission action is deleted in 
order that the exact time limits may be set 
and adjusted by ordinance as necessary to 
accord with current procedures and circum
stances in the City.

OTHER REFERRALS -

# Sec. 97.7. Referrals—Other Develap-
. ment Regulations

111 Mo ordinance, order or resofu- , 
tion shall be adopted by the Council 
involving any of the following matters 
unless it shall have first been sub- 

5 miffed to the Planning Commission - 
for report and recommendation con
cerning the relationship of the matter 
involved to and Its effect upon the 
General Plan, specific plans, and any

other plans and regulations approved 
by the Commission or being prepared 

. by the Department of Cily Planning:
(a) Subdivision regulations.
(b) Private street regulations.,'

■fei Such other types of regula
tory measures related to the 
General Plan or the develop
ment of the City as may be 
defined for this purpose by 
ordinance.

(2) Upon the receipt of any such 
proposed ordinance, order or resolu
tion, it shall be the duty of the Plan
ning Commission to make and file its 
report and recommendations thereon 
with the Council within a time limit 
prescribed by ordinance. If the Corti- 

, . mission recommends approval or fails
to make any recommendation within 

’ ' the prescribed time limit, the Council 
may adopt such ordinance, order of 
resolution by majority Vote of the 
whole Council. If the Commission rec
ommends against the approval thereof, 
the Council may adopt same only upon 
a two-thirds vote of the whole Council.

Land subdivision and private street regu
lations are now included within the city plan
ning section of the Municipal Code and 
tentative or preliminary approve!; of subdivi- . 
sion tract maps and private street maps are 
administered by the City Planning Department. 
However, the present Charter makes no spec
ific provision for ihe Planning Commission to 
participate in the establishment or amend
ment of these regulations. It is proposed that 
such regulations be referred to the- Planning 

'Commission before City Council adoption with 
the two-thirds partial veto power such as is 
applied to zoning and other planning matters.

A provision is proposed to be added to 
permit other forms of cily planning regulation 
which may be developed in the future also 
to be brought under the review powers ol the 
Planning Commission.

This section would be a replacement for 
the vague provisions of present Charter Sec- . 
tion 96Yz which refers to the broad subject



of regulatory measures to carry out the Gen
eral Plan.

The proposed procedural requirements 
for referral of such matters to the Planning 
Commission would be the same as now applied 
to public land acquisitions and public works 
projects. . . .

Section 97(4) of the present Charter pro
visions authorizes functions to be transferred 
from the Planning Commission to the Board 

'of Zoning Adjustment if ordered by ordinance 
Upon a two-thirds yote of the Council. Cur
rently, matters relating to building lines, pri
vate streets, parcel maps, public land acquisi
tion and public works referrals* have been so 
transferred. ■

We strongly recommend that the Board 
be limited to its primary quasi-judicial func- 

. tion of handling zoning administration appeals 
(Recommendation 15). Prior to 1963 the Board 
was exclusively a zoning administration appeal 
body and operated successfully in that role. 
The other matters which have since been as
signed to the Board involve either administra
tive planning decisions or advice to the City 
Council on legislative and policy questions.

. The result is that the Board's Yesponsibi I if ies 
have become so mixed that the Board has 
tended to lose sight of its basic quasi-judicial 
role.

The present delegation to the Board of 
. nonquasi-judrcial functions violates the prin
ciple of centering responsibility and authority 
for a function in one agency. Divided authority 
and responsibility produce Ineffective, con
fusing, and inconsistent administration. But 
such divided authority prevails in the present 
situation where, for example, the Planning 
Commission retains’ jurisdiction over build
ing line cases related to zoning cases but 
has delegated other building line cases to the 
Board. Subdivision tract maps, involving divi
sion of land into five or more parcels, are 
appealable to the Planning Commission, while 
parcel maps, involving division of (and info 
four or (ess parcels, are appealable to the 
Board. The possibilities for inconsistent poli
cies and actions as between the two agencies 
are apparent.

Another principle involved here is that 
the Board, as a quasi-judicial appellate agency, 
is intended to operate as an "appeal court"

, for certain specialized matters where the fair 
and consistent adjudication of individual rights 
and privileges is a paramount consideration, 
just as the regular court system is the final 
arbiter for the proper application of general 
laws to individual situations. In both cases, it 
is important that the court processes function 
independently from the political decision-mak
ing processes. In order to maintain this sep
aration of functions, the Board should not 
also become involved as an intermediate de
cision-making or recommending body with 
respect to matters that must finally be acted 
upon by the City Council.



This principle may be illustrated by the 
procedure for approving subdivision tract 
maps. The basic procedure is defined by State 
law which specifies that the G'ty Council must 
have final appeal’authority. The local subdivi
sion ordinance may supplement the State law 
by designating an administrative official to 
make initial approvals of tract maps and may 
further designate an intermediate appeals 
body. It would not be proper for a quasi

* judicial body such as the Board of Zoning 
Appeals to perform this type of intermediate 
appeal function wherein the Boards actions 
would be subject to’ being overruled by the 
City Council. To put the Board in this position 
would be comparable to authorizing the legis
lative branch of government to overrule the 
individual decisions of the courts. Rather, a

• judicial or quasi-judicial body should only be 
’ called into play to adjust or adjudicate a
matter after the final administrative or legis
lative action has been taken.

It is therefore proposed to delete Section 
97(4) which contains the present Charter 
authority for transferring nonquasi-judreial 
functions to the Board.
# Sec, 97.8, Delegation of Authority

-€9- The City Planning Commission 
. may authorize the Director of Plan

. ning to approve or disapprove for the

.-of -Zoning -Adjustment? any ordinance, 
order or resolution which -he-finds is 
subject to ffte provisions of Sections 
97.1 through 97.7 of this Charter. In 
exercising any such authority, the Di
rector must find that his action con-

pficable portions of the -master-plan. 
General Plan and with all applicable- 
specific plans or -which, conforms to 
With the -fast- latest action of-said-the 
Commission -or—Boards on the same 
matter. An action of the Director 
under this authority shall be subject 
to the same -within -the- time limits and 

.- -with-shall have the same effect as if 
- -they-the Commission had acted direct

. ly thereon. -
• • Proposed Section 97.8 is a clarification of
language contained in present Charter Section

97(5J. The present provision only refers to 
delegation of approvals to the Director of 
Planning whiie the proposed language would 
permit the Director to either approve or dis
approve a matter when so authorized by the 
Planning Commission. The Commission could,

• of course, impose whatever policy limitations 
it wishes upon any -such- authority delegated 
to the Director.

In view of our proposal to remove all 
matters from the Board of Zoning Appeals 
which are not taken to that Boaid on appeal 
from a Zoning Administrator's decision, a 
workload problem for the Planning Commis
sion would be created unless the Planning 
Commission is able to delegate some matters 
to an administrative official. This proposed 
revision would permit such routine adminis
trative matters as the approval of public land 
acquisitions and public works referrals to be 

' handled directly.by the Director of Planning.
Effective management of a large Plan

ning Commission workload requires that ade
quate policies be defined; and then decisions 

’delegated to an appropriate administrative 
official operating under these policies. To 
simply shift a portion of the workload to 
another agency, such as the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment, merely divides and dilutes auth
ority and responsibility, but does nothing to 
increase efficiency nor to secure adherence 
to a stable policy.

HEARINGS AND INVESTIGATIONS
# Sec. 97.9. Hearings and Investigations.

-Oh In complying with the provisions 
of -this- -section- Sections 97. T through 

‘ 97.7 of this Charter, the -City-Planning 
Commission shall hold such hearing or 
hearings as it may determine, or as 

. may be required by ordinance, or may 
direct an examiner to conduct such 
hearings for it. The Director of Plan
ning shall make such investigations

• relative to all matters -mentioned- pro- 
rfded for in -this-section- Sections 97. T 
through 977 as the -City- Planning 
Commission may direct and shall file 
his reports thereon with the Commis
sion,
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This rs a restatement of the provision 
presently contained in Charter Section 97(3).

OFFICE OF ZONING ADMINISTRATION
’ One of our major concerns is the proper 

exercise of the quasi-judicial' functions in
volved in zoning. Essentially, quasi-judicial 
actions involve the application of judgment to 
achieve fair and equal treatment among af
fected individuals within the intent of legis
lated regulations even though some deviation 
from the literal or normal requirements may 
be involved. The danger in the exercise of 
quasi-judicial authority is that, unless ada- 
quately limited and controlled, such authority 
may be used to grant specia.l privileges.

Los Angeles has pioneered the zoning 
administrator system whereby quasi-judicial 
decisions initially are made by professional 
administrators on the basis of careful analysis 
and consistent interpretation of the law. We 
believe this system has worked well over the 
years and therefore the Office of Zoning Ad
ministration should retain its basic powers and 
semi-independent status (Recommendation 

. 13), but with added emphasis on its quasi
judicial role and with clarification of the 
proper scope of its decision-making authority 
(Recommendation 14). Our proposed revision 
of Charter Section 98 is directed toward these 
ends.

# Sec. 98. Office of Zoning Admin
istration

(I) There is hereby created as a 
quasi-judicial agency, the Office of 
Zoning Administration.

The term "quasi-judicial" is proposed to 
be inserted to emphasize the proper role of 
this agency. -

# The functions and duties of this office 
shall be performed’by one or more 

• ■ Zoning Administrators as authorized 
. by the Council,, and who shall be ap

pointed by the Director of Planning 
subject to the Civil Service provisions 
of this Charter. If more than one Zon
ing Administrator is authorized, a 
position of Chief Zoning Administra

tor shall be established, the appoint- 
merit to which-shall be made by the 
Director of Plannmg^and such others 
shall be Associate Zoning Adminis
trators.

hold-such position-fof s»<--f6)-months. 
-provious to the -time this-section be—

-office at -such -time ■ os ■ lhe-position -of - 
-Chief-Zoning Administrator is ejfab

• come the Chief-Zoning-Administrator:
A paragraph of the present provisions is 

deleted at this point since it pertains only to 
the initial appointment of a Chief Zoning 
Administrator, an event which occurred in 
195 A .

# (2) Subject to such rules and regu
lations as the Council may prescribe 
by ordinance, the Chief Zoning Ad
ministrator and Associate Zoning Ad
ministrators shall have the foifowing 
powers and duties:

(a) -(f)- To investigate and make 
a determination upon appeals 
where it is alleged there is 
error or abuse of discretion 
in any order, requirement, 
decision or determination 
made by the Department of 
Building and Safety in the 
enforcement or administra- 
f ion of the provisions of any 
ordinance -adopted-- ■ fey— the - 

•Gounc-tf creating zoning dis- 
, tricts or regulating the use

of property in the City.
There is no cha’nge proposed in this ap

pellate authority over Buifding Department 
decisions in the administration of the Zoning 
Code.

# (b) To investigate and make a 
determination upon aii ap- ' 
plications for conditional use



!

. " permits (which .uses gener-
slly require a special .degree 
of control to assure their 
compatibility with other sur- 

• rounding uses) or any similar 
admc nut rat ire determination 
required by the selling or
dinance to he consldered-and 
acted upon under criteria, 
standards and limitations es
tablished by ordinance. The 
granting of a conditional use 
permit or similar adminlstra- 

. tire determination shall not
adversely affect the various 
elements and objectives of 

■ the General Plan.* A Zoning
• Administrator may impose *

restrictions and limitations 
beyond those specified in 
the zoning ordinance where, . 
for reasons cited in his find
ings, such restrictions _ and 
limitations are neccssaty to 

. assure compliance with the
■ purposes, intent and prori- 

. sions of the criteria, stan
dards and limitations estab
lished by ordinance.

At present, the subject of conditional use 
permits is not mentioned in the Charter. How
ever, for many years this device has been 
provided for in the Zoning Code as a means 
by which a specific land use maybe authorized 

’ at a specific location and controlled by special 
regulations imposed as conditions of approval.
The present Code provisions on conditional 
uses are confusing since some types are under 
the original Jurisdiction of the .City Planning 
Commission appealable to the City Council, 
while others are handled directly by the Office 
of Zoning Administration. Of those handled 
by the Office of Zoning Administration, all 
are appealable to the Board of Zoning Adjust
ment, but some of these are further appealable 
to the Q'ty Council while others by implication 
are renewable only by the courts. Also, at 
present, there are no codified standards for 
the approval and control of such uses.

Some testimony we received advocated 
that conditional uses be appealable to elected

representatives of the people—the City Coun
cil. We completely disagree With this premise. 
We point out that the zoning cases which have 
attracted the attention of recent grand juries 
all Involved final action by the City Council.

' This does not imply a criticism of the Council; 
rather it condemns the practice which results 
in an individual determination in each case 

■ in the absence of ordinance defined standards, 
criteria and guidelines which would permit 
proper administrative action. .

Most of the conditional use cases we 
.examined involved the granting of a high 
degree of special privilege. Significant defici
encies in these cases are found not only in 
the fact that the City Council 'passes final 
judgment but also in the fact that each case 
is handled individually with resulting incon
sistencies and the consequent uncertainty as 
to. what may happen in the whole zoning 
program. The primary remedy is to be'found 
rri the adoption by ordinance pf adequate 
standards, criteria and guidelines to be applied 
in all cases so that individual cases Will be 
Viewed not as individual legislative acts, as 
at present, but as administrative acts based 
upon Council-determined requirements. The 
dignified and important position of the legis
lative body dictates that it should clearly define 
its policies in these matters.

. Another serious weakness of the present 
system is that these individual determinations, 
made without reference to any clearly defined 
policy, produce in a most aggravated form the 
equivalent of spot zoning—a device consis
tently frowned upon and Invalidated by the 
courts.

The question now is whether the Planning 
Commission and City Council should continue 
the time-consuming process of handling -these 
cases Individually and without consistent guide
lines; or could the Commission and Council 
be more effective by using their time to'de-- 
velop general pofreies, criteria and standards 
to guide others in acting upon conditional 
uses? We strongly believe the latter is tire 
only legal, proper and efficient course.

One of our most important recommenda- . 
tions, therefore, is that adequate regulations ‘ 
and "criteria be established.in the Code for



the approval of conditional uses and that'the 
consideration and approval of such uses be 
under the jurisdiction of the Office of Zoning 
Administration with appeal to the Board of 
Zoning Appeals and any further appeal only 

' to the courts (Recommendation 7). It may be 
pointed out that, for general law cities, the 
State Planning and Zoning Law also clearly 
assigns conditional uses "to the quasi-judicial 
agency by providing that: "The board of zon
ing adjustment or zoning administrator shall 
hear and decide applications for conditional, 
uses or other permits when the zoning ordi
nance provides therefor and establishes cri
teria for determining such matters,
If (c) To investigate and make a -*

' determination upon applica
tions for planned unit devel
opment projects (which are. 
generally large-scale projects 

' , adhering to the policies an<|
standards described in the 

- General Plan and inherent
in the requirements of the 
zoning ordinance, but allow
ing Flexibility in design of . 
open spaces, height and 
placement of buildings and 

. incidental uses} by the same 
procedures provided for con
sidering and approving con
ditional uses, subject fo the 

. restrictions, requirements 
and limitations consistent 
.herewith established for 
planned unit developments 
by the zoning ordinance.
The planned unit devetop- 

; tnent procedure may be util-
ixedfor residential, commer- 

- flat, or industrial projects.
A matter of special interest and confro- 

versy in the City is (he question of how fo 
treat large-scale planned,developments—par
ticularly planned residential developments. 
These are developments usually created by a 
single developer, to be maintained as a unit, 
and sometimes involving a combination of land 
uses—for Instance, a complex of residential

^California Government Code, Section <55901.

buildings together with commercial buildings 
and community facilities to serve the residen
tial population of the development. Although 
attention has been focused on planned resi
dential developments, the principles involved- 
could apply .to planned commercial develop
ments and planned industrial developments 
as well.

At present, planned residential develop
ments may be authorized as conditional uses 
by the Planning Commission with appeal to 
the City Council. It was the 1966 County 
Grand Jury investigation of such a.case which ’ 
led to the formation of our Citizens Com
mittee,

We concluded in our first report of July 
1968 that planned developments, if properly 
controlled, should comply with the intent of 
the zoning regulations applicable fo the area 
where such development occurs. The Justifi
cation for requiring special approval of such 
developments lies only in the need to adjust 
the details of the regulations to fit the char
acteristics of large-scale developments. This 
is a function which can best be performed 
fairly and consistently by a Zoning Adminis
trator by procedures similar to those which 
we propose for conditional uses (Recommenda
tion 9). All of the dangers in the present 
conditional use procedure, as discussed above 
in connection with proposed Section 98(2) (W, 
apply in even greater degree to planned unit 
developments if they continue to be handled 
on an individual basis rather than under a 
consistent administrative procedure as recom
mended. ’ -
# Id) -{2>-To investigate and make

a determination upon alt ap
plications for variances from 
any of the regulations and 

' requirements of the zoning 
. ordinances.

The primary quasl-Judidal function in 
zoning is the granting of variances. This device 
is intended to assure equal treatment under 
conditions which cannot be identified in ad
vance, in the adopted regulations. Variances 
are properly used to modify the application of 
zoning laws in order to bring the privileges, 
of particular pieces of property to a parity



with other similarly located and classified prop
erties, but without granting special privileges.

Testimony from several sources Indicated 
to us that the wording of the present Charter- 
defined required showings for validating vari
ances, if literally applied and without defining 

_ reasonable and workable interpretations of 
intent, would make the granting of many 
justifiable variances technically difficult. In 
order to alleviate this problem, we propose 
that a new authority distinct from the variance 
authority, and with its own set of criteria, be 
established to deal with slight modifications 
in yard and area requirements of the Zoning 
Code. This authority is contained in proposed 

' Section 98(2)(f). With these yard and ares _ 
matters removed from the variance category 
it then becomes possible to amend the vari
ance criteria in order to more adequately and 
properly control the use of this device for 
making equitable adjustments of the zoning 
regulations in unusual situations (Recommen
dation 12).

# Before granting an application for a 
variance, a Zoning Administrator must 
find:

(i) -fo)- That the strict application 
of the provisions of the zoning -eeg«-

. would result in practical difficulties 
. or unnecessary hardships inconsistent 

With the general purpose and intent 
of the zoning regulations;

This continues the present requirement 
that, before a variance may be granted, there 
must be some unintended effect of the zoning 
regulations which works contrary to the ap- • 
parent purpose of those regulations.

•at- special circumstances -or conditions- 
applicable to the- subject property in
volved-or to the intended uso-or dc 

•vefepment of the property sack as sire, 
shape, topography, location or sur

' roundings that do not apply generally 
tp other property or land use in the 

- ’ same zone -&r~mighberhood- aad vi- 
‘ cinify;

This provision is proposed to be modified 
to deal only with special circumstances ap
plicable to the property involved. Considera
tions relating to the "intended use or develop
ment of the property" are" now covered in the 
next provision. The kinds of special circum
stances contemplated are more fully explained * 
by example. •
■# (i«l That such variance is nec

essary for the preservation and enjoy
ment of a substantial .property right 
or. use generally possessed by other 
property in the same zone and vicinity 
but which, because of such special 
circumstances or unnecessary hard
ships, is denied to the property in 
question; - .

• This is a proposed additional provision 
to help insure that equality .of rights and 
privileges are maintained. A variance is justi
fied only if substantial injury would otherwise 
occur, but should not be justified merely on 
grounds of convenience or financial gain.
# (iv) -(e)- That the granting of -a-

sucfi variance will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to property or improvements

vicinity in which the property is lo
cated; and

No substantial change is proposed in this 
requirement.
# (r) -W5- That the granting of .-a- 

the variance will not -be-contrary -to- * 
the objectives- adversely affect any

Plan.

ft is proposed to change the wording, 
but not the basic intent, of this provision in 
order to be more inclusive as to the scope of 
General Plan consideration and to provide 
language similar to that used in other Charter 
sections regarding the relationship to the 
General Plan. .

# In granting a variance a Zoning
Administrator -may- shall impose such 
conditions as will, remedy disparity of 
privileges and which are necessary to

*
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protect the public health, safety or 
welfare, and to assure compliance with 
the objectives of the -master—pjanr 
General Plan -in accordance-with- an<f 
the purpose and intent of the zoning 
ordinance. A variance shall not he used 
to grant a special privilege inconsistent 

• * - 1 'with the limitations upon other prop- -
etties in the vicinity and saute zone 
in which subject property is located, 
nor may it he used fo grant relief 
from self-imposed hardships.

A revision of this paragraph is proposed 
to clarify the basis for imposing conditions in 
granting variances while emphasizing that ■ 
there is no authority for going beyond that ' 
which is necessary to provide equal treatment 
among property owners. In the past if has 
been generally understood by Zoning Admin

- istrators and by the courts that self-imposed 
hardships do not constitute grounds for ap

. proving a variance. Language is added to 
clarify and emphasize this point.

# (e) To determine, pursuant- fo
'procedures and limitations 
provided in Hie zoning ordi
nance, the proper classifica
tion of those uses not specifi
cs Uy listed in such ordinance.

It is proposed to add authority for a 
Zoning Administrator fo classify land uses 
which are not specifically listed in the zoning 
ordinance. The Office of Zoning Administra
tion now exercises this authority under Code 
provisions1 only.

# (0 Under standards, limitations 
and procedures established 
by ordinance, fo grant slight 
modifications in yard and 
area requirements of the 
zoning ordinance-when the 
size or shape of the property 
makes the literal application 
of the yard and area re
quirements impractical. '

“Munmpaf Code, Section 12.21A2.

‘ At present, a Zoning Administrator may 
grant slight yard and area modifications only 
if he finds that all the circumstances required 
for granting a variance are present. We found 
that a strict literal construction of these re
quirements would make if almost impossible 
to grant many worthy and proper yard or area 
modifications, in order fo solve this problem, 
a new provision is proposed which would not 
be subject to the limitations of variances but 
would require that standards and criteria for 
such modifications be established by ordinance.
# -Mo-written finding-shall be required-

f slight-

lotions. -Written-findings shall bo mode

-mirations—of a Zoning-Adminisfrator-

* -to—the—Board of -Zonfag-Adjustmenfr

f3J Determinations by a Zoning Ad
ministrator shall he supported by writ
ten findings of fact based upon testi
mony and documents presented fo 
him, together with the results of his 
investigations, except that no written 
findings shall be required for slight 
modifications in yard or area require- 
menfcr.

Although the Wording is revised and 
strengthened, no basic change is proposed in 
the requirement for written findings by Zon
ing Administrators. A. partial explanation of 
the enviable record established since the in
ception of the Office of- Zoning Administra- . 
tion in Los Angeles is found in the policy and 
practice of developing specific and pertinent 
findings upon which decisions are based. This 
practice has established an ever-increasing ‘ 
foundation of record precedents assuring con
sistent decisions by the Office of Zoning Ad
ministration (Recommendation 21).
# A Zoning Administrator shall make

■his decision- a determination on any 
matter under his jurisdiction as ex
peditiously as possible -and- in- any 

-event—withln-SO-days from--the date- 
•the- -matter- is-fifodr-exeept-that-this -



elf shall by ordinance provide time 
limits within which a Zoning Admin
istrator must act for each type of case 
under his jurisdiction. If no determina
tion is made by a Zoning Administra
tor within -these the prescribed time 
limits; the applicant may request that 
the matter be transferred to the juris
diction of the Board of Zoning Ad
justment Appeals.

It is proposed that the present Charter- 
specified time limit of 50 days be deleted" 
in favor of a requirement that such time limits 
be prescribed by ordinance. This would make 
it possible for the City Council fo adjust exact 
time ■ limits as changing procedures and ad
ministrative circumstances may require.
# -for a transfer-of jurisdiction -to saiJ-

■origtnal application, in which-casa-the-

- assume jurisdiction-ond- ■ the-Zoning- 
■Administrator—shall —lose jurisdiction?

•mandod-te the-Zoning-Adminlofrator-

■of jurisdiction;- in-whiclveasc the Zon
ing -Administrator- shall regain—juris
diction—for—the—time ■ and—purposo-
-spedfied~by~the-Beafd. df-the-Board-

■pealg;—however;- the Offiee-of-Zdmng- 
•Admmfotratien -shall makc-sueh inves- 
• fixations and—furnish—such—reports 
•Uf
rnn/ mrf- 
TtrowUStt

' The details concerning the transfer -of 
jurisdiction procedure are proposed to he re
moved from this section and incorporated in 
Section 99 concerning the Board of Zoning 
Appeals, since it Is the Board that takes action 
under such procedure.

# Upon making a determination upon
any matter under his jurisdiction, a 
Zoning Administrator shall forthwith 
place a copy of his findings and de
termination on fife in the -City -Plan 

-Ring- Department of City Planning and 
furnish a copy of the determination 
to the applicant- and the -Board-'De* 
partment of Budding and Safety -Gem—. 
missioners-and-the Director- -of Pfort- 
-ning. Such determination shall be final, 
except that-an-appeal-moy bo taken

-granted- no determination by a Zoning 
Administrator, other than a slight mod
ification -from- in yard or area require
ments, shall become effective until the 
the eviration of an elapsed period 
after mailing notice to the applicant, 
which period shall be specified by 
ordinance. During this period an appeal 
from the determination -of a Zoning 
■Administrator- may be taken -to -the- 

■Board of-Zoning-Adjustment -by-any- 
■person--aggrieved,-or by-an officer,-

-chapter. An appeal shall stay aK pro
ceedings in furtherance of the action 
appealed from pending its -detormina - 
-tion- disposition.

The proposed revision of this paragraph 
simplifies it without change in its substance. 
The enumeration of those who may file an 
appeal is proposed to be deleted since we 
propose that it be covered in Section 99 con
cerning the Board of Zoning Appeals.

# (4) The Office of Zoning Admin
istration may. adopt such rules as it 
may deem necessary to carry out.the 
rules and regulations prescribed by 
ordinance and which are not in conflict 
or inconsistent therewith. All such 
rules.and regulations shall be available 
for inspection in the Office of Zoning 
Administration. .

This proposed provision authorizes the 
Office of Zoning Administration fo establish 
its own rules (Recommendation 16). Although 
there is probably no question but what this

32



authority exists in 'any case, this provision 
will parallel a similar provision now in the 
Charter pertaining to the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment.

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
The present Charter Sections 98Vz< 99 

and 99Vi ait pertain to the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment. It is proposed that these provi
sions, as revised, be consolidated in one new 
Section 99. ‘ •

A basic recommendation in our first re
port is that the Charter be amended "to change 
the title of the Board of Zoning Adjustment 
fo its original designation as the Board of. 
Zoning Appeals and to limit the jurisdiction 
of the Board to appeals from determinations 
of Zoning Administrators. The Board should 
not have jurisdiction over matters outside the 
proper scope of its appellate function(Rec
ommendation T5J

We are seriously concerned with the 
manner in which the Board of Zoning Adjust
ment has functioned in recent years and with 
the present assignment' of jurisdiction and 
functions to the Board.

In 1941 a Charter amendment created 
a Board of Zoning Appeals consisting of three 
citizens with the sole function of considering 
appeals from decisions of the Zoning Admin
istrator. A 1963 Charter amendment expanded 
the Board to five members, changed its name 
to the Board of Zoning Adjustment and pro
vided that the City Council may, by ordinance, 
transfer certain functions from the City Plan
ning Commission to the. Board. Pursuant to 
this provision, the Board has been delegated 
the responsibility for acting upon building 
lines and reviewing public property acquisi
tions and dispositions, parcel maps and private 
street maps in addition to its basic respon
sibility for zoning administration appeals.

-While recognizing that these changes , 
Were designed to relieve the City 'Planning 
Commission of a heavy workload of minor 
.decisions and enable it to deal more effective
ly with major planning issues, this change has 
produced a confused pattern of decision-mak
ing and Handling of appeals among the various

categories of planning and zoning matters. 
The assignment of these additional duties 
makes it difficult for Board members to dis
tinguish clearly the differing criteria for de
cision on the various types of cases.

The essential function of the Board is 
fo consider appeals in quasi-judicial matters. 
A proper judicial approach is limited to re
viewing decisions made by others (in this case 
by Zoning Administrators) and interpreting 
the legislatively established regulations ac
cording to the criteria set forth in the reg
ulations.

The proposed Charter revisions are de
signed to re-establish and protect the Board 
of Zoning Appeals as a sfrictly-quasi-judieial 
body functioning only for the purpose of 
correcting any improper action by the Office 
of Zoning Administration. Our comments on 
pages 25 and 26 concerning the proposed 
deletion of Charter Section 97(4) are also 
pertinent to our proposed revision of Section 
99 which follows.

Sec. 99. Board of Zoning Appeals
(7) There is hereby created as a 

quasi-judicial body a Board of Zoning 
Adjustment- Appeals

The name of the Board is proposed to be 
changed as recommended—from Board of 
Zoning Adjustment to Board of Zoning Ap
peals. ft is proposed that the term "quasi- 
fudtciai" be used to emphasize the proper 
role of the Board.
# consisting of five -(Sf-members;-who 

shall be appointed by the Mayor sub
ject to confirmation of the Cckincil-

■C-ity-Pfooning -Commission- The terms 
of the members of said Board shall
be -foe-five -(5j- yea rs^-eKCep f -that tire-

One such term -shall expire on June



(

■duration: one shoH-expire ore June 3Qy

• T94>4r-eree—shall expire on- June 30, 
TPd5f-- -ene-shaW—et^Mfc on -June 30/ 
1966, and one shall cicpire-ore-Juree- 
30;—V9d7, In case of any vacancy, 
other than one resulting from the ex
piration of'a term, a successor shall 
be appointed for the period of the 
unexpired term -vacated. The members 
of the Board of Zoning Appeals- Ad

. jusfment in office on- the effective
date of this amendment shall continue 
in office as members of the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment Appeals for their 
then unexpired terms.

Present provisions relating to the initial 
terms on the existing Board are proposed fo 
be deleted since they are ro longer needed. 
Provision should be made for continuity of- ' 
the existing membership of the Board of Zon
ing Adjustment as it shifts over to become 
the new Board of Zoning Appeals.-
# Three members shall constitute a

quorum of the Board of Zoning Ap
peals, and the concurring vote of at 
least three members shall be necessary 
in the determination of any matter.

This provision is presently contained at 
the end of Section 99Va.
# The members of-said-the Board shall 

receive such compensation as the 
Council may from time to time fix 

• and determine;- by ordinance, and they 
shaff be exempt from the Civil Service 

- provisions of this Charter.
There is no change in this provision.

#
. (2) The Board of Zoning -Adjust—

-ment-Appeals shall have and exercise 
. only the following powers: •
It is proposed that Ihe word "only" be 

added to clearly limit the powers of the Board 
fo appeals or transfers ofjurisdiction from the 
Office of Zoning Administration and nothing

else. This wording is essential to prevent ad
ditional functions from being assigned to the 
Board as has been done under present Charter 
provisions.
# (a) To- Hear and determine ap

peals where it is alleged 
, . . _ there is error or abuse of

discretion in any order, re
quirement, decision, inter
pretation or other determin
ation made by a Zoning 
AdministratoryoWherinitiatiy^

ony appeal from the Deport- • 
■ment of Building and Safcty- 
-js provided—for- in -Secffon-

•sfons of-any ordinance adopt ■■ 
ed by-the Council creating-

-of-a^Zening—Administrates- 
-granting or denying opphea—

rule, regulations, - Festriefiore-

ordinanc-e;—or -any -section 
-thereof. Hear and make de
terminations on any matter 

• normally under the jurisdic
tion of a Zoning Adminis
trator when such matter has 
been transferred to the juc- 

- rsdietton of the Board pur
suant to a request, for 
transfer because a Zoning 
Administrator has failed to 
act within the time limits 
prescribed by ordinance.

The enumeration of the Board's powers 
may be-simptified since under our recommen
dation all matters must come to the Board 
from the Office of Zoning Administration and 
can be brought to the Board only by appeal or 
transfer of jusrsdiction. „



# (31 Appeals may be taken to the
Board of Zoning Appeals by an ap
plicant, any person aggrieved, tbe Di
rector of Planning or the City Planning 
Commission, Such appeal shall set 
forth in writing wherein the appellant 

- believes there Was error or abuse of
discretion on the part of a 'Zoning 

. Administrator.
Proposed Subsection (31 contains various 

Charter (imitations on appeal proceedings 
(Recommendation 221. • *

Those persons who are eligible to file 
an appeal are enumerated. Since either an 
applicant or a person aggrieved might nof 
include those who are concerned with broad 
City-wide implications of a Zoning Adminis
trator's decision, provision is made for either 
the Director or the City Planning Commission 
to file appeals. This prerogative might be ex
ercised, for example, if an element of the 
General Plan were threatened by a Zioning 
Administrator's decision or if there were other 
plans being prepared by the Department or 
Commission" which had not been properly 
evaluated in the initial consideration.

We have considered suggestions that any 
officer or board of the City be empowered to. 
file appeals. However, we believe that any 
such officer or board, other than the Director 
of Planning or the Planning Commission, who 
might justifiably have reason to appeal would 
be a person aggrieved and therefore would 
be included within the scope of our proposed 
Charter provision.
# The board of Zoning Appeals, when

considering an appeal from an action 
by a Zoning Administrator, shall base 
its determination only upon (a) the 
evidence and testimony introduced at 
the hearing, or hearings, if any, before 
the Zoning Administrator on the issue,
(hi the record, findings and determina- ■ *
tion of the Zoning Administrator, and 

' (c) the consideration of arguments, if
any, presented to the board orally or 

. in writing. If an applicant or aggrieved 
person wishes fo offer into the pro
ceedings any new evidence including 
testimony in connection with the mat-’

ter,a written summary of such evidence 
together with a statement as to why 
such evidence could not reasonably 
have been presented to the Zoning 
Administrator at the earlier hearing, 
all declared under penalty of perjury, 
shall be filed with the Board, ff the 
Board determines that, such evidence 
could not reasonably have been pre
sented at the earlier hearing and is 
of such a nature as might reasonably 
have led to a different determination 
by the Zoning Administrator, the Board 
shall remand the matter to the Zoning 
Administrator who shall reopen the 
matter at a hearing limited to the 
receipt of evidence summarired to the 
Board together ‘ with evidence from 
other parties relative thereto, and, 
within such time as shall be prescribed 
by ordinance, make a new order,-re
quirement, decision, interpretation or 
other determination in the matter. In 
considering .appeals, the Board of Zon
ing Appeals shall be subject to the 
same limitations as are placed upon 
Zoning Administrators by this Charter 
and by ordinance.

The purpose of appeals is frequently 
misunderstood- The only reason for conduct
ing appeal proceedings is to correct the pos
sible errors of an agency or office which has 
been given (Sower fo take certain actions— 
to insure that such an agency continues to 
operate within its assigned authority and re
sponsibility. It‘is not thq proper function of 
an appeal agency to duplicate the functions 
of the agency from which the appeal is made. 
To do so is wasteful of time .and money and 
opens the door to inconsistency and unfairness 
between the actions of the two agencies.'

The first determination by the appeal 
body should be whether or not the original 
decision-maker had sufficient information up
on which fo base a decision. If pertinent facts 
were not disclosed in the original application, 
investigation and hearing, there has not been 
a full opportunity for reaching a sound de- 
cisipn in the first instance. In this circum
stance the original proceeding is incomplete
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rather than erroneous. Rather than substitute 
its own judgment based on different informa
tion, the appeal body should, in such a situa
tion, return the matter to the original authority 
for reconsideration in light of the full'facts 
of the case. To do otherwise is to invite the 
withholding of information simply for the 
purpose of justifying an appeal—in effect 
bypassing the agency having original juris
diction.

• The next question for the appeal body 
is whether or not the original decision has 

. exceeded the bounds of the law, regardless 
' of whether the appeal body agrees with the 

decision. For this purpose, the findings of tfte 
original authority must be examined fo deter
mine if they demonstrate a suitable relation
ship between the facts of the case and the 
conclusions reached, if the decision is found 
to be reasonable and propter in the circum
stances, the appeal body is not- justified in 
substituting its own judgment for that of the 
original authority.

The key requirement to maintain proper 
appeal procedure, therefore/ is to prohibit the 
appeal body from considering matters de novo, 
that is, on the basis of new information or 
arguments. Instead, each appeal should be 
considered entirely on the basis of the record 
of the original proceeding.

Finally, if the appeal agency determines 
that the original decision was in error, it must 
be guided in reaching its own decision by the 
same laws, policies and standards established 
to guide the Zoning Administrators.

• We found that in the past the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment has granted too many 
appeals in disregard of these principles— 
hence, these proposed Charter restrictions.-

# •Upon tho-hearing of such appeafs-
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The Board may modify or reverse' 
a determination of a Zoning Admin- 
istrafor only upon making written find
ings setting forth specifically wherein 
the determination of the Zoning Ad- 

■ minirfratof was in error or constituted
an abuse of discretion, and shall make 
specific written- findings supporting 
any modification or reversal.

A stronger emphasis on written findings 
is necessary in order for zoning procedures 
to operate as they should. For appeai decisions 
which modify or reverse previous decisions, 
there must be two types of findings: first, 
those showing error in the original determina
tion; and second, those supporting whatever 
revised decision-is made.. *

This proposed Charter provision is more 
stringent than the present provision which 

* ifierefy authorizes the Board to make such 
determination "as it shall deem proper in the 
premises." The new provision, would require 
that the Board of Appeals thoroughly explain 
the reasoning for its decisions and Would assist 
the courts in adequately reviewing actions of 
the Board and invalidating unwarranted ap
peals should they be granted.
# Ml The Board of Zoning Appeals,

upon assuming jurisdiction of a matter 
after a transfer of jurisdiction from a 
Zoning Administrator, shall follow the 
same procedures and he subject to the 
same (imitations applicable fo a Zoning 
Administrator, and when the Board 
assumes jurisdiction the Zoning Ad
ministrator shall lose jurisdiction ex
cept that the matter may he remanded 
to the Zoning Administrator, or the 
Board may accept applicant's request 
for withdrawal of such transfer of 
jurisdiction, in which cases the Zon
ing Administrator shall regain jurisdic
tion for die time and purpose specified 
by the Board. If the Board retains 
jurisdiction the Office of Zoning Ad
ministration shall make investigations 
and furnish reports upon such matters 
as the.Board may request. When a 
matter is requested fo he transferred, •' 
the Zoning Administrator may file



with flie Board a statement of facts 
pertaining to the matter, and shad 
transmit to the Board the files in the 
case.

The transfer of jurisdiction procedure is 
intended to enforce timely completion of pro
ceedings and decisions by the Zoning Admin
istrators. This proposed provision is essentially 
the same as that presently contained in 
Charter Section 98.

tn the past there have been some abuses 
of this transfer procedure wherein the Board 
has not applied the same care to -the consid
eration of transferred cases as n6rma/ly would 
have been exercised by the Office of Zoning^ 
Administration. In order to protect against 
such abuses, this revised provision emphasizes 
the Board's responsibility to follow the same 
procedures as are applicable to Zoning Ad
ministrators .(Recommendation 23). Provision 
is also made for a Zoning Administrator to 
file information- with the Board even if such 
information -is- not' requested.
# (c)-Such - additional—powers—as-

this-Cfaaftefr

Present Charter Section 99(c) which refers 
to other powers which may be assigned to the 
Bpard is proposed to be deleted since we 
strongly recommend that the Board not have 
powers outside' its basic quasi-judicial appel
late function (Recommendation 15). This sub
ject is discussed on pages 25 and 26 in 
connection with our proposed deletion of 
present Section 97(4).

'* -Sec.-9914. ‘ /.
(5) The Council, within the limita

tions established by'fhis Charter, -shall- 
1 may prescribe by ordinance rules and 

... -regulations providing for .the time, 
planner, method * and procedure for 

‘ _ -the. hearing and determining of the 
- ’ matters under" the jurisdiction pf-said- 

•fewtdj the Board of Zoning Appends.

adopt such -othcr-and-addiHonal rules 
as if may deem necessary .to Cany out .

the rules and regulations prescribed 
by ordinance and which are not in 
conflict or inconsistent therewilh. All 

-Sard-such rules and regulations shall 
be -fcept-pssted available for inspection 

. in the office of the Board -and-a-copy-

There is no substantive change proposed 
in this paragraph, except to require that the 
rules of the. Board be available for inspection 
rather than requiring that they be posted and 
a copy furnished to any applicant. Public post
ing of notices seldom has proven to be an 
effective way of furnishing information. It is 
expected that copies of official rules would 
ordinarily be available for public distribution, 
but this depends upon budgetary resources 
which cannot be guaranteed (Recommenda
tion 16). .
ft Three—members—shall—constitute—a-

. -quenmv-oad-.the concurring-vote -of

-matter;
(t is proposed that this sentence referring 

to a quorum and vote for decision be Incor
porated in our proposed Section 99(1).

adoption -ef a-charter-amendment ere- 
-ating-a-Board -of -Administrative Ap- 
-peafe-aH appcais-which-arc-tobc takon- 
■to the Board-of—Zoning- Appeals^—as-

-ttsod-if-chol( be taken fo-mean --Board ■ 
-of-Administrative-Appeals/--and Sec -

Zoning-Appeals, shall- be -inoporariye- 
. -fer—afty-pufpesfe-

- . This .existing section contemplated the 
possible establishment of a B.qard of Admin
istrative Appeals to handle various appeal 
matters throughout the City government. 
However, since such a Board has. never been 
created, and could only be created try further 
Charter amendment, there 1$ no need’to retain 
this ineffective Charter provision. • * _
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CHAPTER 2
AMENDMENTS TO PUWHWG AND ZONING 

PROVfSfOHS OF THE MOBICfPAL CODE

One of our major recommendations is 
that a complete revision of. the Zoning Code 
be undertaken (Recommendation 5). This work 
has recently been initiated and is expected 
to require at least two years'for completion. 
In the meantime, a number of changes.can 
and should be made now in the present Zon
ing Code and in certain other sections of the 
Municipal Code. These changes are of two 
types:

T. Code provisions required to imple- 
. ment the proposed Charter provisions set 

forth in Chapter I.' .

2. Other Code provisions, to carry out' 
our various recommendations, but not depen
dent upon Charter amendments.

We have reviewed the planning and zon
ing sections of the Municipal Code-to identify 
the provisions we believe should be revised or 
supplemenfed-in the near future in accord with 

• our recommendations. ,This Chapter outlines 
.the nature.of these proposed Code changes. 
For. some Code sections we provide suggested 
text, while for.other sections we merely in
dicate the proposed subject matter by means 
of headings and notes in'brackets. All of this 
material should be viewed as a'preliminary 
outline which Js designed to assist' the staff 
of the Planning Department in developing 
final drafts of ordinances. In the material 
which follows, the outline and'suggested text 
of Code provisions are supplemented by ex-, 
planafory comments. The Code' material is 
indented and identified by the symbol # In

the left margin. Also, the Code revisions" are 
grouped by subject rather than arranged in 

. sequence by section numbers. Thus, ail sec
tions which should be amended in connection 

.with each subject are identified under each, 
‘siibject heading. -

general.plan code
Recommendation I calls for improved 

Charter provisions concerning the General 
Plan, supplemented by "a section of the Mu
nicipal Cade defining the required content 
and form of the General Plan and prescribing 
the specific procedure for its adoption and 
amendment." Recommendation 2 is concerned 
with such procedure, and Recommendation 
3 proposes scheduled area-by-area considera
tion of the General Plan. To put these recom- 

. mendations Into effect, a new section of the 
Municipal Code should be adopted to govern 
the preparation, consideration, and adoptlon- 
of the General Plan—a General Plan Code. 
Note, however, that the General Plan itself 
is 'not to be adopted by ordinance- and there
fore could not be included within the Qide. 
The General Plan Code would only prescribe 
the means by which a separate document— 
the General Plan—is to be created and main
tained. •

The Planning Department should proceed 
to draft a General Plan Code for consideration 
by the Planning Commission and City Council. 
We do not attempt to outline such a Code 
here, but among the matters to be included 
are the following: -



1. Repeat and expand upon the nfew 
Charter provisions contained in' proposed 
Charter Sections 96,5 and 96.6.

2. Enumerate the subject elements to 
be included in the General Plan. In addition 
to the proposed Charter-required elements—; 
land use, circulation, and service-systems— 
strong arguments have been presented for

. including a housing element and a conserva
tion element.

3. Define the elements or aspects of' 
-the General Plan subject fo area-by-area prep
aration and review-

4. Provide for the division of the City 
into geographic areas for the purpose of area- 
by-area consideration. These areas or subdivi
sions thereof should also apply to proceedings 
for changes in the Zoning Map.

5. Provide for the scheduling of the
preparation, consideration and review of the 
General Plan by subject elements and by geo

' graphic areas. • •
6. Specify requirements concerning pub

lic hearings including the means of notifica
tion and the time limits involved. //. & .t- &
•S 7. Specify the time fimit in connection 

=with proposed changes referred back to the 
Planning Commission by the City Council^
v' 8. Specify the time limit for final'action 
by the City Council. f |, s'- <*

■ 9. Prescribe minimum requirements for 
the publication and availability of the General 
Plan document. ' ’ ,

PROCEDURAL CODE
.We repommend. the amendment of the 

Municipal Code "to provide simple and uni
form procedural requirements governing ap-. 
plicatlons, notices, hearings, time limits and 
appeals for all types of planning and zoning 
cases." (Recommendation 16.) This could be 
accomplished by placing standard provisions 
on procedure in Article 9 of Chapter 1 of the 
Municipal Code—an article which at present 
deals primarily with fees for planning matters. . 
Once such a procedural code is available, many-

other sections of the planning and zoning 
regulations could be greatly simplified. It is 
desirable that the Procedural Code be adopted 

'at an early date so that its provisidris can be 
relied upon in preparing Municipal Code 
amendments to carry out other recommenda
tions, thus avoiding the need to repeat pro
cedural provisions as part of these other 
amendments. The Procedural Code should 
include provisions to carry out our specific 
recommendations concerning a notification 
subscription service (Recommendation 18), 
testimony under oath (Recommendation 19), 
verbatim records (Recommendation 20), writ
ten findings (Recommendation ZD, appeals 
(Recommendation 22), transfers of jurisdiction 
(Recommendation 23), and City Council action. 
(Recommendation 28). ' ' ~

We, therefore, suggest the repeal of the 
present Article 9 and the substitution of a new 
Article 9 drafted along the following lines:

# ' Chapter I —Article 9 '
PROCEDURES AND FEES

Sec. 19.00 APPLICABILITY

The'provisions of this Article shall 
apply to alt proceedings initiated pur
suant to the -provisions of Articles 2 
through 8 of. this Chapter to the extent 
that the procedures described in this 
Article are called for and are not in 
conflict with other, provisions of this 
Chapter. -

Sec.-19.01 DEFINITIONS
* Agency—Any officer, board, com

* mission or other official body.

- Application—Any application, re
quest, order, resolution or other bona- 
fide action or document submitted for 
the purpose of initiating an official 
proceeding, buf not including the in

itiation of a matter by the agency 
which has .original jurisdiction over 
the matter involved..

.39



40

Determination-—Any- decision or 
recommendation required of an agency 
having Jurisdiction in a matter.

Sec. 19.02 RUNG OF APPLICA
TIONS

A.' Form and Contents. An applica
tion to initiate official consideration 
of a matter, including an appeal, shall 

. be prepared upon a form, accompanied 
by such information as may be re
quired, and verified, all in accordance 
with the provisions of this Chapter and 
any rules established by the agency^ 
having Jurisdiction to act upon the 
matter involved. '

B. Place of Filing, Applications shall 
be considered -as officially filed only 
when received at those regular public 
offices of the Cijy designated for this 
purpose by the agency* having Jurisdic
tion to act upon the matter involved. 
Such designation shaft be based upon 
considerations of public convenience 
and the availability of adequate per
sonnel and facilities. .

C. Filing Date. An application shall 
be considered as officially filed when 
it has been completed in accordance 
with the applicable rules and regula
tions, has been submitted at a desig
nated office together with the required 
fifing fees, and a receipt for said filing 
fees has been issued. If at any time 
during the processing of an applica
tion it is discovered that an application 
has been improperly prepared or re
quired pertinent information has not 
been submitted in accordance with the 
previously established rules, upon no
tification to the applicant by the 
appropriate officer or employee the 
applicable time limits shall be sus
pended and not continue to run until 
the application has been rectified or 
the omitted information furnished In 
a proper manner. .

Sec. 19.03 NOTIFICATION
Notification of the time, place and 

purpose of public hearings or other 
events in the consideration of a matter 
shall be made in one or more of the

- following manners if called for by the 
provisions of this Chapter or by the

' rules of the agency having Jurisdictions:
A. Applicant. By mailing of a writ

ten notice not less than JO days prior 
to the day of hearing or other event, 
to the address furnished for this pur
pose on the application or subsequently 
provided by the applicant. .

" B. Surrounding Property Owners.
- By mailing of a Written notice not less 

than 10 days prior to the day of hear
ing or other event, to the owners of

; all property adjacent to the property 
' involved, using for this purpose the 

last known names and addresses of such ' 
owners as shown on the records of 
the City Clerk.

C, .Property Owners in the Yicrnity.
By mailing of a written notice not less 
than 10 days prior to the day of hear
ing or other event, to the owners of . 
all* property within 300 feet of the 

. exterior boundaries of the property 
involved, using for this purpose the 
last known names and.addresses of such 
owners as shown on the records of the 
City Clerk. Where all property within 
the 300-foot radius is under the same 
ownership as the property involved In 
an application, the owners of all prop
erty which adjoins the property in fhe 
same ownership as that involved in 
the application, or ts separated only 
by a street, alley, public right of way 

"or other easement, shall be notified.-

D. Newspaper, By at least one pub
lication in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the City, designated for 
that purpose by the .City Council, not 
less than J 0 days prior to the day of 
hearing or other event.

{c
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E. Posting. Upon r*. .st of the 
agency having Jurisdiction, the Board 
of Public Works shall cause copies of 
the notice of hearing or other event to 
be posted not less than 10 days prior 
to such event. Said Board shall post at 
(east three notices ... (Continue with 
requirements similar to existing Sec. 
H.01B1.J

F. Subscription Service . . . (Provi
sions- should be developed by the 
Planning Department,]

Sec. 19.04 HEARINGS
A. Conducted By. When a hearing' 

is called for, such hearing shall be 
conducted by the agency having Juris
diction over the matter involved, or 
by an examiner or board of examiners 
designated by such agency.

B. Oaths. All testimony and state- . 
ments of fact received at required 
hearings shall be under oath.

C. Record
1. Testimony. All oral testimony 

received at required bearings 
shall be recorded verbatim by 
audio recording device or 
s tenog raphrca I ly. Such record 
may be either transcribed ver
batim or summarized in writ
ten. form or both. At the 
request of any party or in
terested person and upon the 
payment of any fee required 
by ordinance, a verbatim 

’ transcript shall be prepared 
•and delivered to the request
or. A copy of. any such trans
cript shall be attached to the • 
file on the matter. -

2. Other Evidence. Written and 
graphic evidence may be in
troduced at any hearing and 
shall be Identified with the 
fife ori the matter. At the 
request of any party or in

terested person, to the extent 
feasible, and upon the pay
ment of the costs involved 
and any fee required by ordi
nance, reproductions of such 

„ evidence may be made and
delivered to the requestor.

3. Retention. Records of hear
ings shall be retained for at 
least three years.

0. Continuance. Every hearing shall 
be conducted and completed on ■ the 
date set unless, for cause, the officer 
or board conducting the hearing shall 
on that date continue the matter. No 
further notice qf continuance need be 
given if the time and place therefor 
is announced at the time and place 
for which the hearing was set.

. E. Reports. After the conclusion of 
a hearing conducted by an examiner 
or board of examiners, such examiner 
or board shall submit a report to the 
agency having Jurisdiction in the mat
ter within such period of time as may 
be fixed by such agency, setting forth 
conclusions and recommendations in 
writing and stating briefly the reasons 
therefor. ■

Sec. 19.05 FINDINGS
Unless specifically exempted by the 

provisions of this Chapter, each de
termination shall .be supported by 
written findings showing specifically 
how the determination meets-the cri
teria and requirements’ set forth in 
this Chapter and in the City Charter 
for determination of the matter in
volved. .

Sec. 19.06 DETERMINATIONS
A Time Limits. When a proceeding 

is Initiated other than by the agency 
having jurisdiction, all required pro
ceedings shall be completed and the 
agency having Jurisdiction shall file 
its report and determination within
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. have led to a different determination, 
the matter shall he remanded fo the 
agency having' original jurisdiction 
■which agency shall reopen the matter 
at a hearing limited' to the receipt of 
such evidence together with any new 
evidence from other interested parties,

'. and within 50 days of the remand or 
such time as may be prescribed, by 
•the appellate agency, make a new 
determination.

In determining its action on an 
appeal, an appellate agency shall be 
subject to the same limitations, con

- . siderations, criteria and requirements
as are placed by Charter and ordinance-* 
upon the agency having original jur
isdiction. .

G. Findings. Before granting an ap
. peal in whole or in part, an appellate 

agency shall make written findings 
setting forth specifically wherein there 

• was error or abuse of discretion in the 
original determination In.addition to 
making those findings required to sup
port any new or revised determination 
of the matter. ‘

Proposed Subsections F and G, above, 
conform with.proposed Charter Section 99(3).

#■ ' H. Failure to Act. Except in the
case where the City Council is the 
appellate agency, failure of an appel
late agency to make a determination 
Within 50 days of the last day for fifing- 
an appeal, or such longer period as 
may be mutually agreed upon between 
the appellate agency, all. appellants, 
and the original applicant shall con
stitute denial of the appeal.. . . .

Sec. 19.08 TRANSFERS OF JURJS- 
• DICTION
. A. Transfer Action. When an agen

cy having jurisdiction in a matter fails 
to act within the prescribed'tfme limit, 
the applicant may file a request for 
a transfer of jurisdiction to the ap
pellate agency, if any, for a determina

tion of the original application by such 
appellate agency. In such case the ap
pellate agency shall assume jurisdiction 
and shall follow the same procedures 
and be subject to the same limitations 
and requirements applicable to the 
agency having original jurisdiction,

. -When the appellate agency assumes
- jurisdiction the agency having original 

jurisdiction shall lose jurisdiction in 
the matter except thaf'the matter may 
be remanded, or the appellate agency 
may accept the applicant's request for 
withdrawal of the transfer, in which 

. cases the agency having original jur
isdiction shall regain jurisdiction for 
the time and purpose specified by the 
appellate agency. If the appellate agen
cy retains jurisdiction, the agency hav
ing original jurisdiction shall make 

• , such Investigations and furnish such . 
■ reports as the appellate agency may 

request. When the appellate agency 
.assumes jurisdiction, the agency hav
ing original jurisdiction shall transmit 
the files in the matter to the appellate 
agency and may fife a statement of 
facts pertaining to the matter. ,

Proposed Section- 19.08A, above, con
forms fo proposed Charter Section 99(4). .

# B. Procedure. When a matter Is
transferred, the agency-assuming jur-'
isdiction shall be-governed by the same
procedural requirements as, apply to
an original proceeding. The applicable
time limits shall be measured from the
date on which the transfer, request Is
filed. . - • *‘ . .

C. Failure to Act, Failure to «ct
within the*, prescribed time limit after
transfer shall constitute denial of the
original application..

. Sec. 19.09 ADDITIONAL RULES ..
.• • With respect to matters governed

by the provisions of this Chapter, each 
agency Involved may adopt such rules 

‘ as are not in conflict with the provi
sions of this Chapter and the City
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SO days of the filing dale or such 
longer period as may be mutually 
agreed upon between such agency ancf 
•the applicant.

The above time limit may also be 
extended unilaterally by the agency 
having jurisdiction when it' is deter
mined and justified in writing that a 
valid reason exist? for delay in order 
to obtain legal opinion or to -conduct 
special 'research which is essential to 
determining the matter involved,

B. Record and Notice. The written 
findings and determination in a matter 

' shall be attached fo the file on the 
• matter, .a copy shall be mailed or de
livered to ■ the applicant, and copies 
shall fee sent to such other agencies as 
may be required to take notice of the 
action. Additional copies may be sent 
to other interested parties.

C. Effective Date. If subject fo ap
peal, ^determination shall he effective 
upon the close of the appeal filing 
period if no appeal is filed. If a de
termination is not subject to appeal, 
it shall be effective on the fifth day 
after mailing required notice of the 

. determination, unless -otherwise pro
vided in the determination or by the 
provisions of this Chapter.

Sec. 19.07 APPEALS
A. Appellants. An appeal may be 

filed only by the applicant, or any 
person aggrieved, or the City Planning 
Commission, or the Director of Plan
ning.

• B. Basis, An appeal must set forth 
in Writing specifically wherein there 
Was error or abuse'of discretion in the 
determination appealed from.

C. Filing Period. When a determina
tion is subject to appeal, any such 
appeal roust be filed within 20 days . 
of the date on which the determination 
is issued except that.when the final -*

• day for filing an appeal falls on a 
Saturday, Sunday or legal holiday, the 
time for filing such appeal shall be 
extended fo the dose of business on 
the next succeeding working day.

D. Filing Date. For the purpose of 
determining time limits applicable to 
appeal proceedings, the last day of the 
appeal filing period shall be considered 

. to be the filing date of any appeal.

- This provision is merely fo avoid any 
confusion in computing time limits in those 
cases where more than one appeal is filed on 
the same matter.

# ' & Appeal proceedings. Except as
otherwise provided In this Chapter, 
appeal,proceedings shall be governed 
by the requirements of this Article

* pertaining to applications,.notification,
' hearings, findings, determinations,

■ time limits-and fees. When an appeal 
is filed, the agency having original 
jurisdiction shall transmit its record 
of the matter to the appellate agency 
within 5 days after the end of the 
filing period.

F. Consideration. An appellate agen
cy shall base its determination onfy 
upon the evidence and testimony intro
duced at the hearing or hearings, if 
any, held by the agency having original 
jurisdiction, and upon the record, find
ings and determination of such agency, 
and after consideration of arguments, 
if any, presented to the appellate 
agency, if an applicant or aggrieved 
person wishes to offer into the pro
ceedings any new evidence, including 
testimony, a written summary of such 

‘ evidence, together with a statement 
as to why such evidence could not 
reasonably have been presented during 

* the original consideration, art declared 
■under penalty of perjury, shall be filed.

' If the appellate agency determines 
• (hat such evidence could not reason- • 

abfy have been presented earlier and 
. is of such nature as might- reasonably
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Charter. Any such niies must be avail
able for Inspection In the regular pub
lic offices of the-agency and a copy 
furnished to any person upon request.

■ Proposed Section 19.09, above, would 
supplement the-provisions of proposed Charter

. Sections 98(4) and 99(5).

# Sec. 19.10 CITY COUNCIL ACTION 
Whenever any matter subject to the 

procedures established in this Chapter 
is presented to the City Council for 
action, and Until such time as final 
action is taken, such matter shall be 
placed upon the agenda of the Council 
for action- by the Council within five 
days before or after each 90-day period 
measured from the date of initial re
ceipt by the Council or from the date 
of the most recent action by the Coun
cil, whichever Is later.

The .above proposed Section 19.10, is 
intended to prevent unreasonable delays in

■ final Council action on planning and zoning 
matters. We believe that in most instances 
the Council acts expeditiously, but apparently 
on occasion actions have been unduly delayed 
by holding a file in Committee or in a Coun
cilman's office. Time limits are provided by 
Charter and ordinance for Planning Depart
ment and Commission action on most planning 
and zoning matters. It is perhaps unwarranted 
to impose-time limits for final legislative ac
tion on these same matters, but at least there 
should'be an opportunity for the majority fo 
act Within a reasonable time.

# Sec. 19.11 PEES . . . [Incorporate 
existing sections 19,01, 19.02, and 
19.03.]

Upon adoption of these standard proce
dural requirements, the procedural, require
ments in the following existing sections of 
the Code can be abbreviated; -

12.24 B3, C3, (Conditional Uses)5 •
12.27 A, 81-5 (Zoning Administrators)*

44

r

I2J28 A2-9 (Board of Zoning Adjusf- 
- cnent)*

12.32 8, C, D4-7, E (Zone Changes)
13.00 C2-5, 13.0) H (Supplemental Use 

Districts)
-14.01 A-D (Building Lines) '
15.00 D -(Public Use Approvals)

With the Procedural Code available, it then 
would be necessary to indicate only the follow
ing procedural information In each of the 
Code sections dealing with a particular type 
of matter, such as conditional use, variance, 
and zone change;

Applications-—who can file? *
Hearings—whether or not one is required 

and type of notification called for.
Appeals—who can file if different from 

standard provisions, and the name of 
the appellate agency.

Any other special requirements.

ZONING MAP CHANGES 
’. One of our most significant recommen

dations is that there be established "a pro
cedure for review and revision .of the Zoning 
Map of the City on a regularly scheduled 
area-by-area basis, strch schedule and. areas 
to be established by the City Council upon 
recommendation of the Director of Planning 
and the City Planning Commission." (Rec
ommendation 6.) Our proposed Charter Sec-, 
tion- 96.6 would require that such an area- 
by-area zone change procedure be provided 
for by ordinance. To accomplish. this vre ■ 
suggest the Planning Department draft pro
visions to be substituted for the present 
provisions of Sections 12.3 2D I and D2 con
cerning time limits for acting on zone change 
matters. The new provisions should:

?. Provide for drvfclon of the City into’ 
areas for the purpose of consideration of zon
ing map changes. The areas should be either

rpresenC Code sections proposed to be rewritten in con
nection with other Citirenr. Committee recommenda
tions.



the same areas designated foi General Pfan 
■ review or subdivisions of those areas.

2. Provide for the scheduling of the 
hearings and determinations by area.

3. Set forth the criteria for permitting 
. individual cases to be considered other than

at the scheduled time" and' specify the pence*
. dure by which the Planning Commission may 

authorize such ouf-of-fum proceedings.

Another of our recommendations requires 
specific findings fo be made in zoning cases 

* to show that the action taken "is in substantial 
'conformance with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan." (Recommend 
da tion 4'and proposed Charter Section 96.5(5).}

- With respect to zone changes, a requirement 
. to this effect should be inserted in Section 
' 12.32A of the Zoning Code.

Also, in order to. carry out Recommen
dation 29 regarding the identification of 
legislative matters, we suggest the addition 
of the following definition to Section 12.Q3 
of the Zoning Code;

- # , Amendment. A legislative change
in wording, context or substance of 
this Code, or a change in the zone 
boundaries upon the Zoning Map, 
which Map is part of this Code when 
adopted hereunder. .

OFFICE OF ZONING ADMINISTRATION 
To conform to the proposed amendments 

to Section 98 of the City' Charter concerning 
the functions of the Office of Zoning Admin
istration, the Code section concerning this 
Office must be substantially revised. This 
revision could be accomplished according to 
the following outline:

# Sec. 1Z27 OFFICE OF ZONING 
ADMINISTRATION

A. Organization and Management 
[Retain first paragraph of existing Sec
tion 12.27 and then add:]

' Section 98(4) of the City Charter 
- provides that: "The Office of Zoning

• Administration may adopt such rides
as It may deem necessary fo carry out 
the rules and regulations prescribed by 
ordinance and which are not in con
flict or inconsistent therewith. AM such 
rules and regulations shall be available 
for Inspection in the Office of Zoning 
Administration."

B. Authority. Pursuant to Section 
98 of the City Charter, a Zoning Ad
ministrator shall have the power and 

■ duty to;
1. Appeals.. . [Copy proposed

. Charter Section 98(2)(a).J
2. Conditional Use Permits . .. 

fCopy proposed Charter Sec
tion 98(2)(b)J

3. Planned Developments ..
•* ; [Copy proposed Charter Sec

tion 98{2)(c)J

4. Variances ... [Copy pro
posed Charter Section 98(2)- 
(d).J

5. Classification of Uses ... 
[Copy proposed Charter Sec
tion 98(2)(e). See present 
Code Section 12.2IA2,] .

6. Slight Modifications . , . 
[Copy proposed Charter Sec
tion 98(2) (f).J

7. Other Determinations, Make
.. such other determinations as

are authorized by the pro
visions of this Chapter, in-' 
eluding the following:
a. Yard Interpretations . 

TCopy present Code Sec. 
12.27CI.}

b. Fences : . . [Copy pres
ent Code Sec. 12.27C2.]

To conform .to the above renumbering, 
a correction is required in present Code Sec
tion 1.9.01E regarding fees so. that the refer
ence fo Section 12.27C becomes a reference 
to Section 12.2707.



# C. Variance!.
" 1. Findings Required. .. [Copy 

requirements for findings 
from proposed Charter Sec
tion P8(2Kd)J

2. Continuance of Variance or
. ■ Exception(Copy present

Code Sec- 12-2766-]
3. Discontinuance ... [Copy 

present Code Sec. 12.27B7.]

" D. Slight Modifications — Limita
tions . . . [See present Code Sec. 
12.27B4. Add criteria and standards.]

E. Procedures.. Except as otherwise 
provided in this Chapter, the Office 

■ of'Zoning Administration, in carrying
out any of the powers and duties enu
merated in Subsection B of this Section, 
shall follow the procedures set forth* 

•' - in Article 9 of this Chapter subject
to the following rules:

1. Applications .. . [See exist
ing Code Sec. 12.2782.]

2. ' Hearings .., [Specify when
required and the type of 

- notification required. See 
. present Orde Sec. I2.27B3.]

3. Determinations . . . [See 
present Code Sec. 12.27B4.]

- : . a. Regular... -

, . b. Slight Modification . .

' - c. Rulings . .. [Copy pres
* * ent Code Sec. 12.27D.]

' F. Foster Care Homes and Day Care 
Homes. [Copy present Code Sec. 12.- 

• - 27E Eventually these provisions should
be incorporated in the conditional use 
or similar sections of the Code.] ■

Since provision is made for the classifica
tion of land uses under proposed* Section 
I2.27B5 above, the present' authority for this 
function as set forth in Section 122VA2 may 
be repealed. - . -

ft is also suggested that* the following 
'definition be added fo Section 12,03 of the 
Zoning Code:

# • Variance. An adjustment in the 
application of the specific regulations 
of the Zoning Code to a particular 
piece of property which property, be
cause of special circumstances applic
able to it, is deprived of privileges 
commonly enjoyed by other properties 
In ihe same vicinity and zone and 
which adjustment remedies disparity * 
in privileges; provided, however, a 
variance may involve modifications of 
permissible uses for specific limited 
periods of time when related to initial 
land development, or for essential pub
lic purposes, or for replacement of 
certain damaged nonconforming bufid-

j ings and structures; and provided that
* the requirements of the City Charter

with respect to variances are satisfied.* *

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS.
Under our Recommendation 15 and pro

posed Charter Section 99 the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment would be renamed the Board of 
Zoning Appeals and its strictly quasi-judicial 
function protected by more stringent require
ments ■ concerning appeal procedure. These 
changes will require revision of Code Section 
12.28 and numerous other references to the 
Board throughout the Zoning Code and other 
planning regulations. -

# Sec. 12.28 
APPEALS

BOARD OF ZONING

A. Authority. Section 99(2) of the 
City Charter provides that* "The Board 
of Zoning Appeals shall have and ex
ercise only the following powers:

(a) Hear and determine appeals 
where it is alleged there is 
error or abuse’ of -discretion 
in any order, requirement, 
decision, interpretation or 
other determination made by 
a Zoning Administrator.
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Ct>) Hear and make determina
tions on any matter normally 
under the jurisdiction of a

■ Zoning Administrator when 
such nutter has been trans
ferred to the jurisdiction of

. . . the Board pursuant to a re
quest for transfer because a 

. Zoning Administrator has
- failed to act within the time 

limits prescribed by ordi
nance." -

The Board of Zoning Appeals Is the 
successor to the Board of Zoning Ad
justment and shall assume jurisdiction'' »•. -• ' * * < 
over ai) matters properly submitted to
the Board of Zoning Adjustment at 
the time of succession.

B. Procedure.
- 1. Proceedings under the jur-

. . _ isdiction of the Board shaii
be In accordance with the 

- provisions of Article 9 of
Chapter 1 of the Municipal 
Code. - ■ ,

2. In each case appealed to the 
Board, notifications of Board 
hearings and distribution of 
Board determinations shaii

■ be the same as that made in
the original proceeding; pro

. vided, however, that the
. Board may authorize such

. additional notification and
distribution as it may deem 
appropriate.

3. All determinations of the
Board shall be final and may

- not be appealed to any other
agency of the City. .

C "Rules of the Board . . . [Provi
sions similar to present Code Sections 
12.2601, 2 and 3 and consistent with 
proposed Charter Section 99(5) which 
authorizes the Board to establish rules.3

Numerous references to the Board appear 
throughout the Code which should be changed 
as necessary, including the following:

■ Change "Adjustment"- to "Appeals" in 
Sections 12.03 (Board of . . .) and 12.50DJ

Delete''Board" in Sections 14.01, 15.00- 
B,C,D,E.f, 17.02 (Board), TB.01 and I8.0B.

Change "Board" .to "Commission'1 in 
- Sections 17.02 (Appeal Board) and 18.12.

CONDITIONAL USES
Our greatest, concern is for the proper 

■handling of conditional use matters. The 
fundamental principle that each citizen and 
property owner is entitled to equal treatment 
under the law requires the consideration of 
conditional use cases as administrative actions 
taken within legislative guidelines. The mis
taken notion, too prevalent in the past, that 
the conditional use procedure is a means of . 
granting.exceptions, or of legislating on an 
individualized basis,.is g mockery of justice. 
Under Recommendation .7- we propose two 
basic corrective measures:

■* ** * , A V *
.J. Legislative establishment of uniform 

regulations^ and criteria, to. govern conditional 
gses. . -

2. Clear designation of action upon in
dividual conditional use permits as an admin
istrative matter under the jurisdiction of the 
Office of Zoning Administration, with initial 
appeal to the Board of Zoning Appeals and 
any- further appeal only to the courts.

The second point is provided for: in our 
proposed Charter Sections 98 and 99 and 
proposed revisions of Zoning Code Sections 
12.27 and 12.28. Under these proposals, the t 

. Board of Zoning Appeals would be strictly 
limited to its proper role as an administrative/ 
quasLjudiciaf appeal body, in contrast to the 
present Board of Zoning Adjustment which 
at times has improperly assumed a legislative . 
role. .

The first of the above points—legislative 
establishment of uniform regulations and cri
teria-1—requires the extensive revision of Muni
cipal Code Section 12.24 to incorporate the .
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necessary criteria. To accomplish this we sug
gest the drafting of a new Code Section 12.25 
concerning conditional uses. As rapidfy as 
possible criteria should be developed for the 
various uses involved. As soon as criteria are 
developed for a use, that use should be deleted 
from Section 12.24 and added to Section 
12.25. Upon completion of this process, pres
ent Sections 12.24Bl(e>, (gj, (h) and (i) and 
all of 12.24C would be deleted. The proposed 
Section 12.25 might be developed along the 
following tines: -

# Sec. 12.25 CONDITIONAL USES
A. Purpose . . . [See existing Sec

tion 12.24 A. 3

8. Uses. A Zoning Administrator 
may approve the use of property in 
the zones hereafter indicated for any 
of the following uses, subject- to the 
regulations, limitations, criteria, stan
dards, conditions and policies estab
lished by, or pursuant to, the provisions 
of this Section:
. {List the uses from present Code 
Sections 12^24BI{e), fg), (h) and 0),
12.24C 1 and IZ24C1.5 together with 
the specific limitations, criteria and 
standards applicable to each.]

There is considerable confusion over the . 
nature of the limitations, criteria, standards, 
conditions, policies and other requirements 
which might be set forth and the manner in 
which they should be applied. Some basic 
distinctions'should be made: l.

l. The matters."subject to conditional 
. use consideration should be those which re
quire some degree of discretion or judgment 
in determining whether or not the use is to 
be permitted In a given situation. By com
parison, if it is possible fg write a Very specific 
set of standards and it is intended that the 
use be permitted in every case where these 
standards are met, then the use should not 
be subject to a conditional use permit. Such 
uses should be listed as permitted uses in the 
appropriate zones, subject to the desired 
standards, and the Building and Safety De

partment should automatically permit such 
uses when the standards are met. An example 
of such a "limited use" under the present 
Zoning Code is an automobile laundry or wash 
rack for- which definite noise standards are 
provided to be directly administered by the 
Building and Safety Department (Section 

' 12.14A6(b». ' ' '

' 2. For true conditional uses, locational 
criteria should be distinguished from develop

' mental and operational standards.4 Locational 
criteria are those policies and guidelines set 
forth in the Code to assist a' Zoning Adminis
trator in exercising fus judgment as to whether 
a use should or should not be permitted at 
a requested location Examples of locational 
criteria are:

Compatibility with surrounding land uses 
including considerations of appearance,

' hazard, noise, etc.

Functional relationship with surrounding 
uses including such consdierations as:

Possible joint use of common facilities 
such as parking.

Proximity to related community facili
ties, customers, suppliers, etc.

Public need for the proposed use in 
the proposed area.

Availability of suitable access:

Rail.

Highway—effect upon traffic conges- 
• fion, impact of traffic upon other land 

uses..

' Public Transportation. *

Utility requirements —■ availability of 
water, sewers, power, etc. without over
load.

cAn excelfent excmpTe of criteria Cnd standards (or 
particular «wdit3onal uses ore found In the follon'inp 
brochures published by the Son Diego City Planning 
Department;

Mobtfchome end Twyd Trailer Patfa, June, 1967.
Impound Stiwgc VWj^ June* 1766.
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On the other hand, developmental and 
operational standards are those requirements 
to be met if the use is permitted. Such re
quirements might include: .

Parking—not less than a specified num
ber of'spaces.
Landscaping—types, and extent of plant1' 
ing.
Building arrangement and height limita- 

. fions. .
Open space—not less than a specified 
percentage of the total land area.
Fencing requirements.
Control of signs, lighting, etc.
Performance standards—limits on noise, 
vibration, air pollution.
Hours of operation.

In granting a conditional use, "condi
tions" are specific regulations imposed upon 
the use to insure that developmental and op
erational standards are met and that the use 

■ operates within intended limits as to size, 
character and intensity.

Based upon the above discussion, the 
Code provisions for each use subject to con
ditional use approval should Include the fol
lowing:

Name of use.

Zoning classifications in which the use 
may be permitted.

Limitations upon the use and the site 
Which must be satisfied in order to apply 
for a conditional use permit.

Locational criteria to be considered in 
determining whether or not to grant a 
conditional use permit. .

Developmental and operational standards 
to be imposed as conditions which must 
be complied with if the permit is granted-

# C. General Criteria, In addition to
. the requirements for each type of use 

as provided above, a Zoning Admin- ’

istrator must find that the following 
criteria and policies are satisfied be
fore granting any Conditional Use 
Permit:

I. . . [General Plan conform- 
anee.]

'2. . . -■ - ■
Cctc.]

0. ComKtionr- In granting a Con
ditional Use Permit, a Zoning Admin
istrator dull impose such conditions 
as are deemed necessary to insure 
compliance with the intent of this 
Code and the requirements of this 
Section, to protect surrounding prop
erty, and to secure an appropriate 
development in harmony with the 
General Plan.

£L Procedure . . . [Refer to the 
' standard procedure fn Article 9. State 

who may file an application. State that 
a hearing is required in each case and 
the type of notification required, or 
give any exceptions.]

F. Existing Uses . . . [Provisions 
' similar to those in present Section 

12.24 F.] •

G. Development, Change or Dis
continuance of Uses . . . [Provisions 
similar to those in present Section
12.24 Gj '

Also, in order to clarify the nature of 
a conditional use matter, we suggest the. fol
lowing definitions be added in Zoning Code' 
Section 12.03:

# Conditional Use. A use permitted rin 
one or more zoning classifications as 
defined by this Code, but which use 
because of characteristics peculiar to 
it, or because of size, technological 
processes or type of equipment, or 
because of the exact location with 
reference to surroundings, streets and 
existing improvements or demands 
upon public facilities, requires a spe
cial degree of control to assure that



the particular use at the particular 
site on which such use is proposed to 
be located is compatible with other 
existing or permitted uses surrounding 
the site and to assure that such use 
shall not be inimical to the public 
welfare. .

' Conditional Use Permit. The docu
mented evidence that a Zoning Ad
ministrator acting under Charter and 
Code authority/ has granted permission 
to locate a "conditional use" at a 
particular location.

The following is a suggested outline of 
a nevr Code Section to govern the approval 
of planned developments:

# Sec. 12.25.1 PLANNED DEVELOP-
MENT5 * '

A. Purpose.C. 5 ".*■ -

B. Requirements..
• ?. . . [Requirements applicable

to all Planned Developments.} ; » ’ * * *
2. . . [Additional' requirements 

■ ' -applicable to'Planned Resi
dential Developments. This 
subsection could indude re

*’ •quiremenfs similar to those 
contained in the proposed 

• RPD ordinance recommended 
"by thfe City Planning Com
mission under Gty Plan Case 

- No: 17155J

3. . -. [Additional requirements 
. applicable to Planned Com

mercial and Industrial Devel
opments,]

C. Conditions . . . [Authority for 
a Zoning Administrator to impose con
ditions—see proposed Charter Sections 
9fl(2)(bl and (d.J

D. Procedure. The procedure for 
approving a Planned Development shall - 
be (he same as that provided for ap
proving a Conditional Use Permit.

E. Existing Developments. . . [Pro
visions similar to those in present Sec
tion 12,24 F, If required.}

. F. Development, Change or Discon
tinuance - .. . [Provisions similar to 
those in present Section 12.24 G, if 
required,] -

Upon adoption of new provisions for 
planned developments, the present Code Sec
tion 12.2401(j), which' authorizes planned 
residential developments to be handled as con
ditional uses, should be deleted. -

Also the definition of '"Planned Residen
tial Development" In Code Section 12.03 
should be revised or deleted, and a definition 
of “Planned Development" should be added.

UNCLASSIHABLE USES
An important aspect of our recommenda

tion about conditional uses is that each type 
of conditional use is to be permissible only 
in specified zones. We find, however, that a 
few (and uses presently handled as conditional 
Uses cannot be adequately classified by zone.

. For these few uses we recommend a.new cate
gory of "undassiftabfe uses" and provision 
for -legislative approval of each such use by
ordinance (Recommendation 6 and proposed 
Qvarter Section 97.2UKic)}.

Assuming that a new Code section is 
enacted So provide for conditional uses in 
accordance with our recommendations, it 
would then be possible to repeal the remainder 
of present Code Section 12.24 and replace It 
with a new section on unclassifiable uses;



# Sec. 12.24 UNCLASSIFIABLE USES
A. Purpose .,.
B, Uses. Each of the following uses 

may be permitted at such locations as 
may be specified for such purpose by 
ordinance, subject to the regulations,

. limitations and conditions established 
for such use by the provisions of this 
Section, by the applicable authorizing 
ordinance, and by administrative action 

, taken pursuant to such ordinance:

I. Airports, subject to the fol
lowing requirements:
a. .. -
b. ..
[etc.]

2. Cemeteries... .

3. Educational Institutions ...

4. Land Reclamation Projects...

5. Natural Resource Develop
ments .. .

C. General Criteria. In addition to 
the requirements for each use as pro- ' 
vided above, it must be found (hat the 
following criteria are satisfied before 
adopting an ordinance authorizing arty 
such use: .

- 1. . .'[General Plan Conform
ance.]

2. . .

[efcj

0. Conditions. An ordinance auth
orizing an unclassifiable use shad in

. dude such 'conditions as are deemed 
necessary to protect surrounding prop
erty, secure an appropriate develop
ment in harmony with the General 
Plan,’ and carry out the requirements 
of this Section. Such conditions may 
include provision for administrative 

' approvals and determinations by the ‘ 
Office of Zoning Administration in

order to carry out the intent of this 
. Code and the authorizing ordinance.

E. Procedure. The procedure for 
. authorizing an unclassifiable use shall 

be the same as that provided for mak
ing a change in the Zoning Map. When 
effective^ the authorised location of 
an unclassifiable 'use shall be shown 
by appropriate symbol upon the Zon
ing Map.

F. Existing Uses . . . {Provisions 
similar to those in present Section
12.24 F.]

■ G. Development, Change or Dis
continuance of Uses ... [Provisions 
similar to those in present Section
12.24 GJ

r Also, it may be desirable to add a’ defini
tion of "Unclassifiable Use" in Zoning Code 
Section 12.03.

BUILDING AND SAFETY DEPARTMENT
A possible problem, noted in our first 

report of July 1968, pertains to the overlapp
ing of authority between the Office of Zoning 
Administration and the Department of Build- 

1 ing and Safety. At present, interpretations as 
to the proper application of the Zoning Code 
and the granting of slight modifications in 
•yard and area requirements may be made by 
either agency. In'order to eliminate this over
lapping, we suggest the following Code 
amendments: "

Add to Section 12.26A: _

# 3. Whenever any policy determina
tion or interpretation is required by 
the Department of Building and Safety 
regarding the meaning or general ap
plication of any provisions of the Zon
ing Code, the Superintendent of Build
ing shall request such determination 
or interpretation to be made by die 
Chief Zoning Administrator. The Chief 
Zoning Administrator shall issue such 
determination or interpretation within 
a. reasonable time, or may request the



(

City Attorney fo issue an opinion on 
the matter, or both.

Amend Section 12.26B fo read:
# B. Yard Areas. Pursuant to the

authority contained in Section 93 of 
r the Gty Charter, the power granted

fo the Board of Bui/ding and Safety 
Commissioners to make slight rnodifi- 

. cations in the yard area requirements
• of the zoning ordinance is hereby 

aboiished.

Note that our proposed Charter Section 
98(2)(f) provides a new authority for Zoning 

• Administrators to grant slight modifications 
in yard and area requirements. This authority, 
which is proposed to be implemented by re
visions to Code Section 12.27, would not be 
subject to the stringent' requirements for 
granting variances and thus would make it 
possible for Zoning Administrators to grant- 
reasonable modifications without undue delay.

' At present the final sentence of Section 
I2.26B authorizes the Board of Building and 

Safety Commissioners to waive loading space 
requirements in certain situations. We suggest 
this authority also be transferred to the Office 
of Zoning Administration and included in 
Code Section 12.2105, which contains other 
regulations on loading spaces.

SUGGESTED CHANGES 
IN TERMINOLOGY'

Zoning Code. The phrase "Comprehen
sive Zoning Plan" appears in the foliowing 
sections of the present Code: .

12.00
12:02
12.04E
IZ24A7

13.00
13.0IH
I3.03A
17JS0

For simplicity and to avoid confusion with 
the "Comprehensive General Plan," these ref
erences should be changed to refer to the 

• "Zoning Code."

Municipal Code. At many places in the 
present Code, reference is made fo "this Code," 
meaning the Municipal Code. In a number

of such cases the reference is to a section of 
the Building Code. It is suggested that such 
references say "Municipal Code" or "Building 
Code," etc., in order to make it dear that the 
reference is not to another part of the Zoning 
Code.

' ‘ ‘Generat Plan. The term "Master Plan" 
appears in the following sections:

12.02
12.03

(Highway— 
' Major)

12.03
(Highway
Secondary)

J2.04F
12.07 C4 
12.07.01 C4 
i2.07.IC4
12.08 C4 
1Z2I CUM 
12.22 A5
12.24 A7
12.24 B2, Cl,

CKq), Cl.5, 
CI.5(d), C27

I2.32A
12.37
I3.00C
14.00
15.00E
17.02

(Highway— 
Major) 
(Highway— 
Secondary) 
(Master Plan) 

I7.0SC 
17.50
17.52 A2, A3 
18.01 (Major 

Highway) 
I8.05A, K

In some cases the reference is something 
like "the Master Plan of Highways as approved 
by the Commission." In most, if not all cases, 
the reference should simply be fo the "General 
Plan." If necessary, reference could be made 
to an element such as "the circulation element 
of the General Plan." Any reference fo who 
approves the Plan shoufd be dropped. A defini
tion of "General Plan" could be added to 
Section 12.03 to make it clear that the General 
Plan is an official document adopted by the 
Council pursuant to the Charter and the pro
posed General Plan Code.

Subdivision Code, Section 17.00 of the 
Municipal Code uses the title "Division of Land 
Regulations" to indude both subdivision and 
parcel map regulations. For simplicity and

•Present Code sections proposed to be rewritten In con
nection with other Citizens Committee recommendations.



comparability- with the title of the'State Sub
division Map Act, the term" Subdivision Code" 
might be used in place of "Division of Land 
Regulations." .

• Section 17.00 also refers to the subdivi
sion regulations as part of the "City's Commu
nity Design Plan." This apparently refers to the 
Community Design Element of a General plan

as mentioned in the'State Planning Law; but, 
since fhe subdivision regulations should not 
be considered as part of the General Plan, this 

. reference to a ' "Community Design Plan" 
should be dropped. The first paragraph of 
Section 17.0IB also refers to "Gommunity 

. Design Plan" and this should be changed to 
"General Plan."



.. .' CHAPTERS .
CONDUCT m OFFICE—CHARTER AND CODE AMENDMENTS

In considering the subject of conddct in 
office, we believe emphasis should be pfaced 
on the following measures,- in the order of 
priority here stated:

1. Establish and maintain clearly drawn 
laws and rules of procedure, understandable 
by the widest segment of the citizenry, so 
that incorrect application of-the law becomes 
evident. Our recommendations for Charter and 
Code revisions relating to planning and zoning 
as contained in Chapters I and 2 of this report 
are intended to serve this purpose.

2. Obtain people of the highest quality 
of competence and integrity to serve on com
missions and boards. We believe that the 
Mayor and City Council must assume full and 
equal responsibility for assuring such appoint
ments through the selection and confirmation 
process. There is evidence that renewed at
tention is being given to this matter.

. 3. Establish uniform guidelines and stan
dards for official conduct through a "code of 
ethics and conflict of interest legislation. The 
suggestions in this Chapter are intended to 
assist in developing such standards.

In our first report of duly 1968 we made 
four general recommendations about ethics, 
conflict of interest, private communications 
and campaign contributions, all in relation to 
planning and zoning matters (Recommenda
tions 31, 32, 33 and 35). Although our study 
has been limited to planning and zoning mat
ters, the Q'ty Council also referred to us for

report and recommendation certain files on 
the general subject of ethics, conflict of in
terest, and campaign contributions.*

Obviously any requirements for conduct 
in office should be equitably applied to public 
servants at all levels and functions within the 
City government. Accordingly, our suggested 
Charter and Code provisions are outlined in 
a form applicable to all’ City officials and 
employees, not just (hose connected with- 
planning and zoning.

■ in formulating these suggestions we have 
also been guided by the following basic 
principles:

1. Charter and Code provisions must 
supplement State (aw. The Charter cannot 
supersede State regulations in this field.

2. Charter provisions should be limited
to establishing basic concepts and require
ments and providing the mandate and authority 
for further City legislation. Supplementary 
requirements and details should be left for 
adoption by ordinance. . ■ .

3. The paramount consideration is that 
public actions are to be taken in the public 
interest. All the proposed regulations should 
be directed toward this goal.

4. The performance of routine or stan
dardized duties which do not involve the 
exercise of substantial judgment should not

*GounciI Fife Nos: 132,460 Supplement 1; 132,683; 
and 132,683 Supplement I.



be restricted by these regulations since exter
nal influences would not be a significant factor 
in such situations even though conflicting 
relationships might exist.

- We propose that the existing Charter 
Sections 28 and 28.1 concerning conflict of 
interest be repealed and new provisions en
acted. The present conflict of interest provi
sions are located in Artide (I of the Charter 
under the heading "Powers and Duties of the 
Council." Because such provisions also per
tain to other officers, it is proposed that the 
new Charter provisions should be placed in 
Article IV-—"Powers and Duties of Officers."

In the remainder of this Chapter, sug
gested Charter provisions and outlines. of 
ordinances are presented together with ex
planatory comments. The suggested Charter 
text is indented and identified with the symbol 
# in (he left margin. The complete text of 
the present and proposed Charter provisions 
is repeated in continuous form in Appendix B.

CODE OF ETHICS
We- recommend that the City Council 

"undertake further study of this broad area 
including consideration of recent constructive 
developments elsewhere" and then "adopt a. 
code of ethics for City officials and employees 
involved in planning and zoning matters." 
(Recommendation 31.) Fairness requires a 
code of ethics for planning and zoning matters 
to be established within the framework of a 
general code of ethics applicable to the entire 
City government. The following Charter pro- • 
vision is suggested to establish a mandate for 
both general and specific codes of ethics 
which will provide consistent guidelines for 
all officials and employees of the City.

# CONDUCT IN OFFICE
Sec 64.1. Ethics

The Council shall establish a Code 
of Ethics for all officers and employees 
of the City, whether elected or ap
pointed, paid or unpaid. The purpose 
of this' Code shall be fo establish 
ethical standards of conduct for all

such officers and employees- and to 
define those acts and actions that are 
incompatible with the best interests 

* of the City. Such Code may be sup
plemented by codes o.f ethics adopted 
by the various departments, boards 
and agencies of the City,' providing 
such supplementary codes are not in
consistent with the Council-adopted 
City-wide Code. _

These first two sentences of suggested 
Charter Section 64.1 are adapted from the 
"Declaration of Policy" contained in A Sug
gested Code of Ethics for Municipal Officials 
and Employees (Chicago*: International City 
Managers' Association, 1962). This publica
tion is recommended to the Council as a guide 
in its further study of-the subject."

- To implement such a Charter- provision, 
"the City Council should review, revise, and 
supplement the Code of Ethics previously 

'adopted by resolution. We also suggest that 
the Planning Commission periodically review 
its statement of "General Operating Policies 
and Practices," adopted October 19, 1967, 
and we urge the Board of Zoning Adjustment 
(to be renamed Boa ref of Zoning Appeals under 
one of our- recommendations) to adapt a simi
lar policy statement.

CONFLICT OF. INTEREST .
The present Charter provisions relating 

to conflicts of interest are-as follows:

Sec. 28. Members of the Council 
' and other officers and employees of 

the City shall be prohibited from vot
ing or acting Upon any matter, con
tract, 'sale or transaction to which the 
City or the Council,' or -such other 
officers or employees may be a party, 
to the extent and in 'all instances as 
now or may hereafter be provided by 
applicable general laws of the State 
of California. The effect of any such 
matter, contract, sale or transaction 
made or handled in violation of this 
section and the penalty to be imposed 
on any member of the Council or other .



officer or employee of the City acting 
in violation of this section shall be as 
now or hereafter provided by applicable 
genera/ Jaws of the State of California.

"Sec. 28.1. In the event the City 
Attorney is requested by any board/ 

. or member thereof,, officer, except a 
member of the Council, or employee, 
to.render an opinion upon the question 
of such -board's, board member's, of
ficer's or employee's prohibited interest 
under Section 28 of this Charter, the 
City Attorney shaK render a written 
opinion upon such question. Such 

. board, board member, officer or em
ployee may likewise request an opTnion 
from the City Attorney regarding any 

' situation wherein it may not be in the 
public interest for such board, board 
member, officer or employee to act 
in a particular matter, contract, sale 
or transaction and the City Attorney 
shad render a written opinion thereon.

In the event that pursuant to such 
request the City Attorney determines, 
by written opinion, that such board 
or board member, officer or employee 
has a prohibited interest under Section 
28 of this Charter, or that it is not - 
in the public interest for such board, 
board member, officer or employee to 
act in the matter, contract, sale or 
transaction involved, the same shall be 
transferred for action thereon fo the 
Board of Referred Powers; which is 
hrereby created. Unless such transfer 
is prohibited by-an applicable general 
law of the State of'California, the 
Board of Referred Powers is vested, 
with the same power to act upon any 
matter, contract, safe or transaction 
so transferred to it with the same force 
and effect as if acted upon by the 
board, officer or employee from whom 
the matrier, contract, sale or transac
tion was transferred. The Council shall 
provide by ordinance for all matters 
relating, to number of members, ap
pointment and functionii^ .of the

- Board -of Referred Powers and the 
procedure applicable in referring mat
ters to it for its determination.

These existing provisions are deficient 
in several respects. Section 28 merely applies 
State law on the subject to Los Angeles. How

. . ever, the present inadequacy of State conflict
of interest legislation has been revealed- in 
many ways. There is, of course, the possibility 
of further revision in State law,, but such re
visions may not prove adequate. The City 

- should recognize its authority and accept its 
responsibility to supplement State (aw in this 
field. .

Section 28.1 provides for 'the City At
torney to render opinions "regarding any situa
tion wherein It may not be in the public 
interest" for an officer or employee to act 
in a matter. No definition whatsoever of the 
term "public interest" is provided to guide 
the City Attorney in carrying.out this respon
sibility. Some stated guidelines should be 
directly available to the affected officials and 
shduld assist the City Attorney in further in
terpretations.

Finally, difficulties exist with the present 
provisions for the Board of Referred Powers.
It seems unnecessary to require the transfer 
of a matter to this Board simply because one 
member of a commission is disqualified from 
acting. In these cases the remaining members 
of a commission should be permitted to act, 
providing some protection is established against 
their vote Being influenced by the disqualified 
member. Also, in many cases a regularly des

’ ignated appeal agency could assume jurisdic
tion rrnore knowledgeably that the all-pucpose _ 
Board of Re ferried Powers. •

Another problem is that the rules for 
the appointment and functioning of the Board 
are left entirely to the Council. As now con
stituted, the Board consists entirely of Council- 
men. The result is that it does not provide an 
independent advisory function and its actions 
fend to be a mere formality.

In view of these various deficiencies, we 
suggest the repeal of present Charter Sections



Cdi Participation in an organiza
tion in a position of leader
ship or control or involving 
an obligation to the organi- 

• ration.

(e) -Personal relationships 
through friendship, family 
or other relationship which 
involve a compelling obliga
tion to anyone having an 
interest as described in Sub
sections (a), (b), fc) and (d) 
above. .

(f) Any similar influence.

28 and 28.1 and the adoption of provisions 
along the following lines:

# . Sec. <54.2, Conflict of Interest
(I) intent
No officer or employee of the City 

shall participate- 'in -or act upon or 
vote upon any matter in which there 
is or might reasonably appear to be 

- a substantial conflict between his per
sonal interest and the public interest.

These provisions are not intended to re
quire officers to divest themselves of private 
interests that might create a conflict. The, 
intention Is only to have them avoid acting in 
those specific situations -where they could be 
influenced by private considerations.

# (2) Definition of Conflict
A conflict of interest exists when 

there is any circumstance which leads 
an officer or employee of the City, 
when involved In an official action by 
or in behalf of the City, to make a 
decision or to exercise discretion or 
judgment other than in the public 
Interest. Circumstances which may 
create a conflict of interest include 
situations where an action by the City 
may affect particular groups, persons 
or property substantially differently 
from other groups, persons or property 
and an officer or employee involved 
in such action by or in behalf of the 
City has, directly or indirectly, a per
sonal interest in the matter. A personal 
interest wifi be presumed to exist by 
reason of:

fa) Current or prospective own
ership of property involving 
substantial interest or, con
trol,

(b) Current or prospective fi
nancial transactions.

(c) Current or prospective em
ployment.

This suggested provision would provide 
a framework for determining when a conflict 
of interest exists, ft should be noted, how
ever; that this is merely an enumeration of 
the 'subject matter to be considered. It would 
be left for the City Council to determine by 
ordinance the types and degree of ownership, 
the kinds of financial.transactions, the specific 
organizational and personal relationships, and 
other factors which would be presumed to 
constitute an actual conflict.

Note that under Subsection (d), member
ship in an organization would be a factor only 
if one is in a position of leadership, control 
or obligation with respect to It. Under Sub
section fe), personal relationships would be 
a factor only if there is a "compelling obliga
tion."

In the final analysis, it is a matter of 
individual conscience to determine whether 
or not a true conflict of interest is present. 
But the enumeration of the factors involved 
should at least be an aid in such self-exam
ination.

# (3) Disclosure and’ Disqualification .

(a) An officer or empfoyee who 
has a conflict of interest ' 
shall publicly disclose the 
general nature of the con
flict prior to participating in 
or acting upon the matter 
Involved on behalf of the



Cfty. If/ after having par-
• ' ' ticipated in a matter but

. ' ■’ prior fo final City action
- ' Upon the matter, an officer

or employee discovers that 
a conflict of interest exists, 

’ he shall immediately dis-
- . ' " dose tfrat fact.

This suggested Subsection implements 
• our Recommendation 32. We believe that in

dividual privacy will- be best protected by 
requiring a limited disclosure only when a 
specific conflict occurs rather that a regular 
and more comprehensive disclosure of one's 
total assets, real estate holdings, income, etc.,

* as has been suggested by others.
# (b) Any officer or employee,

- - upon disclosure that a. con-.
• ■ ■ - flict of interest exists, may
- . disquajify himself f«;om fur

- ther participation in or action
' ‘ • upon ’ the matter -involved:

’• ' Any officer or employee,
r • other than the Mayor, Mem- 

■ ’ bers ’ of the Council _ "and
Members of the Board of 

. .. Referred Powers, who has a
- substantial conflict of -infer-

■ . est, as such term is defined
_ -* in any ordinance adopted

. pursuant to this Section,
shall disqualify himself from 
further participation in or * 
action upon the matter.

It.is proposed that the Mayor and Council 
b£ .exempted from- forced disqualification (but 
not front the -disclosure requirement) since 
their legislative responsibilities cannot be
transferred to others. Also, failure of the 
MJayor to act on an ordinance is equivalent 
fo approval, while abstention by a Councilman 
would be equivalent to a vote against an ordi
nance. Therefore disqualification of these 
officers-is not necessarily impartial. The Board 
of Referred Powers is exempted because if is 
an agency-of fast- resort-T-there Is nowhere 
else to go if this board should be unable to 
act because of disqualification.

Note that a distinction is made here 
between substantial and minor conflict—with 
the definition to be spelled out by ordinance 
—and only the former would require dis
qualification.

#• (c) When an officer or employee
has a conflict of interest but 
does not disqualify himself, 

.then a complete public dis- 
■ closure of his personal in

terest in the matter shall be 
made.at the time of initial 
disclosure.

* - ; * *

(d) An officer or employee who 
- has a substantial conflict of 

interest shall not commu
nicate in anyway with other 

. .officers or employees of the
City concerning such matter 

" except for'statements of dis
closure and disqualification 

*a$ required under this Sec
tion. •

This non-communication provision is in
- tended to protect, for example, a commission 
from being influenced by a member who has 
a conflict of interest.- This will remove the 
need for the present requirement for transfer 
of a matter to the Board of Referred Powers 
even when only one member of a commission 
has a conflict. .

(4) Implementing Regulations

The Council, by ordinance, may pro
vide specific regulations refining the 
definition of* substantial conflict of 
interest, requirements and procedures 
for disclosure and disqualification, and 
such other implementing regulations 
as are cohsistenf with the provisions 
of this Section.

The following is a suggested outline of 
the sub/ects to be covered in the ordinance 
which should be adopted to Implement sug
gested Charter Section 64-2:



CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Purpose 
Definitions

Conflict of interest _
Substantial ,'
Minor -

Interests ■ -
Ownership 
Financial 
Employment 
Organizations I 
Personal

Relationship
Direct
Indirect
Family
Friendship

Regulations
Matters affected 

Contracts
Sales *
Purchases
Other transactions " 
Regulatory measures 
Policy actions

Persons affected 
Officers 
Employees

General disclosure—when required
Disqualification—when required
Detailed disclosure—when required
Communications

Scope
When prohibited

Procedures—steps, when, by. whom, 
forms, etc. ■

General disclosure

Detailed disclosure

Disqualification

Transfer of Jurisdiction 
To appellate agency 
To Board of Referred Powers

Earlier in this chapter, we pointed out 
some present problems with the Board of 
Referred Powers as now constituted. We pro
pose a new Charter provision for this Board 
as follows:
# Sec. 64-3. Board of Referred Powers

• - There is hereby created the Board
of Referred Powers which shall consist 
of five members, none of whom holds 
any other position as an officer or 
employee of the City. Said Board shall 
exercise the powers and perform the 
duties provided for in this Charter. 
The Council shall provide by ordinance 
for the appointment and functioning 
of the Board of Referred Powers.

Essentially, this Chatter proposal would 
continue the present provisions for the Board 
but With an Important restriction added so 
that none pf the members of the Board may 
hold other City positions. Accordingly, the 
Board members would not be otherwise In-- - 
volved in City actions, and consequently would 
be in a position to render independent deci
sions on recommendations in the same manner 
as the citizen commissions for which the Board 
would act as a substitute when necessary.

# Sec. 64.4. Transfer of Jurisdiction

(n the event that disqualifications 
made under Section 64.2 of this 
Charter shall render any agency of 
the City, other than the Mayor or City 
Council, unable fo act upon a matter 
as required by law, then the matter 
shall be transferred for action to the 
appellate agency for the type of matter 
Involved, IF there is no appellate agen
cy, then the matter shall be transferred 
to the Board of Referred Powers. The 
appellate agency or the Board.of Re
ferred Powers, as the case may be,

■ is hereby vested with the power to 
act upon any matter transferred to it 
in accordance with this Section wifh 

' the same force and effect as if acted 
upon by the* agency from which the' 
matter was transferred and is subject



to the rules governing the agency 
. having original jurisdiction.

Under this suggested provision, the Board 
of Referred Powers would come info pfay onfy 
as a fast resort. When an appeal agency exists 
which normaffy handies a given type of matter, 
if Is best qualified to serve as a substitute 
for the agency noimaily possessing original 
jurisdiction.

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS
State law provides certain requirements 

„about campaign contributions to candidates 
for local office. However, we believe they are 

• inadequate, particularly since complete and 
itemized reports are not required. More com- . 
prehensive reporting of campaign contribu
tions is recognized by many people in various 
phases of political activity and government 
as being a key requirement for insuring that 
campaign financing is an honest, open, and 
responsible activity. Therefore, We propose 
the adoption of supplementary regulations in 
the Charter and Municipal Code (Recommen
dation 35).
# Sec. 64.5. Contributions, Gifts and 

Gratuities •
(1) The Council, by ordinance, shatl 

regulate and may prohibit the offering 
to and the receipt by or in behalf of •

• .any candidate for office, officer or 
employee of the City any contribution, 
gift or gratuity. In whatever form, 
which would tend to create a conflict 
of interest. ■ •

(2) Ail candidates for office, offi
cers and employees of the City shall 

' he required to .submit itemized reports 
of contributions, gifts and gratuities,

. listing donors and amounts received 
- from each donor. Such reporting shall 

include .indirect contributions handled 
through campaign committees, cam
paign management firms or other in
dividuals and organizations.

The following is a suggested outline of 
the Code provisions which might be adopted 
pursuant to the above proposed Charter re
quirement: ' -

CONTRIBUTIONS, GIFTS 
AND GRATUITIES

Purpose -

Definitions
Regulations

Affected parties 
Ejected officials 
Candidates for elective office 
Appointed officers and employees 

, Individuals, firms or other organiza
tions receiving or disbursing funds 
or'services on behalf of candidates, 
officers or employees.

Reports required—source of funds and 
services and amount from each source.

. Procedures—steps, when, by whom, to
. • _ whom, forms, etc.

Individuals, firms and organizations 
must make reports to beneficiaries. 
Beneficiaries must file complete report 
With City Clerk
City Clerk fo retain for five years 
Information to be available to public

PRIVATE COMMUNICATIONS
In California, the Rafph M. Brown Act 

prohibits members of public bodies from 
reaching joint decisions in secret. We believe 
protection of focal public officials from private 
pressure and arguments hidden from public 
view should be expanded (Recommendation 
33).
# Sec. 64.6. Private Communications

The Council, by ordinance, shall 
regulate and may prohibit private com
munications between interested parties 
and officers or employees of the City 
concerning official matters which are 
or may be under consideration by such 
officers or employees. -

This suggested Charter provision is mere
ly a general mandate and enabling provision. 
We propose the establishment by ordinance 
of specific regulations along the lines of the 
following outline: .



(I

PRIVATE COMMUNICrv i IONS 
Purpose ' .
Definitions

-Affected parties .
Commissioners and Board members.

- • - Persons communicating with Commis
sioners and Board members.

. Regulations
No orai or written communication re
garding any matter pending before a 
board or commission except statements 

. presented in open public meeting or 
• written communications addressed to,
. the board or commission as a whole.

T 'If prohibited communication occurs: 
Disclosure by officer Involved.
Disqualification or vote against in
terest of party initiating prohibited 
communication.

We do not believe it is feasible to include 
the Mayor and Councilmen within,a "prohibi
tion against private communications. The 
remedy for abuses by elected officials is at 
the ballot box. But for advisory and quasi
judicial bodies which are appointed for the 
purpose of malting fair and impartial decisions 
or recommendations to elected officials, we 
believe that ail of the information upon which 
such actions are based should be equally avail
able to all members of such bodies and to the 
general public.

ENFORCEMENT
To clarify the procedures and penalties 

applicable fo violations of local requirements 
for conduct in office, it is suggested that a 
section on this subject be included in the 
Charter. .

# Sec, 64.7'. Misconduct in Office .

(I) Violations

. Any officer or employee of the City
who In the performance of his powers 
and duties violates the requirements 
of Sections 64.1 through 64.6 of this

r
Charter or any ordinances adopted pur
suant thereto shall be guilty of mis

. conduct in office.
(2) Discipline

(a) Officers and employees sub
feet to the civil service pro
visions of this Charter shall 
be std>/eict to discipline and 
penalties for misconduct In 
office only under said civil 
service provisions.

(b) Appointed officers and em
ployees not subject fo the 
civil service provisions . of 
this Charter and found guilty 
of misconduct in office shall 
be subject to suspension or 
removal by the appointing ■ 

t \ - authority.
, (c) Officers subject fo the pro

. visions of State law concern
ing misconduct in office shall 
also be subject to discipline 
and penalties in accordance 
with sard provisions.

Several problems about discipline and 
penalties may need to be considered further.
Is an officer who Is under civil service placed 
in double jeopardy since he might be charged 
both under civil service procedures and by a 
Grand Jury accusation under State law? In 
the case of an employee not under civil ser
vice, should a specific procedure be provided 
to determine guilt? • -

Ordinance provisions on misconduct in 
office should include the following subjects*.

ENFORCEMENT - *
Enforcing agencies designated

Department managers and Civil Service 
Commission for civil service employees.
Appointing authorities for noncivil ser
vice officers and employees.
Grand Jury accusation under State law* 
for elected officers and as alternative 
course of action for other officers.
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Provision for advisory opinions and inter- ordinance subject to misdemeanor
prelations by Gfy Attorney. or feiony prosecution. .
Disciplinary action Civif action

Procedures for bringing charges and 
determining guilt

Civil service employees
■ Noncivil service officers and em

ployees
Penalties 

Suspension 
Discharge or removal 
Fine

Penal action -
Jeopardy under other provisions of 
State (aw and Municipal Code.
Enumeration of provisions of this

Damages
Validity of City actions even though 
misconduct may be discovered.

OFFICERS OF THE CITY
To identify clearly the members of the 

Board of 'Zoning Appeals and the Board of 
Referred Powers as officers of the City, these 
titles should be added to Charter Section 5 
which fists the officers of the Gty. The title 
"Board of Zoning Appeals" is used instead 
of "Board of Zoning Adjustment" on the 
assumption that another Charter amendment 
will accomplish this title change in present 
Sections 97, 98. 9854 and 99. '



CHAPTER 4
CHARTER AMENDMENT CONCERNING TERMS OF 

OFFICE ON COMMISSIONS AND BOARDS

One of our recommendations is the 
amendment of the Charter "to strengthen 
the system of overlapping terms of service 
on the City Planning Commission and the- 
Board ‘of Zoning Appeals.'" (Recommendation 
27.) It seems clear that the present Charter 
intent is for Commissioners and Board mem
bers to serve regular five-year overlapping 
terms of office. However, the present provi
sions allow ati appointee to be removed from 
office at any time simply by the appointment 
and confirmation of a replacement. This con
stant possibility of removal conceivably could 
be used as a means of unduly influencing the 
actions of appointees. Sudden changes in the 
majority of the members on a board also could 
be accomplished, possibly resulting in a lack 
of continuity and consistency in the actions 
of such board. We believe it is essential to 
protect the independent advisory role of the 
Planning Commission and a consistent quasi
judicial role for the Board of Zoning Appeals.

The specific ways in which an incumbent 
board member can be removed under the 
present provisions are:

l, The Mayor may simply make a new 
appointment fo an office, even though there 
is an incumbent. The City Attorney has ruled 
that in such cases, confirmation of the new 
appointee automatically confirms the removal 
of the incumbent- However, in such cases, 
attention tends to be focused entirely upon 
the qualifications of the new appointee rather 
than upon the reasons for removal of the. 
incumbent.

2. Upon expiration of a term, the Mayor 
may faii to make either a reappointment or 
a new appointment- In this circumstance, the 
incumbent continues in office but is subject

- to replacement at any time by a new appointee.'
3. Possibly, an undated resignation could 

be secured as a condition of appointment and 
then held for use at any time.

Last year, after considering this tenure 
problem with respect to all City commissions, 
the Council approved a proposed Charter 
amendment for the April I, 1969 municipal 
election, to apply to ail City commissioners 
and the members of the Board of Zoning Ad
justment- This amendment was approved by 
the voters, ft requires die Mayor to make an 
appointment within 45 days of either the ex
piration of a term or the occurrence of a Va
cancy. If the Mayor does not act within the 
45 days, the power to appoint shifts to the 
President of the Council, and if he in turn 
fails to act within an additional 45 days the 
Council as a whole can make an appointment. 
Also, .if the Council fails to disapprove an 
appointment within 45 days after submission, 
the appointment is deemed confirmed. These 
provisions will tend to insure that appoint
ments are made at the beginning of each 
term of office and extended vacancies and 
holdovers do not occur.

We support this Charter amendment in 
the belief it will bring about a significant 
improvement in the existing situation. How
ever, we recognize it does not carry out our



recommendation in the fowuWing respects: '
1. The Mayor still could remove a com

missioner simply by obtaining the conf irmation 
of a new appointee. We proposed a require
ment that in such cases removal must precede 
a new appointment! By requiring a separate 
removal action, arbitrary removals would be 
unlikely, and an'appdinfee could expect to 
serve his-full term unless i valid and publicly 
stated reason is presented.

2. Removal still could be initiated only 
by the Mayor. We suggested the City Council 
be empowered to initiate removal by a two- 
thirds vote, and if the Major opposes such

tr

action, a four-fifths vote be required to sus
tain it.

3. The possibility remains for obtaining 
a prior, undated resignation as a condition of 
appointment- This coufd be prevented if the 
Charter provided that a resignation is valid 
only when publicly filed with the City Clerk 
by the office-holder.

4. We suggested 60-day periods, rather 
than 45-day periods, be allowed for the mak
ing of appointments and for Council disap
proval of appointments. We see no objection 
to the 45-day rule.



. CHAPTER 5
ADMISTRAWE AND POLICY ACTIONS

A number of our recommendations do 
not require changes In (he Gfy Charter or 
the Municipal Code and, therefore, can be 
accomplished by administrative order or policy 
resolution. In addition, some of (he proposed 
Charter and Code changes Will require signifi
cant policy and administrative action to prop- 
.erly implement the new legislation. These 
various action requirements are summarized 
In this Chapter. .

Arca-by-Area Schedule for General Plan 
(Recommendation 3J .

Our proposed Charter and Code provisions 
call for (he adoption and amendment of the 
General Plan on an- area»by-area basis. The 
Planning Department has scheduled a number 
of area or community General Plan studies as 
part of its work program. However, in order 
to carry out the proposed Charter requirement, 
it will be necessary for the Department to give 
continuing attention fo the definition of areas 
and the scheduling .for study'of all areas of 
the City.

Zoning Code Revision 
• (Recommendation 5) .

We recommend that a complete revision 
of the Zoning Code be undertaken. ,Funds 
are provided for this work in (he current 
City budget, and the - Planning Department 
sta ff and consultants are getting the project 
underway.' This work will require at least two 
years. We Urge that budgetary support for 
this project be continued at an adequate level.

Arca-by-Area Schedule for Zoning Map 
Revisions

- (Recommendation 6)
. We are proposing Charter and Code provi

sions to require an orderly area-by-area process 
of considering changes in the Zoning- Map 
in place of the present case-by-case procedure. 
The definition and scheduling of areas under 
this new procedure will require considerable 
study and analysis by the Planning Department 
and should be coordinated with the area-by
area General Plan program. 'Other factors to 

' be considered include the rate of development 
and the relative inadequacy of existing zoning 
patterns in various parts of the City.

Conditional Uses 
(Recommendation 7)

One of our major proposals is the estab
lishment by Code of suitable regulations and 
criteria to guide the Office of Zoning Admin
istration in acting upon conditional use per
mits. It has.been suggested by others that it 
is not possible to determine such regulations 
in the near future and therefore conditional 
uses.-must continue fo be handled without 
definite guidelines. This course of action is 
bound fo produce inequities and inconsistency 
in the application of zoning law. We firmly 
believe it is possible to establish workable 
guidelines if adequate attention is given to this ' 
matter. Therefore, we propose intensive study 
be initiated by the Planning Department to de
fine the significant characteristics of each type
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of land use subject to the conorftonal use proce
dure* and the principles,, criteria, and standards 
which should be applied in acting upon each 
such use. Priorities should be determined for 
the uses to be studied and staff should be 
assigned to begin this vital project for im
proving the Zoning £ode. This type of study 
should be a continuing function of the' Plan
ning Department if the Zoning Code is to be- 
kept Up-to-date with respect to new types of 
land use and the changing characteristics of 
existing land uses.

• "Q".—Qualified Zone
• (Recommendation .10} .

The Planning Commission and Gfy 
Council are currently considering an ordinance 
to create a new and -relatively unrestricted 
form of conditional use approval. Under this 

.proposal a "Q" zone designation could .be 
adopted legislatively in combination with any 
zone change. The ordinance which applies 
the "Q" designation to an applicant's prop
erty Would also specify one or more particular 
uses, in addition to those uses permitted under 
the previous zoning, to which the property 

■ could be put if it complies with specific con- . 
ditions included in the same ordinance.

We strongly oppose the "Q" zone concept 
because it includes no rules or criteria estab
lished in advance, thus creating unlimited 
possibilities for inconsistent and discrimina
tory action. We, therefore, urge that the "Q" 
zone proposal be filed.

In order to meet the problems which 
gave rise to the "Q" zone proposal, we suggest 
the conditional use approach be applied in 
accordance with our Recommendation 7. The 
particular types of uses and circumstances 
for which the "Q" zone was envisioned should 
be identified, placed in priority order and 
Studied for the purpose of establishing ade
quate criteria as proposed in this Chapter 
under -the subject of conditional uses.

■ Zoning Enforcement ‘
(Recommendation 11)

We recommend that the Building and 
Safety Department provide adequate staff for 
regular inspections and follow-up on compli-

ance with zoning regulations, particularly the /M?}Wil0 
special requirements of conditional use and. '
variance approvals. We urge the Building and- 
Safefv Dena/tmenf to tvalu^Fo __c:... -Safety Department to evaluate its effective- ' 
ness in this regard and to make known any ‘ ’ 
requirements for fully carrying out our rec
ommendation.

Notification of Hearings 
(Recommendation 17)

We offered several suggestions for im
provements in giving notice- to -the public 
about zoning proceedings. To implement these 
suggestions' the Planning Department should:

’ I. Improve the format and wording of 
hearing notices.

2. Resume the practice of having City 
personnel prepare property ownership lists 
for mailing of notices, rather than relying upon 
the submission of such lists by applicants.

3. .Adopt a definite policy of notifying 
owners of nearby property in those Instances 
where a matter is under consideration but no 
formal hearing is to be held.

In addition, we propose that data pro
cessing systems be improved as rapidly as 
possible to insure that accurate, up-to-date 
mailing addresses are used and to permit 
tenants in an area, as well as owners, to be 
notified. Studies of these data processing re- 
quiremenfs-should be pressed forward.

Subscription Service 
(Recommendation 18)

To provide an orderly system for furnish
ing notification to interested individuals and 
organizations which might not otherwise re
ceive notifications, we propose the Planning 
Department establish a subscription service. 
The Department should proceed with the task 
of setting up such a service.-

Commtssron and Board Appointments 
(Recommendation 24)

We consider it essential that people of 
the- highest integrity, competence and civic 
Interest be appointed to the Planning Com
mission and Board of Zoning Appeals. This 
requires the Mayor and City CourKrl to give
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continuing critical attention to their respon
sibilities in the selection and confirmation of 
appointees.

Orientation of Commission and Board 
Members

(Recommendation 25J 
We recommend that new appointees to 

the City Planning Commission and the Board 
of Zoning Appeais be furnished a written 
manual covering the nature of' the planning 
and zoning functions, the role of the Com
mission and Board, and the legal, policy and 
ethical limitations within which they operate. 
The Pfanning Department should proceed fo 
prepare and assemble this information in a 
convenient form.

Policy Reviews 
(Recommendation 26)

It is our understanding that the Planning 
Commission, Board of Zoning Adjustment and 
Planning Department s'taff occasionally con
duct meetings to review overall operations 
and basic policies and procedures. We com
mend this practice and urge its continuance 
and strengthening on a regularly scheduled 
basis. .

One important part of such discussions 
shoufd be periodic explanations by the City 
Attorney of significant court decisions. In 
addition, information on new techniques in 
planning and zoning should be presented. 
Finally, an exchange of attitudes and ideas 
shoufd take place among the agencies respon
sible for planning and zoning in Los Angeles- 
This exchange should be directed toward 
definition of their respective roles and ef
fective coordination of the City's planning 
and zoning processes.

Public Information 
(Recommendation 30)

We recommend strengthening of the 
City's public information efforts with respect 
to planning and zoning, including; I.

I. Making available simple, dear, ex
planations of objectives, policies, plans, regu
lations and procedures.

2. Placing capable perstihnel in public
contact positions. *

3. Maintaining-adequate records and 
staff at branch offices.

4. Providing simple and clear Written 
explanations of public hearing procedures.

Implementation of this recommendation 
wiii require continuing efforts by the Planning 
Department together with appropriate budget
ary support. We commend the Planning Com
mittee of the City Council for promptly acting 
upon item 4 above by preparing an explana
tion of its hearing procedure.

Field Inspection! by (be Board of 
- Zoning Appeals 

(Recommendation 34)
' Our Recommendation 22 and proposed 

Charter Section 99(3) provide for the Board 
to consider an appeal only upon the previously 
established record of the case. In keeping 
with this requirement, we recommend that 
field inspections not be undertaken by indivi
dual members of the Board but only by the 
Board as a whole. This procedure will insure 
that all members of the Board receive the 
same field information.

We urge the Board to adopt a rule gov
erning field inspections in accordance with 
this recommendation.

Grand Juries 
(Recommendation 36)

To provide a more adequate check on 
municipal planning and zoning affairs, we 
recommend that the State Legislature expand 
the powers of grand juries to permit investiga
tion of municipal planning and zoning matters 
on their .own initiative. We also support the 
recommendation for an additional grand jury 
in Los Angeles County.

To bring this matter to the attention of 
the State Legislature, we urge the Mayor and 
City Council to place this item in the City's 
State Legislative' Program,



APPEKDIX fl 
PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT 

RE: CITY PLANNING
Note: The text which follows constitutes 

the’complete warding of Article VKI as pro
posed by the Cifirenj Committee, with the 
additions and ^deletions from the existing 
provisions indicated. Additions are in boldface 
type and deletions are shown by strikeout type.

ARTICLE VIII
-DLPARTMEHT Of CITY PLANNING

Sec- 95. Director of Planning * ■
(1) The general manager of the Depart

ment of City Planning shall be known as the

He shall be chosen on the basis of his adminis
trative and technical qualifications, with spe
cial reference fo his actual experience in and 
his knowledge of accepted practice in the 
field of city planning.
Sc c. 95.

(2) The Director of Planning shall have 
the following, powers and duties, subject to 

-supervision ond direction advice by the City 
Planning Commission as to matters of policy:

(a) With the advice of the -Coordinating- 
General Plan Advisory Board, he shall 
prepare -e-mastcr plan- the General

time to time extend and modify the 
same; and he shall prepare all maps, 
diagrams, charts and reports which 
may be necessary or advisable in the

Plan.
(b) Subject to the approval of the City 

Pfanning Commission, he shall pre
pare all proposed zoning regulations 
and requirements, -establishing- in
cluding the necessary districts or 
zones in connection therewith, and 
he shall prepare all maps, charts and 
diagrams which may be necessary or 
advisable in the making of such zori- 
ing regulations.

(c) He shall make investigations and re
port on the design and improvement 
of all proposed subdivisions of land 
and shall have such powers and per
form such duties as are required by



the Subdivision Map Act of the State 
of California.

have such additional powers and 
duties as may be imposed upon him 
by ordinance.

Sec.

Sec. 95.5. General Plan Advisory Board 
* There is hereby created a Master-General

Plan Advisory Board which shall be composed 
of the Director of Planning, the Mayor, a 
member of the Council designated by the 
President of the Council, the City Adminisfra-.. 
live Officer, the City.Engineer, the Executive 
Director of the "Housing Authority, the Ex
ecutive Director of the Community Redevelop
ment Agency, and the general managers of 
each of the following departments; namely. 
Building and Safety, Fire, Police (or the 
bureaus thereof). Public Utilities and Trans
portation, Recreation and Parks, Traffic, Air
ports, Harbor, and Water and Power (or the 
bureaus thereof), together with -sueh—ether- 
not to exceed three additional officers of the 
City or heads of City agencies as the Mayor 
may designate from time fo time -designate.

Each member of the Board, except as 
hereinafter provided, may designate a repre
sentative to act as an alternate for such 
member provided that the representative so 
designated occupies a position of the highest 
managerial level in the office,-or department 
or agency below that of the member making 
such designation. The Mayor may designate a 
representative fo act as his alternate provided 
the representative so designated is a person 
occupying an executive position in the Office 
of Mayor. In the case of the member of the 
Council designated by the President of the 
Council, the designation of a representative 
to act as an alternate for such member shall 
be made by the President of the Council. In 
the case of officers of the Q'ty designated by 
the Mayor, the designation of the alternate 
shafl be made by the Mayor. Only a member 
of the Council may be designated as an alter
nate by the President of the Council and only 
an officer of the City may be designated as

(

an alternate for those officers of the City 
designated by the Mayor to serve on said 
Board.

The Director of Planning shall be (ihatr- 
man of said Board and shall be responsible 
for giving notice of its meetings and keeping 
the records thereof. Said Board shall meet at 
the call of either the Chairman, the Mayor, 
or the Q'ty Administrative Officer. When a. 

• meeting of the Board is called by the Mayor 
or the City Administrative Officer, such of
ficer shall forthwith notify the Chairman of 
such cafi and -he- the Chairman shall give 
notice of the meeting to be held pursuant to 
said call. Two-tKirds of the members of the 

' Boand shall constitute a quorum for the trans
action of business, but a smaller number may 
adjourn from time to time until a quorum be 
present. .

" ‘ The function and duty of the Board shtifi 
be to advise with and assist the. Director of 
Planning in the preparation of the-master plan- 
General Plan and of amendments or changes 

-thereof- thereto; and, for such purpose-, the 
work of the Board may from time to time be 
assigned to committees thereof, appointed by 
the Chairman, for report and recommendation 
thereon fo the Board. The Chairman, the 
Board and the committees thereof shall have 
the authority to obtain information and advice 
from any available source deemed suitable.

Sec. 96. City Planning Commission
The Board of City Planning Commis

sioners shafl be known as the ""City Planning 
Commission.""" It shall serve in an adrisoty 
capacity fo the Mayor and Council on aH 
matters related to the city planning function 
which involve legislation or determination of 
policy. It shall also serve in an advisory capa
city to -the Director of Planning on matters 
of policy pertaining fo the development, adop
tion a'nd amendment of the-General Plan and 
specific plans, including the xoning ordi
nance. If may review the findings and recom
mendations of the Director of Planning on 
these and other matters related to the city 
planning function and submit its oWn findings 
and recommendations thereon. -
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Sec. General Plan
The General Plan shall he a comprehen

sive declaration of purposes, policies and pro
grams for the development of the City, and 
shall Include, where applicable, diagrams, 
•naps and text setting forth objectives, prin
ciples, standards and other features. . -

(I) Purpose, The General Plan shall 
serve as a haste and continuous reference in
(a) planning for the development of the City,
(b) developing, correlating and coordinating 
official regulations, controls, programs and 
services, and (cj attaining coordination of 
planning and administrafloij by all agencies 
of the City government, other governmental 
bodies and private organisations and indivi
duals involved in the development of the City.

(2) Content. The General Plan shall 
include fhe following elements;

(b) A circulation element indicating the 
general location and characteristics 
of existing and proposed freeways, 
major thoroughfares, transportation 
routes, terminals, and other facilities 
and features all correlated with the 
land use element of the General Plan.

(c) A service-systems element indicating 
the general location and character
istics of service-systems supplying 
the City with utilities and services.

The General Plan may include other 
elements including those enumerated by State 

■Law yrhen approved hy the Planning Com
mission and the Council.

(3) Procedure. The Director of Planning, 
with the adriee of the Planning Commission 
and the General Plan Advisory Board, shall 
prepare in the manner prescribed by this 
Charter and by ordinance, and the Planning 
Commission shad approve and the Council 
shall adopt by resolution, a comprehensive 
General Plan for fhe development of the City 
and of any land outside the boundaries of the 
City which bears relation to its planning.

Proceedings pertaining to- preparation, 
consideration, hearings, time limits, 'approval 
and adoption of fhe General Plan, or any of 
its parts or amendments thereto, shall be as 
provided by ordinance, subject fo the follow
ing limitations;

(a) The General Plan shall be so prepared 
that the Planning Commission may 
approve and the Council may adopt 
it only as follows: as .a whole; by 
complete subject elements; by sub
stantial geographical areas; or by 
substantial portions of subject ele
ments; provided that any such area 
or portion has significant social, 
economic or physical identity.

fa} A land use element which designates 
the proposed general distribution, 
location and extent of the uses of 
land, and includes a statement of 
fhe standards of population density 
and building intensity for the various 
areas covered by the General Plan.

(b) After public hearing by the Planning 
Commission, and upon its approval 

. of said General Plan or any part 
thereof or amendment thereto, the 
same shall be presented fo the Mayor 

' and the Council by fhe Director of 
planning.



(c) After receipt of the General Plan or 
any part thereof or amendment there
to as approved by the Planning Com

' mission; and upon receipt of the 
recommendations by the Mayor rela
tive thereto, or the expiration of 30 
days, whichever first occurs, fhe 
Council shall conduct a public hear
ing before acting thereon, and there
after may adopt such Plan, or part 
thereof or amendments thereto pro
vided the consideration of any such 
part or amendment conforms fo the 
limitations set forth in Subsection (3) .
(a) hereof. -

(d) (f the Council proposes any change 
from that which is approved by the 
Planning Commission, such proposed 
change mUst be referred to the Di
rector of Planning, the Planning 
Commission and the Mayor for rec
ommendation. The Planning Commis
sion and the Mayor must act thereon 
within a period determined by ordi
nance, or such longer period as the 
Council may designate. Failure fo 
act within such time shall be deemed 
to be an approval.

(e) Upon conclusion of its public hearing 
. if no changes are proposed by the 

Council, or after receipt of the 
Mayor's and Planning Commission's 
recommendations on any proposed 
change, or. the expiration of their 
time to act thereon, final action by 
the Council shall be taken within a

... period determined by ordinance.

(f) Adoption of fhe General Plan or any 
part, thereof Or amendment thereto . 
shall be by majority rote of the entire 
Council if not contrary to the' recom
mendations of either the Planning 
Commission or the Mayor. A tWo- 
fhirds rote shall- be required if con
trary to fhe recommendations of 
either the Planning Commission or 
the Mayor, and a three-fourths vote 
shall be required if action of fhe

f

Council is contrary to the recommen
dations of both the Planning Com- 
mesion and the Mayor.

f4) Implementation. The-Gity-Planning 
Commission shall make such reports and reo- 

• ommendations to fhe City- Council and fo 
other governmental officers or agencies as. 
may be necessary to secure adherence to and

master plan General Plan, and may publish 
and distribute reports relating -to tho-mgsfer- 
fba- thereto. A copy of all adopted portions 
of the General Plan shall be available for 
inspection in the main’and each branch office 
of fhe Department of City Planning. •

(S) Compliance. When acting upon a 
specific plan or any other matter enumerated 
In Sections .97.1 through 97J of this Charter, 
the Planning Commission and the Council 
shaif-make specific findings showing that the 
action is in substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General 
Plan. If the Council does not adopt fhe Plan
ning Commission's findings and recommenda
tions, the Council. shall then adopt its own 
specific findings.

Sec. 96.6. General Plan and-.Zoning Areas
For fhe purpose of reviewing or Amending 

fhe Genera! Plan and the zoning map, the 
Planning Commission shall recommend to the 
Council, and the Council shall adopt an ordi
nance providing for fhe division of the entire 
City into areas and providing a schedule for 
the consideration of such areas. The schedule 
shall be adhered fo unless fhe Planning Com
mission determines there are special circum
stances affecting fhe public interest as sucli 
may be defined by ordinance which necessi
tate a deviation therefrom. Any proposal or 
application for the adoption of or amendment 
to either the General Plan or the zoning map 
shall be considered only during the period 
scheduled for the area involved except that 
matters involving City-wide application need 
not be considered on an area by area basis.

Sec. 97.i. Specific Plans .
A specific plan Is a precise Statement of 

policies, standards and regulations together
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with a map or description defining (he exact 
locations where such policies, standards and 
regulations are applicable.

fl) Purpose. The purpose of a specific 
plan shall be to provide, by ordinance, regula- 
'tory controls for the systematic execution of 
the General Plan and to provide for public 
needs, convenience and general welfare.

- (2) Content. Such specific plans may
include:

(a) Zoning: Regulation of the use of
land and buildings, the height and 
bulk of buildings, and the Open 
spaces about buildings.

fb) Public Projects: Regulations limiting 
the location of buildings and other 
improvements in relation to existing 
or planned -rights-of-way or other 
types of public projects.

{el Such other measures as may be re
quired to insure the execution of the 
General Plan. .

(3) Procedure, The Council ntay, by 
ordinance, provide regulations consistent with 
the provisions of this Charter, for the prepara
tion, consideration, hearings, time limits, ap
proval and adoption of specific plans, and 
amendments thereto. ..

Sec. 92.2. Specific Plans—Zoning
fI) -Oj- No ordinance, order or resolu- 

. tion shall be adopted by the Council Involving 
(9 the creation or change.of any zones or 
districts for the purpose of regulating the use 
of land, density of population, the height, 
bulk, location or use of buildings or structures 
therein, of the' size of yards,- open spaces or 
setbacks adjacent to buildings or structures, 
or (ii) the authorization of location and regu
lation of uses of land which may be designated 
•in the zoning ordinance as undassiffable ac
cording to zones or districts, or CiiiJ the' es
tablishment, change or repeal of regulations 
applying within any of said zones, districts, - 
yards, open spaces, or setbacks, unless-and- 

■until- if shall have first been submitted to the 
■Sty Planning Commission for report and rec
ommendation concerning the following:

-City- General Plan, specific plans and 
-er- any plans being prepared by the 
Department of City Planning, and

(b) Whether its adoption wifi be in con
formity with public necessity, con
venience, general welfare and good - 

' ‘ zoning practice.
12) Proceedings for the creation or change 

of any of said zones or districts, or the au
thorization of an uncfassifiabfe use, or the 
establishment, change or repeat of any regu
lations applying -therein- thereto, may be in
itiated by the filing of an application with the 

-City-Planning Commission as provided for by 
ordinance, or by the Council or the -City-Plan
ning Commission. •



Sec. 97.3. Specific Plans—Building Lines
(II Mo ordinance, order or resolution 

shall be adopted by the Council regulating 
the setback of buildings or other improvements 
adjacent to a street or highway unless it shall 
hare first been submitted to the Planning 
Commission for report and recommendation 
concerning: its relation to and effect upon the 
General Plan, the applicable zoning regula
tions and any other specific plans, and any 
plans being prepared by the Department of 
City Planning; and its conformity with public 
necessity, convenience and general welfare.

(2) Proceedings for'the establishment, 
change or repeat of any such building line 
regulations shall be subject to the same lim
itations set forth in Subsections (2) and (3) 
of Section 97.2 of this Charter.
Sec. 97.4. Specific Plans—Public Projects 

(1] Purpose. Specific plans for public

projects may be adopted in order to establish 
regulations and protection against intrusions 

’ into land area required for physical public 
improvements such as streets, parks, public 
buildings or other functional public features.

(2) Content. A specific plan for a public 
project shall include a map, with or without

' descriptive text, showing the exact location, 
required land area, and dimensions of a pro
posed public project, and may include regu
lations limiting the location of buildings or 
other improvements both within and adjacent 
to the land area required for the project.

(3) Procedure. When a public project 
needs specific and controlling identification 
and protection, the Director of Planning with 
the assistance of the City Engineer or the 
technical head of any other department whose

. duties are reasonably related to such project 
shall prepare, in the manner prescribed by 
this Charter and by ordinance, a specific pTan, 
Upon repotf and recommendation by the 
Planning Commission, such plan shall be 
transmitted to the Council. Adoption of any 
such plan shall be by ordinance. ■

The Council may, by ordinance, provide 
further regulations pertaining to the proceed
ings for the preparation, consideration, hear
ings, time limits, approval and adoption of 
such specific plans, or amendments thereto.

Sec. 97.6. Referrals—Public Uses.
. (T1 No ordinance, order or resolution

shall be adopted by the Council authorizing, 
ordering or involving any of the following 
enumerated matters, unless -and -until- such 
ordinance, order or resolution shall have first 
been submitted to the ■City- Planning Com
mission for report and recommendation con
cerning the relation of the matter involved 
to and its effect upon ■any ■ portion-of the

applicable specific plans and -on any plans 
being prepared by •said-department- the De
partment of City Planning:

(a) The acquisition, establishing, open
ing, widening, narrowing, straighten
ing, abandoning or vacating of any 
public street, road, highway, alley, 
square, .park, pfayground, airport,



public building site, or other public 
way, ground or open space, but not 
including easements for local sanitary 
sewers, storm drains or slopes.

(b) The location, appearance, and Width 
of any bridge, viaduct, subway, tun
nel or elevated roadway for the use 
of pedestrian or vehicular traffic, or 
the location and appearance of any 
public building.

Sec. 97.7. Referrals — Other Development 
Regulations

' fl) Mo ordinance, order or resolution 
shall be adopted by the Council Involving any 
of the following matters unless it shall have 
first been submitted to the Planning Commis
sion for report and recommendation concern
ing the relationship of the matter involved to 
and its effect upon the General Plan, specific 
pfans, and any other plans and regulations 
approved by the Commission or being pre
pared by the Department of City Planning:

fal Subdivision regulations.
(bj Private street regulations.
|c) Such other types of regulatory mea

sures related to the General Plan ©r 
the development of the City as may 
be defined for this purpose by ordi-

(2) Upon the receipt of any such pro
posed ordinance, order or resolution, it shall 
he the duty of (he Planning Commission to 
make and fife Its report and recommendations 
thereon with the Council within a time limit 
prescribed by ordinance. If the Commission 
recommends approral or tails to make any 
recommendation within th$ prescribed time 
limit, the Council may adopt such ordinance, 
order or resolution by majority vote of the 
whale Council. If the Commission recom
mends against the approral thereof, the Coun
cil may adopt same only upon a two-thirds 
vote of the whole Council.

Sec, 97Delegation of Authority

-(5}- The City Planning Commission may 
authorize the Director of Planning to approve 
or disapprove for the City Planning ■ Commis
sion or the Board of Zoning -Adjustment-; any 
ordinance, order or resolution which -he- finds 
is subject to the provisions of Sections 97.1 
through 97.7 of this Charter. In exercising any 
such authority^ the' Director must find that



Sec. 97.9. Hearings and Investigations
•©)- In complying with the provisions of 

-this—section- Sections 97. T through 97.7 of 
this Charter, the City- Planning Commission 
shall hold such hearing or hearings as if may 
determine, or as may be required by ordinance,- 
or may direct ah examiner to conduct such 
hearing? for it. The Director of Planning shall 
make such investigations relative to all matters

97.1 through 97.7 as the-Sty-Planning Com
mission may direct and shall file his reports 
thereon with the Commission., .

Sec. 98. Office of Zoninj Administration
(t) There is hereby created as a quasi

judicial agency the Office of Zoning Adminis- 
' tration. The functions and duties of this office 
shall be performed by one or more Zoning 
Administrators as authorized by the Councifr- 
and who shall be appointed by the Director 
of Planning subject to the Civil- Service pro
visions of this Charter, if more than one Zon
ing Administrator is authorized, a position of 
Chief Zoning Administrator shall be estab

lished, the appointment to which shall be made 
by the Director of Planning?-and such others 
shall be Associate Zoning Administrators.

titnp -th?^ —5cctt on becomes 
-eentteue-fa-the position of Zoning-Adminis- 
•trafef-hercurtder, -ond-if-he-fafther-holds sHch-

(2) Subject to such rules and regulations 
as the Council may prescribe By ordinance, • 
the Chief Zoning Administrator and Associate

Zoning Administrators shall have the following 
powers and duties:

la) -fW-To investigate and make a deter
mination upon appeals where it is 
alleged there is error or abuse of 

. discretion in any order, requirement, 
decision or determination, made by

• ' - the Department of Building and Safe
ty in the enforcement or administra
tion of the provisions of any ordi
nance adopted by the Council creating 
zoning districts or regulating the use 
of property in the ’City.

(b) To investigate and make a determina
tion upon all applications for condi
tional use permits (which uses gen
erally require a special degree of 
control to assure their compatibility 
with other surrounding uses) or any 

. • similar administrative determination
required by the zoning ordinance to

• be considered and acted upon under 
criteria, standards and limitations 
established by ordinance. The grant
ing of a conditional use permit or 
similar administrative determination 
shall not adversely affect the various 
elements aiid objectives of the Gen

. era! Plan. A Zoning Administrator
may impose restrictions and limita
tions beyond those specified in the 
zoning ordinance where, for reasons 
cited in his findings, such restrictions 
and limitations are necessaty to assure 
compliance with the purposes, intent 
and provisions of the criteria/ stan
dards and (imitations established by 
ordinance.

(c) To investigate and make a determina
tion upon applications for planned 
unit development projects (which are 
generally large-scale projects adher
ing to the policies and. standards 
described in the General Plan and 
inherent in the requirements of the 
zoning ordinance, but allowing flexi
bility tn design of open spaces, height 
and placement of buildings-and'in
cidental uses) by the same procedures 
provided for considering and appror- . ' 
ing conditional uses, subject to the



restrictions, requirements and limita
tions consistent herewith established 

* for planned unit developments by the 
zoning ordinance. The planned unit 
development procedure may be util
ized for residential, commercial, or 
industrial projects.

(d) -f2J- To investigate and make a de
termination upon all applications for 
Variances from any of the regulations 
and requirements of the zoning ordi
nances. Before granting an applica
tion for a variance, a Zoning Admin
istrator must find:

- ■ (i) -Co}-That the strict application of 
the provisions of the zoning -regu 

-fattens-or- requirements-ordinance 
' would result in practical difficul-.

ties or unnecessary hardships in- 
• consistent with the general pur- 

• pose and intent of the zoning 
regulations/

(rii) That such variance is necessary 
for the preservation and enjoy
ment of a substantial property 

- right or use generally possessed 
by other property in the same 
zone and vicinity-but which, be- 

.cause of such special circum
stances or unnecessary hardships,

• is denied to -the property in 
question;

Or) -fe?- That the granting of -a- such 
variance will • not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare 

- or injurious to property or im
provements in -sueh-the satpe zone 
or-neighfcorhood vicinity in which

• the property is located; and

(e) To determine, pursuant to procedures 
and limitations provided in the zon
ing ordinance, the proper classifica
tion of those uses not specifically 
listed in such ordinance.

If) Under standards, limitations and pro
cedures established by ordinance, to ' 
grant slight modifications in yard and .. 
area requirements of the zoning ordi
nance when the size or shape of the 
property makes the literal application 
of the yard and area requirements 
impractical. - -

•fthdings- shaft fee made -in conjunction with 
-off- other-dctormifiatiefls-ef o Zoning Admin-

■tothe-Board of-Zoning Adjustment:

(3J Determinations hy a Zoning Admin
istrator shall be supported by written findings 
of fact based upon testimony and documents 
presented fo him, together with the results 
of his investigations, except that no written 
findings shall be required for slight modifi
cations in yard or area requirements.'
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.. . APPENDIX B .. .
SUGGESTED DRAFT OF CHARTER AMENDMENT 

RE: CONDUCT IH OFFICE
Note: ft is proposed to: (1} amend Sec

tion S of the Charter by adding to the fist of 
officers; (2) repeal present Charter Section 
28 and 28,1 concerning conflict of interest; 
and (3) add new provisions at the end of Ar
ticle IV under a new heading "Conduct in 
.Office." In the following text, the proposed 
additions arc shown in boldface type.

Amend Section 5 as follows:
Sec, 5, The officers of the City shall be: '

A Mayor,
The Members of the Council,
A Cify Attorney, " .
A City Clerk,
A Controller,
A City Engineer, •
A City Administrative Officer,
A Purchasing Agent,

■ . A Secretary of the Board of Public Works,
A Treasurer,
The Members of the Board of Education, 
A City School Superintendent,
The Members of the Boards of the De

partments- and the Chief Administrative Offi
cer of each Department,

The Members of the Board of Referred 
Powers,

The Members of the Board of Zoning 
Appeals,

Such other officers as shatf be named by 
ordinance. -

Repeal Sections 28 and 28, i which read as 
follows:

Sec. 28. Members of the Council and 
other officers-and employees of the City shall 
be prohibited from voting or acting upon- any 
matter, contract, sale or transaction to which 
the City or the Council, or such other officers 
or employees may be a party, to the extent and 
in all instances as now or may hereafter be 
provided by applicable general laws of the 
State of California. The effect of any such 
matter, contract, sale or transaction made or 
handled in violation of this section and the 
penalty to be imposed on any member of the 
Council or other officer or employee.of the 
City acting in violation of this section shall 
be as now or hereafter provided by applicable 
general laws of the State of California.

Sec. 28.1. In the event the Gty Attorney 
is requested by any board, or member thereof, 
officer, except a member of the Council, or 
employee, to render an opinion upon the 
question of such board's, board member's, of
ficer's or employee's prohibited interest under



i

Section 28 of this Charter, the City Attorney 
shaft render a written opinion upon such ques- 

. tion. Such board, board member, officer or 
empfoyee may likewise request an opinion 
from the City Attorney regarding any situation 
wherein it may not be in the public interest 
for such board, board member, officer or em
ployee to act in a particular matter, contract, 
safe or transaction and the City Attorney shall 
render a written opinion thereon.

In the event that pursuant to such re
quest the City Attorney determines, by Written 
opinion, that such board or board member, 
officer or employee has a prohibited Interest 
under Section -28 of this Charter, or that-it is- 

-not fn the public interest for such board, " 
board member, officer or employee to act in 
the matter, contract, sale or transaction in
volved, the-.same shall be transferred for ac
tion thereon to the Board of Referred Powers, 
which is hereby created. Unless such transfer 
is prohibited by an applicable general law of 
the State of California, the Board of Referred 
Powers is vested with the same power to act 
upon any matter, contract, sale or transaction 
so transferred to it with the same force and 
effect as if acted upon by the board, officer 
or empfoyee from whom the matter, contract, 
sale or transaction was transferred. The Coun
cil shall provide by ordinance for all matters 
relating to number of members, appointment 
and functioning of the Board of Referred 
Powers and the procedure applicable in re
ferring matters to it for its determination.

* * *■

Add the following new sections at the end of 
Article IV:

CONDUCT fH OFFICE 

Sec. <54. T. Ethics
The Council shall establish a Code of 

Ethics for all officers and employees of the 
City, whether elected or appointed, paid or 
unpaid. The purpose of this Code shad be 
to establish ethical standards of conduct for

all‘such officers and employees and to define 
those acts and actions that are incompatible 
with the best interests of the City. Such Code 
may he supplemented by codes of ethics 
adopted by the various departments, boards 
and agencies of the City, providing such sup
plementary codes are not inconsistent with 
the Council adopted City-wide Code.

Sec. 64.2. Conflict of Interest

(11 Intent g
No officer or employee of the City shall 

participate in or act upon or vote upon any 
matter in which there is or might reasonably 
appear to be a substantial conflict between 
his personal interest and the public interest.
- (2) Definition of Conflict

' conflict of interest exists when there
is any circumstance which leads an officer 
or empfoyee of the City, when involved in an 
official action by or in behalf of the City, to. 
make a decision or to exercise discretion .or 
judgment other than in the public'interest. 
Circumstances which may create a conflict of 
interest include situations where an action by 
the City may affect particular groups, .persons 
or property substantially differently from 
other groups, persons or property and an of
ficer or employee involved in such action by 
or in behalf of the City has, directly or indi
rectly, a personal interest in the matter. A ' 
personal interest will he presumed to exist by 
reason of; ■.

(a) Current or prospective ownership of 
property Involving substantial interest 
or control.

(bj Current or prospective financial trans
actions. . -

(c) Current or prospective employment.
(d) Participation in an organization in 

a position of leadership or control 
or involving an obligation to the 
otganixatfon.

(e) Personal relationships, through 
friendship, family or 'other relation
ship, which inrolre a compelling

. ■ 83



obligation to anyone haring an inter
est as described in subsections (a),
(b), (c) and (dj above.

Cf) Any similar influence.

substantial conflict of interest, requirements 
and procedures for disclosure and disqualifi
cation, and such other implementing regula
tions as are consistent with the provisions of 
this Section. -

(3) Disclosure and Disqualification
(aj An . officer or employee who has a 

conflict of interest shall publicly dis- 
- close the general nature of the con

flict prior to participating in or acting 
upon the matter invoired on behalf 
of. the City. If, after haring parti
cipated in a matter but prior to final 

. City action upon the matter, an of
ficer or employee discovers that a 
conflict of interest exists, he shall 
immediately disclose that fact.

lb) Any officer or employee, upon dis
closure that a conflict of interest 
exists, may disqualify himself from 
further participation in or action upon 
the matter invoired. Any officer or 

, employee, other than the Mayor, 
Members of the Council and Mem
bers of the Board of Referred Po%erj, 
who has atr substantial conflict of in

‘ terest, as such ferm./s defined in-any 
ordinance adopted pursuant to this 
Section, shaft disqualify himself from 
furl her participation in or action upon 
the matter.

(c) When an officer or employee has a 
conflict of interest but does not dis
qualify himself, then a complete 
public disclosure of his personal in
terest in the matter shall be nude 
at the time of initial disclosure.

.(d) An officer or employee who has a . 
substantial conflict of interest- shall 
.not communicate in any yeay with 
other officers or employees of the 

' City concerning such matter except 
for statements of disclosure and dis
qualification as required under this 
Section.

(4) Implementing Regulations '
' ■ The 'Council, by ordinance, may provide 
specific regulations refining the definition of

Sec. 64.3. Board of Referred Powers
There' is hereby 'created the' Board of 

Referred Powers which shall consist of fire 
members, none of whom holds any other posi
tion as an officer or employee of the City. 
Said Board shall exercise the powers and per
form the duties provided for rn this Charter. 
The Council shall provide by ordinance for 
the appointment and functioning of the Boat'd 
of Referred Powers.

Sec. 64.4. Transfer of Jurisdiction
. In the erect that disqualifications made 

Under Section 44.2 of this Chatter shall render 
any agency of the City, other than the Mayor 
or City Council, unable fa act upon i matter 
as required by law, then the matter shall be 
transferred for action to the appellate agency 
for the type of matter involved. If there is 
no appellate agency, then the matter shall be 
transferred to the Board of Referred Powers. 
The appellate agency or the Board of Referred 
Powers, as the case may be, is hereby vested 
with the power to act' upon any matter trans
ferred to it iit accordance with this Section 
with the same Force and effect as if acted 

- upon by the agency from which Hie matter 
was transferred, and is subject to the' rules 
governing the agency having original juris
diction.

Sec. 64.S, Contributions, Gifts and Gratuities
(1) The Council, by ordinance, shall reg

ulate and may prohibit the offering to and the 
receipt by or in behalf of any candidate for 
office, officer or empfoyee of the City any 
.contribution, gift or gratuity, in whatever 
form, which Would tend to create a conflict 
of interest. .

(2) All candidates for-office, officers and 
employees of the City shall be required fo 
submit itemixed reports of contributions, gifts 
and gratuities, fisting donors and amounts re
ceived from each donor. Such reporting shall



include indirect contributions bandied through (2) Discipline
campaign committees, campaign management

(a) Officers and employees subject tofirms or other individuals and organizations.
the civil service provisions of this

Sec. 64.6. Private Communications Charter shall be subject to discipline
and penalties for misconduct in of-The Council, by ordinance, shaft regulate fice only under said civil service.and may prohibit private communications h&- prorisioctstween interested parties and officers or em

ployees of the City concerning official matters andApp o in ted o f f ice rs employees(b)which are o'r may be under consideration by not subject to the civil service pro-such officers or cmployces. this Charter and foundofVisrons
guilty of misconduct In office shallSec. 64.T. Misconduct in Office be subject to suspension or removal

Violations by the appointing authority.
Any officer or empfoyee of the City whs

(c) Officers subject to the provisions ofin the performance of his powers and duties
State law concerning misconduct inviolates the requirements of Sections 64,1
office, shaff also be subject to disci-through 64*6 of this Charter or any ordinances
pline and penalties in accordanceadopted pursuant thereto shall be guilty of
with sard provisions.misconduct office.

sotsj■r
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CROSS INDEX OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CITIZENS. COMMITTEE 
PRESENT CHARTER PROVISIONS AND PROPOSED CHARTER PROVISIONS

Subject
Cfticcnc GocuntNte 
Rccamtneudatiati 

HarttScr
Pfcrcut
Chatter
Section

Prc pored 
Cfcartcr 
Section

Ptfg« Nor. 
b.n.tt 
Report

Deportment of City Plonning ' -

Authorization of Powers orvd Duties 94 94 , 8

City Planning Commission • •* . •
Wc . 96 96 12
Functions * 96 Si 96 12
Hearings and Investigations 97(3) 97.9 26

Director of Planning
Title, Qualifications ' 94 K 95(1) 10
Powers and Duties • 95 95(2) 10
Delegation of Authority to . 97(5) 97.8 26

„ investigations For Commission 97(3} 97.9 ‘ 26

General Plan
. Definition i 95(a) 963 10,13

Putposc i hfoaC 963(1) 13
Content i None 96.5(2) 14
Procedure 2 9614 96.5(3) 15
Review by Area 3 None 96.6 IB
Implementation 9614 96.5(4) 17, 19

- Compliance 4 None 96.SC5) 17
Advisory Board 9534 953 11

Specific Plans
’ Definition, Purpose, Content, Procedure None ‘ 97.1 19

Zoning ■ -
Legislative Procedure 97(2) 97.2 20
Review by Area . • 6 97(2) 96.6 . IS
Conditional Uses 7 None 98(2) (b) 27
Unciassiftable Uses • 6 Nona 97.2 20
Planned Developments 9 • None 98(2) fc) 29
Voriances )Z 98(2) 98(2Xdl 29

- Guildtng Lines None 97.3 22
Public Projects None 97.4 22
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Subject
CflStcat ConwniUec Present* Pr«pnse<f Pojc Kai.

* Recontuten^atian Cficrtcr OiCrfCf in ’Hilt
Humber Section Section Report

Re/cnrols
Public Uses • 97(1) 97.6 23
Development Regulation* None 97.7 24

Office of Zoning Administration
Status _ 13 . 98 . 980) ' 27
functions U ’ 98 98(1), (21 27
Rules Id None 98(4) 32
findings. Determinations 21 98 98(3) 31

Board of Zoning Appeals/Adjustment - ’
99(1)Title, Appointment, Terms IS 98 Vs 33

Jurisdiction, IS 99 99(1), (2) 33
Delegation of Authority to 15 97 Ml None 25

99(c) None 37
Rules Id 9914 99(5) 37
Findings 21 ' 99(b) 99(3) 35
Appcols 22 98 ‘ 90(3) 32

. 99(al, ft.) 99 (2) (a) 34
99(3) 35

Transfers of Jurisdiction 23 98 ’ 98(3) 32
»* 99(2)(b) 34w 99(4) 36

Board of Administrative Appeals 99Vi None 37-

Terms of Office on Commission ond Board 27 73 73 64 i

Legislative Matters Identified 29 None 97.UI)
97.4(3)

19
23

Conduct in Office
- Code of Ethics 31 None 64.1 55
Conflict of Interest 32 20,28.1 64.2 55

* Board of Referred Powers 28.1 64.3 56,99
Transfer of Jurisdiction . ' 28.) 64.4 56,59

Private Communications 33 None 64.6 60
Campaign Contributions 35 None 64.5 6a
Misconduct in Office None 64.7 £1





Act con Action
Required ' A^eief

PresentState?
Rccommcn^otiQn 7: Conditional Use Permits

Amend Chorter * Gey Council
EfedwvK

Ameod Zoning Code* Planning Oepcwfmenfc
Plomung Commission 

- -City Council

Recommendation 0; Unclotrif fable Uses 

• Amend Charter Electorate

Amend Zoning Code* Planning Department
Planning Commission 
GCy Council

Rceommcitdadon 9i Planned Developments
■ * 

Amend Chorter Cly Council
Electorate

File the previously proposed' City Council
ordinance regarding Planned .
Residential Developments

• Amend Zoning Code* , Planning Department
Planning Commission 
City Council

City Council rejected proposed amendment 
(Sec. 5>a(21) -

No octio'n

Proposed amendment on May 1949 ballot 
(Set 97.2)
No oction .

City Council re/etted proposed amendment ' 
<See. 9fl(2» .

Referred to Planning Committee of the City 
Council lor further study. (City Plan Cose No. 
17155, Council File No. 119,840)

~ ' No action

Recommendation TO: "Q"-—Qualified Zone

File the proposal • City Council

Recommendation IT; Zoning Enforcement

Provide odequatestaff Building and Safety Department

Planning Committee of the City Council has 
requested the City Attorney to prepare on 
ordinance in accordance with revised. - 
recommendations of the Planning Commission 
(City Plan Cose No. 2Q(U, Council File 
No. 132,6491

No action pending recommendation on 
Council Fite No, 119,840, referred to Planning 

- Committee of the City Council (Gty Plan ' 
Cose No. 19333) .

Recommendation 12; Yoriancc Requirements 

Amend Charter Electorate

Amend Zoning Code Planning Department
Planning Commission 
Gty Council _

Recommendation 13: Office of Zoning Administration Status

Retain present - * • Electorate
Charter provision .

Recommendation 14: Zoning Administrators' Authority

Amend Charter ‘ Electorate .

Recommendation 15; Board of Zoning Appeals' Function 

Amend Charter Electorate

Amend Zoning and * Pfanniag Department
Planning Codes Planning Commission

City Council

Proposed amendment on Moy 1969 ballot *' 
(Sec. 9B(2)) . .. ’**-•* 
Under- preparation

Provision retailed in proposed Charter 
provisions on Moy 1969 ballot (See. ?8i(}J

Proposed omendment on May 196? ballot 
(Sec. 96(1), Oi) - -

Proposed amendment on May.- 1969 bolM 
(Sec. 99) 9- ” ‘ ; . ■_ *t 
Under preparation





Action
Acquired

ActiortAgcftcicr Prerent
Stotui

Rccommcniotion 27z Terms of Office 

Amend Charier Electorate

Reconmendotfon 2fl: City Council Actfon

include in Procedural Code Pfannirtg Department 
Planning Commission 
City* Council

Recommendation 29Z Mayor** Veto 

Amend Charter Electorate

Amend Zoning and 
Planning Codes

PJcrviing Department 
Planning Commission 
Gty Council

R« cam mandat ion 30? Puttie Information Program

Achieve improvements in 
availability of information, 
staff capability, etc.

Planning Department

Planning Committee of 
the City Council

Recommendation 31: Code of Etfilct „

Amend Charter

Adopt City-wMc 
code of emlcs*

Gty Council 
Efedorate
City Council

Rceommendation 32: Conflict of Interest

Amend Charter City Council
Electorate

Adopt ordinance Oty Council

Recommendation 33; Private Communications

Amend Charter City Council
Electorate

Adopt ordinance* . City Council

Recommendation 34; field Inspections by board of Zoning Appeals 

Adopt policy Board of Zoning Adjustment

Recommendation 35r Campaign Contribution*

Amend Charter City Council
Electorate

Adopt ordinonce* Gty Council

Recommendation 35s Grand Jones

Place Item in City's Stale 
Legislative Program

• Mayor 
Gty Council

Amendment approved at April 195? election

Wo action

Proposed amendments on May 1969 ballot 
(Sec. 97,1, 97.2, 97.3, 97A)

Under preparation

Handouts prepared op case procedures. 
Additional informational booklets under 
preparation. Speakers bureau In operation. 
Budget requests submit led for preparation 
of films and puWfcotions.

Handout avoilobfc explaining Committee 
procedure

Suggested amendment under study (Sec. 64.1) 

Under study

Suggested amendment under study (Sec, 64.2, 
643, 64.4)
Under study

Suggested amendment under study (Sec. 64.5) 

Under study

Under consideration

Suggested amendment under study (Sec. 64.6) * 

Under study *

No octiaa



Executive Office

Cily Hall • 200 N. Spring Street, Room • Los Angelos, CA 90012

April 8,2015

TO:

FROM:

All Concerned Consultants, Developers, Engineers, Surveyors and 
Applicants

Michael LoGrande, Director of Planning

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

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

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

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



Memorandum - General Plan Amendment Initiations 
April 8,2015 
Page 2 of 2

Please submit the following materials;

1. A brief 1-2 page cover letter describing the development proposal, the existing tend
use designation and zoning, the proposed General Plan Amendment request, other 
requested entitlements, existing site conditions, and the surrounding uses and 
neighborhood character, - '

2. 81/2x11 color maps indicating the existing and proposed land use designations and 
zoning.

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

These materials can be hand delivered, mailed or sent electronically to the following Los 
Angeles Department of City Planning staff.

Lisa Webber, Deputy Director of Planning . Bob Duenas. Senior City Planner 
Department of City Planning — Executive Office Vailey Neighborhood Projects
City Half, Room 525 
lisa.webber@iacrtv.ora

Connr PaHIni-Tipton, Senior City Planner 
Community Planning 
City Hall. Room 667 •
conni. paiBni@tacitv.oro

Patricia Dfefenderfer. Senior Cily Planner 
Community Planning 
City Hall, Room 667 
patrfcia.diefenderfer@!acitv. ora

Luciralia Ibarra, Senior City Planner 
Major Projects Section 
City Hall, Room 750 
lucfralla.lbarra@lacltv.ora

6262 Van Nuys BJvd., Room 430 
bob.duenas@Jacltv.oro

Shana Bonstin, Senior City Planner 
Metro Neighborhood Projects 
City Hall, Room 621 
shana.bonstin@iadtv.oro

Simon Pastucha, Senior City Planner 
West-South LA Neighborhood Projects 
City Hall, Room 621 ‘ 
stmon.Dastucha@lacitv.ora

mailto:lisa.webber@iacrtv.ora
mailto:conni._paiBni@tacitv.oro
mailto:lucfralla.lbarra@lacltv.ora
mailto:bob.duenas@Jacltv.oro
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mailto:stmon.Dastucha@lacitv.ora


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

Michael J. LoGrande 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

CP-7750.1 (8716/2012)



CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

INITIATION REQUEST 
AND TIME EXTENSION AUTHORIZATION

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

O I hereby request that the City Planning Commission initiate a Plan Amendment consistent with my 
requested zone change. •

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

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

(Signed) 

(Date) _

CP-7750 (7/2010)



SCREEN FORM (Continued)

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

Please refer to the 
maps on file in 
Counter N to 
determine Hillside 
areas, CRA areas, 
Specific Plan areas, 
Open Space areas.

Any YES answer requires 
consultation with the Geographic 
Section head prior to 
filing. A complete plan 
restudy or other type of 
planning approval may 
be required.

IS (DOES) THE PROJECT:

Project area 
in acres

200 acres
or more

New dwelling units 
in project

1,000 units 
or more

New non-residenfial 
square footage

1,000,000 
sq.ft, or more

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

50 acres 
or more

Acreage for pro
jects located in 
whole or in part 
in a CRA area

50 acres
or more

Mixed use combining 
residential and 
commercial uses

500,000 sq. ft. 
or more

Specific Plans In a Specific 
Plan area

Highway Designation Require change
to Hwy. Desig.

Change Plan text 
and/or legend

Require change 
to textflegend

Open Space 
Designation

In an Open 
Space Area

CP-7723 (8/5/2010)
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Soon after taking the job of director of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning in 
2006, Gail Goldberg made a declaration that let slip how City Hall is allowing developers to 
pursue a building frenzy straight out of the storied tale Chinatown.

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

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

"The value of the land is not based on what the zone says It’s based on what [the] developer 
believes he can change the zone to.

"This is disastrous for the city.

"Disastrous.

"Zoning has to mean something in this city."

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

The first two were easilyapproved, and the SB 1818 Implementation Ordinance passed on 
February 20, with only council members Dennis Zine, Janice Hahn, Bill Rosendahl and Tom 
LaBonge opposed. On paper, the three ordinances will let developers bypass the city's 
fundamental zoning protections - and profoundly alter (he livability, look and essence of LA.

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

8/3/2015 33? PM
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Yet in contrast to the boisterous civic debate launched by city and community leaders in the *
1980s. the ViUaraigosa administration has grown accustomed to only tepid public 
interference and awareness. Through aide Gil Duran, the mayor has for five months ducked 
LA. Weekly's routine questions about his agenda's potential consequences citywide - much 
taller and fatter residential buildings than zoning law allows, significantly less green space, 
obliteration oF residential parking in some complexes and removal of older, less expensive 
housing. (Hours before the Weekly went to press. Deputy Mayor Helmi Hisserich finally 
responded, {ashing out at "heads in the sand" sentiments and warning that "the city Is not *
going to stop growing.")

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

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

The constant overriding of zoning protections has indeed been relentless - a binge of 
"zoning variances" and "zone changes" granted by longtime Zoning Administrator Michael 
LoGrande, a little-known official who is the rear admiral of a prodensity flotilla Inside City 
Hall that long predates Villaraigosa's administration.

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

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

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

Nonetheless, the agendas of builders, land speculators, tire chatnhets of commerce, the 
Planning Department and elected leaders have produced a virtually nondebated tectonic 
shift since the residential real estate turnaround of2002, much increased tinder ViUaraigosa.

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

8/3/20153:37 PM
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To be sure, not everyone sees this in the negative light that people such as TheNew 
Gepgraphy'aMthor and social critic Joel Kotkin. ("We remain an increasingly suburban 
nation") and Yaroslavsky do. Downtown developer Tom Gilmore scoffs that Kotkin and other 
defenders of suburbia and single-family dwellings “take that notion of urbanism and say, 'Oh 
my god, they're going to do that to your neighborhood tool They're going to make everything 
a “heat island"!’"

7b Gilmore, the attitude in Ventura County and cities such as Santa Barbara, Rohnert Park, ,. .
Sonoma, Healdsburg, Tracy and Dublin, all of which have enacted residential-growth limits 
to stop urbanization, denies the inevitable.
Rena Kosnett
(Click to enlarge)

“Oh my god, they’re going to do that to your neighborhood!” -Developer Tom Gilmore, . 
mocking those who are worried

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

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

Their template could force urbanism onto aii but the most protected enclaves of Los Angeles.1 
The truly protected spots are "Rl-zoned" - or single-family-residential only - 318,602 of the ■
city’s roughly 1.4 million housing units. The other 75-plus percent of housing units in Los 
Angeles — including thousands of homes in single-family neighborhoods that residents 
assume are Rl when they are not - could potentially be "up-zoned" for apartment towers 
and condos. Some of the most vulnerable areas are the eastern and western ends of the San 
Fernando Valley - the last quadrants containing some open space.

Of16,874 housing units built the year after Viilaraigosa was elected, 86 percent were 
multifamily — the vast majority of those rentals. Established homeowner neighborhoods — 
the glue that historian and former California State Librarian Kevin. Starr once noted helped 
hold LA. together, even in bad times—are an afterthought; the Brookings Institute reports 
that LA. is suffering a middle-class decline more pronounced than in any other urban area in 
America. - •

To be fair, some of the mayor's focus has been on truly "underutilized" areas - nearly 100 
developments of100,000 square feet or laiger are proposed or approved on sites like the old 
Sears warehouse in Boyle Heights, land in bfarlton Square in South Los Angeles, and the 
aging Valley Plaza in North Hollywood. Coundlwoman Gruel and Council President Garcetti 
tout this "proactive lead from the mayor."
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But there's another side: Around Vanowen and Balboa in the San Fernando Valley over the 
past decade, ranch homes on spacious lots have made way for apartments, condos or 
McMansions. Hillsides from Hollywood to Mount Washington are so overbuilt that cars are 
ordered off the streets on “red-flag days.“ Along Miracle Mile, beautiful Spanish Colonial 
duplexes that since the 1920s have housed middle-class families sit unprotected from the 
urbanization steamroller.

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

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

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

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

Longtime Westsiders remember It was Yaroslavsky who ushered through the huge 
expansion of the Westside Pavilion in 1986, despite community outrage over gridlock.
Developer Gilmore is one of many pro-growthers who blame "Zev" for so disrupting the old 
mass-transit scheme that today the Westside is "incredibly dense” and has "the worst traffic 
in the city," but Yaroslavsky tires of getting blamed for inevitable development pressures In 
his former Council District 5, *

It is, after all, some of the city's priciest and most sough t-after housing real estate, running 
from Palms to Encino and Including Westwood and UCLA. It's something of a City Hal! 
tradition to blame Yaroslavsky: Even back in 1987, Mayor Tom Bradley’s spokesmanFred 
MacFarlarie, in TfieNew York Times, blamed the congestion on him. In the same story an LA. 
businessman noted, "Right now, any slow-growth candidate who does not get arrested for 
molesting children can get elected." But how times have changed.

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

But does it actually produce cheaper housing - its main aim? Yaroslavsky points to a 
development on Sepulveda in Westwood where a developer wiped out 31 apartments rented 
mostly to UCLA students for $1,500, erecting 59 condos with mortgages of about $3,0.00.a 
month. He recalls scornfully, "The developer says to me, Those [$L500-a-monthJ units 
weren't affordable anyway,'" Yaroslavsky retorted, "How many of those students can afford 
your condos after they graduate?" And the trend is spreading, in Miracle. Mile, he says, “On 
Ridgeley and Sixth, there's four parcels of rent-controlled units. One day I’m jogging there, 
and they're gone!" .

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

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

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

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

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

But here's the clincher; SB 1818 trumps restrictions built into the Community Plans because 
it's state law. Each Community Plan is slowly being revisited by the Planning Department in 
negotiations among homeo wners, renters, business owners and city planners, so Chat .
neighborhoods conform to projected growth. Right now, 12 cityplanners (plus support staff) 
are redoing a big batch of Community Plans including Boyle Heights, Central City, Granada 
Hills, Hollywood, San Pedro, South Central (redubbed Southeast), South LA., Sunland- *
Tujunga, Sylmar, West Adams, West LA. and Westlake. •
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In this top-down process, the Planning Department contacts each affected neighborhood 
council (after notifying the City Council member who oversees that neighborhood) that 
changes are in the wind — usually to density the neighborhood.

Some areas face unusually dramatic growth, not because their Community Plan calls for it, 
but because city planners got $1 million from the prodevelopment Southern California 
Association of Governments, combined with Proposition A transportation funds and 

.. property taxes, to research and plan extremely dense new neighborhoods near train stations 
in mostly poor areas along Exposition Boulevard in South Los Angeles, "along Soto and 
Indiana streets on the Eastside, and near Gold Line stations in Chinatown, Lincoln Heights 
and Cypress Park.

Wes Joe, of the Silver Lake Neighborhood Council, says that his Community Plan was 
rewritten in 2004, just before Goldberg got here from San Diego, so Silver Lake won’t be up 
for review for some time. Joe says city officials contacted one in five Silver Lake households 
that year to help redo the Community Plan, and those meetings drew the "usual array of 
Anglo homeowners" in a neighborhood that*s also heavily Latino. Steve Leffert, the president 
of Lake Balboa Neighborhood Council In the Valley, says that Lake Balboa’s two adjacent 
Community Plans were rewritten in 1993 and 1994, and he's heard nothing from die Planning 
Department - yet

The ostensible purpose of Communily Plans is to manage the growth that Is now officially 
capped at 4,2 million before city services — like sewerage and local roads—are strained 
beyond capacity. Perica points out that the current population of 3.9 million doesn't include 
the 300,000 to 400,000 undocumented residents who make up 10 percent of the city, some 
living in 50,000 to 70,000 illegally adapted garagesand storage spaces, according to die 
Department of Building and Safety. "Keep that in mind the next time you're stuck in traffic,"
Perica says. And the planning that exists for that shadow population doesn't begin to address 
the scale of the problem.

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

Voters ushered in Prop. U after then Mayor Bradley. Council President Ferraro and 
prodeveloper council members like Pat Bussell embraced wildly inappropriate projects.
Westwood Village was targeted for massive growth, and a huge trash-b liming facility, Lancer, 
was pushed in South LA One flash point came with the $43 million, six-story Encino Terrace 
Center office tower, which now looms over an attractive Encino neighborhood, wiping out 
privacy below and casting a permanent shadow.

Prop. U aside. North Hollywood and Hollywood are now targeted for 20-to-35-stoiy 
skyscrapers that include a mix of residential on the upper floors and commercial on the 
bottom. The 35-story Columbia Square building will tower over Sunset Boulevard at Gower 
Street. Such skyscrapers represent dramatic - and virtually undebated - departures for 
Hollywood and the Valley Neither skyscraper site is protected by Prop. U. which doesn’t 
apply to Hollywood, downtown or the Metro Rail site in North Hollywood.
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Beyond what's in store for Hollywood and the Valley, Yaroslavsky also believes that the SB 
1818 Implementation Ordinance places treasured. low-slung neighborhoods such as the 
Fairfax District's historic rental corridor at risk. But since the mayor is ducking public 
discussion, Yaroslavsky, a powerful elected official, finds himself instead debating two little- 
known, if influential, city employees who serve at Villaraigosa's pleasure - Goldberg and 
Senior Gty Planner Jane Blumenfeid.

"This is where Gail Goldbeig is missing the boat," Yaroslavsky explains of the threats to 
- established, steady neighborhoods. For example, in the Fairfax District, where SB 1818’s‘ 

incentives allow developers to blow past existing zoning, "YouVe just increased the chance of 
demolition and redevelopment from impossible to probable."

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

But Yaroslavsky says it was Blumenfeid, not the state, who pushed the new densities well 
beyond the state requirements to "3S percent more density," and Blumenfeid then "laid out 
all the 'findings' to approve it"

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

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

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

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

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

But that's not true. In 2002, under Mayor James Hahn and with virtually no public scrutiny, 
the Gty Council watered down Prop. U, creating a new land zone confusingly dubbed 
"Residential Accessory Services." In such zones, projects can be doubled in size if the 
developer merely agrees to mix housing units with businesses. In another nod to developers, 
and calling it "smart growth," the council decided that projects with "affordable" housing can 
be one-third bigger than permitted if they are within 1,500 feet of a bus stop. Together with 
SB 1818, much of LA. is now open to multistory construction. (Click here to download PDF of 
the map.)
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To Blumenfeid, those neighborhoods are underutilized "transit corridors.” She also denies 
Yaroslavsky's charge that Fairfax - as well as other stable villages that make up L.A.—is 
threatened by SB 1818. Developers still find that "land is expensive, lumber is expensive. The 
{state) law’s been in effect for almost three years, but we’ve not seen any projects on Fairfax."

"So why write these incentives into the new law?" Yaroslavsky retorts. 'The city cant keep 
talking out of both sides of its mouth."

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

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

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

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

"There's really no secret plans here,” she says. "We don’t do anything In this department 
that's not superpublic and transparent, and nobody knows better than Zev the steps we go 
through to adopt an ordinance. There were many, many public hearings." '

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

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

“There should be a debate!" Yaroslavsky wheezes, a victim of allergies, dabbing his nose with 
a handkerchief.

“The proponents of the density hawks, including the director of the Planning Department, 
and the real estate industry, and the L.A. Area Chamber of Commerce - they had the audacity 
to say that they negotiated the plan [with homeowners). Not true, there wasn't one 

* neighborhood group that knew about it!"

Now meet Gail Goldberg, Blumenfeld's boss and philosophical cousin, and the other object 
of Yaroslavsky's discontent On a Friday at 8:20 am., I step out of a City Hall elevator on the 
fifth floor, walking down an imposing corridor. There stand the double doors to the offices of 
the director of the PlanningDepartment, Goldberg.
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More than 30 feet back from the unattended public counter sits Goldberg's assistant, Lily 
Quan, the only person in the vast reception area at that hour. She looks up. “May I help you?"

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

Quan offers an expression of withering condescension. T think you’re confused," she says 
slowly, as if to a mentally impaired person. "Your meeting is scheduled for next Friday."

"I have a copy of the e-mail, sent by you, confirming the meeting for this morning."

Quan consults her computer, tapping buttons. *

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

“That," I say, "would be a good start," pondering how the PlanningDepartment could have so 
much trouble planning a cup of coffee.

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

. in Oily Hall — imperious.

"So what have I read of yours lately?" she asks.

"You would probably have a better idea of that than me." •

"What T mean is, what have you written that might have annoyed me?”

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

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

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

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

When residents of Los Angeles hammered out 35 Community Plans to direct what should 
happen in the city's loosely connected vill ages, those plans did not include luxury .
apartments without parking or skyscraper apartments looming over neighborhoods.

y Kail's “Density Hawks" Are Changing L_A.'s DNA / L.A. Weekly fi ftp ://ww.iaweekiy-com/nc\v5/ci(y-halb-dcnsity-hav,fa-arc-changing.
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“Good planning has to lead, not follow," Goldberg explains, of City Hall's quiet push to 
amend those Community Plans, a process she insists will emphasize the need to work 
together. "We need to get in front of the process with Community Plans, which we're creating 
right now."

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

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

"All I ask is that you don’t scare people into paralysis."

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

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

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

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

SCAG "population projections" of massive, inevitable growth in LA. are notoriously 
unreliable, says demographer James Allen, professor emeritus of geography at California 
State University Northridge.

“I personally don't put any stake in the accuracy of projections from SCAG or anyone else,"
Allen says. In his college classes, Allen assigns his students to make such projections - 
showing them how easy it is to manipulate theoretical circumstances to get whatever 
"population growth" results they desire.

It's a game, Allen explains, with outcomes "all based on assumptions that cant be known." A '
crash in the local economy, the subprime mortgage debacle, a flood or earthquake, major job 
growth in the US. South - all can send hundreds of thousands of people to other regions.

"But let's say they're accurate," Yaroslavsky conjectures. "Are we being told that we need to 
rebuild the entire city to facilitate another 2.5 million people in the next 17 years? Good luck.
It's not going to happen — economically or politically - It's preposterous'. The deal is that 
there are a number of developers who see an opportunity here to make a killing."
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The actual growth statistics fly in the face of the luxury-apartment future envisioned by the 
Villaraigosa administration. The U.S. Census says that between 1990 and 2000,400,000 
more residents fled Los Angeles County than moved in from other states and California 
counties. And significantly, the people who moved here earn an average of $3,000 less per 
year than the 400,000 who fled.

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

Who is going to snap up thousands of luxury apartments on the drawing boards, at $2,500 a 
month? A few foreign nationals from Stuttgart and London, Dubai and Moscow? Even if 
Villaratgosa's team comes up with 16,000 new units per year In order to please land 
speculators, developers and bureaucrats at SCAG, it's highly unlikely that LA's new 
residents - not hipsters but low-income families - could afford them.

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

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

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

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

But they're not.

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

The Planning Department is supposed to send notifications to the relevant "certified 
neighborhood council," and to all neighbors within 500 feet of the property at issue, or to 
post a notice in any local newspaper. And in addition, the agenda for all such hearings is 
posted at www.cityplannlnglacity.org.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Burgess says that, during a vitriolic December meeting, Manuel Durazo, a city project 
coordinator for DONE, conceded that he simply forwarded the ugly charges to the Board of 
Neighborhood Commissioners, and official “decertification" proceedings of the 
Neighborhood Council got under way - with no city official bothering to investigate the 
accusations, or allowing the neighborhood council to refute them. .

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

Since 2005, Villaraigosa has been tirelessly cheerleading for a taller city He has often pointed 
to the frenzied construction of mixed-use buildings (apartments, shops and offices) as proof '
that he is probusiness.
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In fact, some counter that LA is antibusiness, a city that drives big and small companies to 
neighboring Pasadena, Caiabasas, Glendale, Culver City and elsewhere, earning itself special 
attention each year in the Kosmont Report on urban areas with backward business policies.

Villaraigosa appears to believe that edifices equate with business, and that the buildings 
themselves will lure in an educated work force and quality companies. “If we're not creating 
wealth, if we're not bringing in investment, if the official bird of Los Angeles isn't the crane, 
then we won't be able to do all the good things we would like to do for our people,"
VUJaraigosa told the Los Angeles Business Journal in 2006. • .

His narrow emphasis on high-density housing construction might cost LA if a recession has 
. really arrived. “The burst housing bubble has hit us pretty hard," says Joseph Linton, policy 

associate for Livable Spaces, a nonprofit developer that's completed mixed-income, transit- 
oriented residences in Long Beach and Lincoln Heights. The affordable units are selling, “but 
our market-rate units are going very slowly," Adds Gary Toebben, president of the LA Area 
Chamber of Commerce, “New market-rate housing is just not moving." .

Nonetheless, Blumenfeid imagines dense urban villages built around subway stations, 
populated by the young and old, neighbors who shop on the ground floor and use rail or 
b uses to get about •

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

But from his County Hall of Administration office just a few blocks away, Yaroslavsky, his 
voice rumbling in a basso profundo, waves ofFBlumenfeld's and Goldberg's utopian plans: "1 
watched the demolition derby In this town 20 years ago ... I have a platform-1 have some 
credibility I have something to say [But} I shouldn'tbe the one to say it"

Also read Julia Cooke's article on urban similarities betweenLJL andMexico City.

And What's SmartAbout Smart Growth? by David Zahniser .

^Editor's Note: This story incorrectly stated that Los Angeles County Supervisor Zev 
Yaroslavsky fought federal funding for subways after a methane explosion in 1985. In fact;

. Yaroslavsky called for more study of methane gas dangers while Congressman Henry 
Waxman championed the federal ban. Later, Yaroslavsky led a ballot effort that prevented 
local sales taxes from being used on the subway being tunneled under Hollywood, allowing 
that tax money to go to other transit projects. This story was corrected Feb. 29. .

Contact; Steven Leigh Morris Follow: LA, Weekly LA. Weekly
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February IX, 1969

Mr. L.E, Timberlafce 
President, City Council 
Room M-45 .City Hall 
Los Angeles, Calif.
Ref": Citizens Committee on Zoning Practices and Procedures 

Council File #132,460, dated January 21, 1969
Gentlemen:
It is respectfully requested that the following statement be read 
into the record of the'deliberations presently being conducted by 
the City Council on the abovementioned Council File item*
In 1966 a mandate was delivered by the Grand Jury to enact ■ proper. zoning practice reforms to prevent a re-occurance of the shocking 
scandals surrounding certain zoning cases. Since that time, we have 
seen several public officials brought to trial and convicted on 
various charges- One case, still before the courts, involves a mem
ber of the Los Angeles City Council.
The Citizens Committee on Zoning Practices and Procedures has pro
posed a number of recommendations, which we as homeowners feel con
stitutes a “Bill of Rights" that would go a long way toward guaran
teeing us reasonable assurance that the Master or General Plan in . 
each area will be upheld.
We have recently conducted a survey of homeowners 'in the West San 
Fernando Valley on a number of subjects. Among the results of this 
survey, one fact stands out: the confidence on the part of the pub- . 
lie in their elected officials has been severely shaken. Homeowners 
are becoming increasingly- critical of the local government that en
acts legislation and zoning decisions that adversly effects their ■ property.
The homeowners in the West Valley feel that the Citizens Committee 
recommendations be placed on the ballot intact, allowing the voters 
to decide tyho should have the final authority on zoning matters. We 
feel that it should be a judicial matter, rather than a legislative •
decision. It is our considered opinion that the City Council has a 
moral obligation to the public to allow this matter to be presented 
^0.^e .electorate in the form in which it was written, rather than ■ 
having it emasculated through the elimination of the recommendations. 
•2?J^e^£o«^£es covering conditional use. .
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FROM THE DESK OF JON PEtUCA 
10338 ETIWANDA AVE, NORTHRIDGE, CA 91326

November 5, 2015

Before the City Planning Commission

Comments re Lack of Environmental Review of General Plan Amendments for the 
Palladium Residences Project, CPC-2014-3808-GPA-ZC-HD-CIFCUB-ZALSPR

My name is Jon Perica and I worked in the Los Angeles Planning Department for 35 
years, including working as a Zoning Administrator for 20 years issuing legal decisions on over 
2,500 cases. My decisions were based on the required legal findings and a fair and impartial 
evaluation of each case irrespective of the applicant and political popularity of the case. None of 
my cases were ever overturned by a Superior Court action.

I was asked to review the applicant’s land use entitlement requests and the land use 
impact analysis in the Draft and Final EIR fox the Palladium Residences project. I have also 
reviewed the objection letter filed by The Silverstein Law Firm on August 17, 2015, in particular 
the analysis concerning City Charter Section 555 and implementing LAMC Section 11.5.6 
barring the initiation and approval of a general plan amendment for geographical areas related to 
a single project due to lack of significant social, economic or physical identity.

After reading The Silverstein Law Firm objections, I noted that the Draft and Final EIR 
failed to set forth Charter Section 555 or LAMC 11.5.6’s limitations on General Plan 
Amendments. As a Zoning Administrator who reviewed thousands of City of Los Angeles 
projects and accompanying environmental documentation, I would expect any request fora 
general plan amendment to be fuily disclosed and analyzed so that the public might know the 
basis for why the City contends that a general plan amendment is appropriate for a single parcel 
of land whose use as a parking lot cannot fairly be characterized as having “significant social, 
economic, or physical identity.”

The failure to disclose this City Charter-imposed test and to analyze it in the Draft EIR 
has deprived the public of critical information they were entitled to know and comment on 
before the City could proceed to consider the Project’s EIR sufficient in meeting the substantive 
public participation rights of the California Environmental Quality Act.

If I had faced this particular revelation in the course of my review of a similar project 
request during my tenure as a Zoning Administrator for the City of Los Angeles, I would have 
considered the EIR’s land use analysis deficient.

I am also aware that other projects in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan Area have 
received increases in approved density that are above the density originally analyzed in the 1988 
Hollywood Community Plan and its EIR. In my review of the Palladium’s Draft and Final EIR,



I observed no analysis of the individual and cumulative impacts of the City’s greatly increased 
development under a series of equally improper general plan amendments granted to projects 
such as the nearby Sunset Gordon, Columbia Square, and other redevelopment area projects. In 
my opinion, analysis of the significant impacts from individual and cumulative increased density 
allowed by implementation of the requested general plan amendment in this case would have 
been required for the public and decision makers to have understood the true impact of the 
Project’s requested general plan amendment on the environment. The failure to disclose and 
quantify the density increase permitted for the proposed Palladium Residences individually, and 
when combined cumulatively with the impacts of increased density in the vicinity, is another 
analysis missing from the Draft and Final EIR in this case.

Because of this additional deficiency, I believe a proper review of the Project would 
require returning the file to the Planning Department for consideration of Project alternatives that 
were compliant with the current General Plan and zoning, unless or until a proper analysis of 
density increases, their significant impacts, and disclosure and implementation of mitigation 
measures was performed.

For the foregoing reasons, the current Draft and Final EIR Land Use analysis has 
deprived the public and decision makers of critical information they would need to make an 
informed decision about the Palladium Project.


