LAND USE REPORT – May 7, 2021 (includes items revised from April report)- Summary of pending landuse related egislative items, land use-related issues, upcoming meetings/conferences re: land use and
assorted articles of possible interest. This report is not an official committee document. It is a reference
with information for possible NC action and for those interested in planning and land use issues.

Part 1: Projects WNC Land Use is tracking
LOCAL PROJECTS being tracked (updated)
Wally’s – 2107-2121 Westwood Blvd.: Project has been shared three times with WSSM HOA and
developer has revised plans to incorporate some commercial activity and additional active uses on the
ground floor in addition to tiering the rear of the building’s higher floors and adding measures to
preserve the privacy of residents on Midvale, behind the project. The new information, which was
developed in response to comments from the community was shared with project neighbors and all
interested parties in an April 29 WNC Land Use Committee meeting. Recommendation motion from
Land Use Committee to be presented along with project presentation to full WNC Board at May Board
meeting.
Cloud Kitchen- 2352-56 Sepulveda Blvd.: Project has wound its way through Dept. of Building and
Safety review without acknowledgement of issues related to the type of business and its compatibility
with adjacent uses or its potential impacts on traffic and circulation in the area. The classification of the
business and administrative approval by Planning in December (12-11-20) (!) is being questioned. Per
EXPO Corridor TNP, projects that fall within the Plan’s parameters cannot be appealed. But the question
remains: Does it comply with the Specific Plan? Has the City been consistent in its approval of such
operations across various locations? Motion to have Dept. of City Planning create a land use approval
process specific to this type of use.
Santa Monica Blvd. – Conversion of existing office building to office condo project. Contacts with
project rep ongoing.
10390 W. Santa Monica Blvd. 2 – Zone variance for parking requested. Trying to convert an existing
office building (with 31,967sq ft existing medical offices, 40,343 sq ft office uses plus 3265 sq ft pilates
studio ) to an entire medical uses. ZA 2020-7098-CV ENV-2020-7099-CE. 290 stalls required for full
medical conversion. Proposed 201 spaces. 75,575 total square feet in existing building. Potential issue
related to uses of offices and whether adequate parking exists for a mix of users that includes medical
uses (which require parking in addition to traditional office uses). Project presentation to be made to
JUNE WNC Board but City hearing has already been scheduled and will take place BEFORE our June
meeting. We will request a continuance on the project before ZA or request that the file remain open
for our comment before any decisions are rendered. Local Century Glen HOA also to review.
1852 S. Bentley Ave. new apartment construction project – Plans recently received. Outreach being
made to developer. TOC project. Proposal is to demolish existing single-family house with a new 15,318
sf building, 5 stories (unclear apts vs. condos), 11 units; 1 of which will be affordable = extremely low
income, · 14 parking stalls, - 6 below ground access from Bentley, - 7 at-grade behind building (carport)
via alley-- 4 standard, 3 compact, tandem. Issue: The parking that is meant to be accessed from the
alley CANNOT be accessed from the alley as the alley no longer is accessible to traffic from any direction.
Photos have been taken of the site and the City Planning assigned to the project has been informed of
this situation. (Sadly, the project planner was not familiar with the problem and if not for NC input, the
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project likely would have been approved without any recognition that the parking at rear was
inaccessible!)

Part 2: LA CITY / LOCAL ISSUES (See PART 2 for STATE LEGISLATION)
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Pending Council Files / in limbo, in committee or in process of going to full Council from committee:
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON PENDING MEASURES MAY BE SUBMITTED ON THE PUBLIC COMMENT FORM :
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/publiccomment/ A neighborhood council is granted additional speaking
time at a hearing if the council has on file a Community Impact Statement on that measure/ case.
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
CF 21-0002-S18 Koretz Council Motion seeking City opposition to SB 9. CF 21-0002-S18 can be found
at: https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=21-0002S18. Referred to Rules, Elections, and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 12/15/20.
CF 21-0002-S21 Koretz Council Motion seeking City opposition to SB 10. Referred to Rules, Elections, and
Intergovernmental Relations Committee 12/15/20.
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=21-0002-S21
CF 21-0002-S106 Korez Council Motion seeking City opposition to AB 1401. Referred to Rules, Elections,
and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 4/21/21.
CF 13-1019 Renee Dake Wilson / Commission Appointment / Planning Commissioner. This motion
nominates former CPC Commissioner Dake Wilson to replace David Ambroz who recently resigned for
the term ending 6/2025. The motion was referred to PLUM. Last day to act: 6/11/21.
CF 09-0969-S3 Comprehensive Fee Update. Council File can be found at:
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=09-0969-S3
On 4/5/21, the PLUM Committee approved the Planning Dept’s recommendation to increase the fee for
filing an appeal from $89 to $158 (plus additional associated fees that will bring the total closer to $180)
with requests for reports by DCP. They did not approve the CAO’s recommendation to increase the fee
to over $16,000. However, the recommended increase will prove to be a significant barrier to access to
this process for many individuals and communities. 18 NCs are listed as having submitted CIS
statements on this item. NCs and CCs should consider adopting and submitting their positions before
the measure goes to full Council.
CF 21-0407 (Rodriguez - Cedillo) “Neighborhood Council / Standardize Election Rules / Stakeholder
Participation.” Relative to Neighborhood Council election rules and systems. Heard 5/11, Agenda Item
# 6 in Arts, Parks, Health, Education, and Neighborhoods Committee. No Community Impact Statements
filed as of yet. (There wasn’t sufficient time to do so prior to the hearing.) Despite there being a large
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number of public comments at the 5/11 hearing urging the committee to either postpone consideration
until after councils have had the opportunity to weigh in, or to oppose the measure (and the
overwhelming majority of comments were made in opposition), the Committee approved the motion
and directives to staff contained in the motion. Those making comments were told that they would
have additional opportunities to weigh in during future deliberations on the measure.
This measure seeks to standardize many aspects of Neighborhood Council elections, eligibility, and
more. “I THEREFORE MOVE that the Department of Neighborhood Empowerment be instructed to
report with a survey of Neighborhood Council Election rules, with an analysis on how the bylaws of
different Neighborhood Councils vary on election issues, including, but not limited to: eligibility
requirements for Board seats, governing board structure, stakeholder requirements, and stakeholder
verification. I FURTHER MOVE that the City Attorney be requested to report on the City Council's
authority to standardize election rules across Neighborhood Councils, and potential limits to this
authority. I FURTHER MOVE that the City Clerk be directed to report on the costs associated with
administering the existing non-standardized Neighborhood Council election systems, and provide
recommendations for streamlining a Neighborhood Council elections, and potential cost savings that
could result from standardizing Neighborhood Council election rules.”
CF 16-1433-S1 Scheduled for hearing 5/18. Approved and amended in PLUM 4/15. System for
Review/Utilization of Special Event Spaces/ City-Owned Warehouses and Hangars. This relates to the
issuance of temporary special events permits at the above noted city-owned properties.
Council File 21-0350 (Bonin) re: homeless encampments at beach lots and parks
Council File 19-0604 (Koretz)
Summary: This motion calls upon LADOT to put forth a car idling ban educational campaign.
Considered in Transportation Committee 5/4. Educational campaign approved but request to request an
ordinance to restrict idling to maximum 1 minute was removed (despite the fact that a ban on parked
vehicle idling would help to address issues of poor LA air quality.
The ____ Neighborhood/Community Council supports Councilmember Paul Koretz’s motion to charge
LADOT with implementing an educational campaign to discourage vehicle idling.
Background:
Car idling puts 3 million tons of CO2 into California’s atmosphere annually. At least one-third of
greenhouse gas emissions in Los Angeles is from the transportation sector.
The Los Angeles region has received an on-going annual failing grade from the American Lung
Association’s “State of the Air” report. Los Angeles is considered the most ozone-polluted metropolitan
area in the United States.
Air pollution poses significant dangers to public health, including risk of premature death, reproductive
and developmental harm, cardiovascular disease, lung cancer, and asthma. Over 250,000 children and
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1.1 million adults in the Los Angeles metropolitan area reportedly have asthma, with low-income
communities of color particularly at risk.
Sensitive locations all over Los Angeles, such as schools, hospitals and senior centers, as well as
emissions choked areas such as garages, parking lots and travel hubs are most at risk. Distracted Idling is
increasing as we sit in our cars to charge and talk on phones, as ride-hailing and delivery services leave
parked vehicles engines running.
Idling is zero MPG activity which creates 3 million tons of unnecessary CO2 and other pollutants in CA
annually. It is counterproductive to be concerned about car MPG standards and completely ignore this
zero MPG behavior.
At least 7 states, and many cities, have already implemented a parked vehicle idling ban. For example,
NYC has had one of the strongest all-vehicle parking idling laws for decades. We are in support of
adopting the best practices from these states and cities.
There are exemptions for extreme temperatures, the health and the well-being of passengers, safety or
emergency vehicles and commercial vehicles. This will not hurt low-income or homeless people, it will
not be enforced in any way if the health or wellness of vehicle occupants are at stake, it will not
interfere with necessary emergency and safety vehicle functions, and it will not interfere with
commercial vehicle functions that require a parked idling engine.
Research has consistently found that it’s less polluting and more fuel efficient to turn off a modern, fuelinjected vehicle than let it idle for more than 10 seconds long.
--------------------------------------------------------CF 20-1536 -STAP /Streets LA program update: The program’s outreach continues with meetings to
share plans for the program now under review by Streets LA. Two meetings are currently plans for this
month: Four applications from vendors have been received by the City. Streets LA plans to invite RFP
respondents to erect sample shelters in May.
The program continues to promote the adoption of digital advertisements on the new shelters that will
also have data tracking devices capturing information on all who pass. Main issues raised by the public
include: driver distraction of having street level changing ad messages, privacy concerns and use and
access to the data gathered, aesthetics, ability to protect scenic roadways and specific plans.
Under the proposed plan, current street shelters will be refurbished without any advertisements (digital
or static) and installed in locations where there is need (ridership and heat exposure) but locations that
were bypassed in the past because priority for shelters was based on ad-generating potential, not rider
needs. While the provision of refurbished shelters will provide “equity” in some ways, in other ways,
certain communities will be targeted with advertisements which is not equitable in other aspects.
An interactive map of first year bus shelter and PAK upgrade locations (digital shelters) and for new bus
shelters and is now available on line.
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Note that some locations appear to place digital items on protected corridors that do not allow for
digital signage.
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=114922520e2e4713be75c4188028e205&e
xtent=-13163271.6962%2C4035719.0167%2C-13162340.1199%2C4036273.7824%2C102100
Bring your community’s questions and concerns to this upcoming presentation by Streets LA to take
place on:
May 13, 2021, Thursday, 6:30 PM
Harbor Gateway South Neighborhood Council
Any NC, CC, HOA or other interested group can request a presentation from Streets LA on the proposed
STAP program.
*******************************************
2B) Recently adopted motions/actions by City Council:
CF No. 17-0893 Temporary Wall Signs on temporary construction walls and on solid fences
surrounding vacant lots. The PLUM recommendations were adopted by Council on 5/5/21. While
revisions to the ordinance were needed, the Council failed to address the most egregious abuse of the
program --having temporary walls and wall signage placed on properties with OPERATING businesses
onsite, and instead created the provision that would not only allow this to be done, but that would
allow a required construction barricade to be lengthened so that the signage on it would “pencil out.”
The program is promoted as a blight reduction program because the vendors who place the walls and
signs are meant to keep the area around the barricades with advertisements clean of trash and graffiti.
Those who submitted letters in support of the program refer to it as a “Graffiti Abatement Program” –
without mention as to the true nature of this program which avoids regulation as a sign /outdoor
advertising program. Many consider the walls themselves to be blight. (And, many believe that if a
business is in operation, that business and/or the landlord should be responsible for maintaining the
area clean and clear whereas on a vacant site or one under construction there may not be daily/regular
oversight.) However….
The one measure adopted in response to community input was the request that permit information
(permit date, vendor, vendor contact info, Office of Beautification contact info) be posted so that
complaints of untended trash or graffiti can be reported by the public and the request for removal of the
temporary wall signs if permit has expired. The Office of Beautification should be logging and keeping a
record of complaints so that they know whether the contractor has lived up to its responsibility and
should be considered to renew their permit if a renewal is requested.
CF 19-0999-S1 Micro-Unit Housing / Commercial Hotels / Conversion / Land-Use Regulations / Housing
Policy Adopted 5/5 (PLUM 4/15). PLUM instructed DCP, with the assistance of the HCIDLA, LADBS, CAO,
and in consultation with the City Attorney, to prepare a report with recommendations as to the
feasibility of permitting the conversion of commercial hotels into the micro-unit housing type use, and
listing any necessary land use regulatory controls/housing policy changes to permit such conversion.
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CF 21-0158 Virtual Inspection (VI) Program / BuildLA Program / Construction Site Inspections / Real-Time
Video Streaming / One-Stop Virtual Platform / Development Services. Adotped 5/6/21. PLUM instructed
LADBS to provide a presentation update to the Council on its Virtual Inspection Program, which provides
customers and LADBS inspection staff with a way to achieve timely inspections through real-time video
streaming from construction sites, including a discussion on the work program for this year, and
additional benchmarks for its continued rollout and program evaluation. 2. Instructed the City
Administrative Officer (CAO), with assistance from the LADBS, BOE, LADOT, DCP, and LAFD, to provide a
presentation update to the Council on its BuildLA Program, which provides land use and development
customers with a one-stop virtual platform for development services by providing real-time information
such as project status and timelines, that also includes a discussion on the work program for this year,
and additional benchmarks for its continued rollout and program evaluation.
CF 21-0319 Dedicated Zoning Review Section / Plan Check / Affordable and Mixed-Income Housing
Developments - THE CITY COUNCIL direct the Department of Building and Safety (BAS) and Department
of City Planning to develop a plan within 90 days to ensure that project zoning review assessments are
conducted separately from the other BAS plan check review processes and within a dedicated zoning
review section. Furthermore, this zoning review should be completed prior to the submission of the
entitlement process with priority given to initiating implementation of this change for affordable and
mixed-income housing developments within 180 days.
CF 20-1044 This measure which sought to allow high value development projects to bypass the PLUM
Committee and be considered instead in full Council was adopted 2/15/21 with an amendment by Bob
Blumenfield stating: “nothing in the proposed rule change shall preclude the PLUM Committee from
hearing a high value project.”
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
2C) LAND USE ISSUES AT CPC level:
CPC-2019-7393-CA / CEQA: ENV-2019-7394-ND
Council District: 11 – Bonin; 15 – Buscaino
TO BE HEARD AT CPC on Thursday, May 13, 8:30 am--- Agenda Item #7
AGENDA: https://planning.lacity.org/dcpapi/meetings/document/69526
PROPOSED PROJECT: Los Angeles City Planning staff has revised its Staff Recommendation Report to the
City Planning Commission May 13 regarding how to best preserve and expand the number of affordable
dwelling units in the Coastal Zone. The proposed ordinance update would add a code section to the Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) to implement California Government Code Section 65590-65590.1, also
known as the Mello Act.
An ordinance to add a code section to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) to implement California
Government Code Section 65590-65590.1, also known as the Mello Act. The Mello Act seeks to preserve
and expand the number of affordable dwelling units in the Coastal Zone in the State of California. The
ordinance replaces the process and project review requirements of existing Interim Administrative
Procedures (IAP) for projects that result in demolition, loss, or conversion of Residential Units and/or the
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development of new Residential Units in the Coastal Zone. The ordinance will also establish the Coastal
Zone Affordable Housing Trust Fund to allow in lieu fees related to the Mello Act.
Proposed Mello Act Ordinance draft: https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/7d6b9408-16e4-4658837e-147f3ad4c9bf/Exhibit_B_-_Proposed_Mello_Ordinance_5.13.21.pdf
******************************************
CPC -2016-3183-CA / CF 20-1045 Processes and Procedures: CPC heard the proposed updated and
revised Processes and Procedures section of the new zoning code at their 3/25/21 meeting and
approved the package without any changes. A group of community land use leaders is meeting to
identify the changes that are being recommended that will have the greatest negative impact on
communities and where new policies will have the effect of reducing the ability of communities to be
heard at City Hall on land use issues. What is the NC’s authority on land use? The committee’s work has
just begun. Watch for more.
LA CITY LAND USE/PLANNING RELATED INITIATIVES
The LA Green New Deal Learn how to be part of the Green New Deal with this toolkit available for
Neighborhood Councils and the public. https://plan.lamayor.org/neighborhoodcouncil/neighborhood_council.html
-----------------------------GHOST (“CLOUD”) KITCHENS – This is a fairly new land use and carries with it the ability to have
significant impacts on the streets and neighborhoods in the vicinity of these facilities. The City does not
appear to have a consistent way to review and evaluate these facilities. In fact, one such project
proposed in West LA will have 43 kitchens in a four-story building with NINE parking spaces and no
accomodations for drivers who will be coming to the site to pick up food orders for delivery and the
Planning Dept. has approved it as “by right” with no opportunity for community input, mitigations, etc.
Westside NC and WRAC Land Use Committee adopted the following CIS. Others may wish to consider
similar measures. Possible motion:
WHEREAS businesses referred to as “cloud kitchens” or “ghost kitchens” represent a fairly new form of
commerce and land use concept, and,
WHEREAS this new business model has the potential to create significant impacts on neighboring
business and residential communities, and
WHERAS the City of Los Angeles has not established a specific zoning classification for such businesses,
thus creating potential inconsistencies, uncertainty and lack of transparency for applicants, City staff,
and those seeking to review these proposed projects, and
WHEREAS the absence of clear classification for cloud/ghost kitchens can result in some being treated as
commercial and/or retail uses, while others may be grouped as light manufacturing, and WHEREAS none
of these classifications accurately captures the true nature of these operations, and
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WHEREAS cloud kitchen/ghost kitchens are being established in many areas across the City of Los
Angeles,
Therefore, be it moved that the Westside Neighborhood Council requests that the City, represented by
our Council District, PLUM, the City Council, in coordination with the Departments of Planning and
Building and Safety:
—- define what constitutes a Cloud/ghost kitchen, including possible different categories of such
operations based upon numbers of kitchens and/or square footage involved,
—-identify criteria for the evaluation of their applications for buildout and permitting, including a
process to evaluate potential impacts on their surroundings (noise, odor, traffic and requirements
pertaining to factors
—-assess needed infrastructure (adequacy of electric service to area), parking and/or loading zones,
The ____ NC believes that providing this needed clarification will remove uncertainties as and contribute
to the establishment of successful enterprises by creating the structure needed to guide the city’s review
and decision-making process.
********************************
Topic for Consideration: Regulation of the use of ROOFTOP DECKS (general issue for all buildings).
Rooftop decks have been included in three of the “model” ADU plans that have been pre-approved by
the City to expedite the construction of ADU’s. However, by State law, ADUs can currently be built
within 4 feet of the property line which means that rooftop patios could be an extremely intrusive
addition to an ADU on a neighbor’s property. State Senator Ben Allen had introduced a bill that would
allow for the increase in mandated setbacks for ADUs but he has agreed to make his bill a two-year bill
and it is no longer moving forward in Sacramento. (In a recent hearing, Weiner praised his friend Allen
for making the bill a two-year bill.)
Other measures of possible interest:
ISSUE: ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGERS
CF# 17-0309-S1 (KORETZ) – 03/17/2021
PLANNING & LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
IN SUPPORT OF THE MOTION to direct “the Department of Building and Safety to submit, within 30
calendar days, a code amendment to all LAMC sections that deal with electric vehicle charging in
buildings with intent of: 1) Aligning the City’s code more closely with LA County’s for enhanced regional
standardization; and 2) Providing some alternative compliance pathways which recognize that electric
vehicle charging needs vary depending on the building type and vehicle dwell times.
CF# 21-0002-S86 (KORETZ) – 03/31/2021
RULES, ELECTIONS, INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE
IN SUPPORT OF INCLUDING THE CITY’S SUPPORT FOR AB 965 (LEVINE) AS PART OF 2021-2022 STATE
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
[AB 965 “would require the CA Department of Housing and Community Development and the California
Building Standards Commission to research, develop, and propose building standards regarding future
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electric vehicle charging infrastructure for parking spaces at multifamily and non-residential
developments.”]
**************************
INITIATIVES UNDERWAY
COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATES: Staff summaries of public comments submitted in response to the draft
concepts introduced by the Planning Dept. have now been released and are available for review online.
It is hoped that there will be time allocated for public comment/response prior to the Planning Dept.
advancing to the hosting of DEIR Scoping Meetings.
Other regions? Southwest Valley, Hollywood, Harbor/LA, Downtown LA plan status? BIG question:
How will the newly adopted RHNA housing goal figures impact the plans?
***********************
HOUSING ELEMENT: The update of the City’s Housing Element of the General Plan is currently
underway with a state-mandated deadline for completion and adoption by mid-October.
The Planning Dept. contracted for a poll to seek public opinion on housing-related issues. Poll results
can be viewed at: https://planning.lacity.org/sites/default/files/inlinefiles/Los%20Angeles%20Housing%20Issues%20Poll%20Summary_0.pdf
A draft plan will be released for comment in the spring. The Plan will go before the CPC prior to Council
consideration. Major questions: How will the RHNA numbers impact the document and policies
recommended?
With the DEIR Scoping Meetings held in January, it is likely that the DEIR is currently being drafted.
*************************
REVISIONS TO TOC PROGRAM GUIDELINES: There have been discussions in many communities as to
the need to modify the guidelines for properties developed under the TOC program. Revisions include
an interest to increase the amount of affordable/low income housing required to qualify for the
program. HOWEVER: Please note that the NC Sustainability Alliance Transportation Committee (and
others in the Alliance?) that all minimum standards for parking in TOC projects be REMOVED. This is
contrary to the Luskin Institute’s research that showed that because 90% of the TOC and TOD
developments are market rate, the tenants are owning cars and using them. So TOC is not reducing car
usage, but instead is creating parking nightmares. Councilmember Koretz is in favor of revising the TOC
guidelines because they are not working. Councilmember David Ryu before the election had proposed
increasing the percentage of affordable housing units that are required to get incentives, it never made
it to a vote before he left office. So between the parking problems and the fact that not enough
affordable housing is being created, the TOC Guidelines and TOC/TOD development incentives need to
be revisited. NCs need to start discussing this at our PLUM meetings and then reaching out to our
Councilmember’s to let them know what our communities need, e.g., increase in parking, more
affordable units to be built before incentives are provided; that replacement of RSO units (required
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under SB 330) should be calculated before they award density bonuses and that to get density bonuses
then the affordable percentage required should be ADDED to the RSO replaced units.
If the TOC proposed parking policy under consideration at the Sustainability Alliance presents an issue
in your community, you may wish to communicate with the Alliance and that committee. (There is no
Sustainability Alliance Land Use Committee.) Lisa Hart on the Transportation Committee is open to
feedback on the proposal.
******************************
City Planning Release of Wildlife Pilot Study / Draft Wildlife Ordinance released for comment (CF 140518)
Webpage: https://planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/wildlife-pilot-study
Draft Ordinance: https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/ae1d8e7e-5214-4520-a1d4d9876daaa28f/Draft_Wildlife_Ordinance_Public_Release_05_04_21.pdf
Fact Sheet: https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/835d5e32-f4f5-4f75-a2bd43fe9913c0d9/FactSheet.pdf
Informational Video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DItrCg5NJXM
The NC Sustainability Alliance (NCSA) will be hosting a program on the proposed ordinance on Sunday,
May 16, 6:30 pm. The program will feature Andrew Lasken, Co-Director of the Citizens Los
Angeles Wildlife (CLAW), and a representative from City Planning’s wildlife pilot study staff. The program
will focus on the elements of the proposed ordinance and how neighborhood councils can support it.
Learn more and RSVP at ncsa.la/wildlife_corridors_2021_05-16.
The NCSA notes that for the second year in a row, Mayor Garcetti’s proposed budget cut
the wildlife pilot study. Many people and organizations have objected, and the Budget and Finance
Committee has proposed restoring some of the funding.
**************************
Sidewalk Repair Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Update
The City has prepared the Final EIR for the proposed Sidewalk Repair Program, which has huge
implications for our trees. You can see it and learn about next steps
at: safesidewalks.lacity.org/environmental-impact-report.
The Board of Public Works Commissioners will review and consider the Final EIR and proposed Project at
a future date to be determined. The official schedule and meeting agendas for the Board of Public
Works is available at the City website: https://www.lacity.org/government/board-public-worksmeetings. After the Board of Public Works Commissioners’ review and City Council Committee(s)
recommendations, on the Final EIR and proposed Project, the Los Angeles City Council will consider the
Final EIR and proposed Project. The City Council will consider certifying the Final EIR, making the
required CEQA findings, and approving the proposed Project, including the adoption of the proposed
ordinance, at a future City Council meeting. The City Council meeting has not yet been scheduled.
****************************
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Brush Clearance Citywide: The new date for the 2021 brush clearance season starts 5/15/2021. For all
fire safety brush notice violations - due dates will be extended from 15 to 30 days from the date of initial
inspection. SAFD brush inspectors will be practicing social distancing for inspections and will discontinue
in-person meetings until further notice.
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
PART 3 - STATEWIDE MEASURES (with comments copied from Livable CA website and not reflective
of any NC positions taken)
As neighborhood councils are not currently permitted to communicate directly with state legislators
instead, neighborhood councils have sought to support a specific motion related to state legislation
presented by a councilmember, or to have an LA City Council member introduce a motion that seek to
have the City of Los Angeles include support or opposition to a bill in the City’s legislative agenda so that
the City lobbyists and electeds can voice support or opposition to a measure as it winds its way through
the Sacramento legislative process.
• SB 9 (Atkins) Reintroduces measures contained in last sesion’s SB 1120. Ends single-family zoning
to allow 6 units where 1 home is now. SB 9 is not a “duplex” bill. State law allows two units already (AB
68), letting homeowners add a house in their yards, or turn their homes into duplexes. Also permitted
on R1 lots are “Junior ADU’s.” SB 9 encourages investors to bid against families, such as the pension
funds now gobbling up homes. Facing withering criticism, SB 9’s author Toni Atkins, in a Sacramento
Bee op-ed, said her bill gives “homeowners the opportunity to reimagine their property.” Imagine,
perhaps. But few families can finance full-sized homes in their yard. SB 9 is a copycat of SB 1120, the
false “duplex” bill misreported by journalists in 2020. It is a senseless gamble against 21M people living
in homes they own.
Koretz Council Motion seeking City opposition to SB 10: CF 21-0002-S21:
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=21-0002-S21
• SB 10 (Wiener) Copycat of the defeated SB 902 in 2020, SB 10 lets a simple majority on a city city
councils override CEQA to allow 10-unit pricey market-rate apartments almost anywhere – a goal of Bay
Area Sen. Scott Wiener for the past three years. Perhaps even more outrageous, this strongly antienvironment bill allows a City Council to override voter-approved land-protection initiatives including
urban boundaries and open space, an attack on our 108-year-old right to initiative.
Observation: One of the issues often overlooked by those seeking to increase density on R1 lots by
allowing investors and developers to focus construction on these areas, is that the proposed laws do not
carry any requirements for low income or affordable units, fair wage labor rules, etc. – all requirements
of obtaining bonus density opportunities when developers build on commercially zoned land.
Development on R1 land under these laws will be much less complicated and therefore much more
attractive to developers. However, this will create very real disincentives for projects that DO provide
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affordable and/or low income units – thus undermining one of the more admirable traits of bonus
density projects.
None of these measures has any funding for infrastructure improvements needed to support added
density thus making them “unfunded mandates.”
See City Council file notes re: Koretz Council Motions seeking City opposition to SB 9 and SB 10.
Presentation/critique of SB 9 and SB 10 by United Neighbors:
17 minute version-https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cpmZrESylNQ
8 minute version-https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7CbD5G_QigY
•SB 6 (Caballero) Brings back the failed SB 1385. Empowers developers to override cities, buying and
destroying stores and businesses to build dense market-rate housing. SB 6 targets commercial buildings
that have had vacancy problems for 3 years, a gentrification slapdown harming businesses just starting
to recover, such as in Crenshaw in South LA, and Riverside and other key cities in the Inland Empire. This
bill cites the falsehood that density somehow results in “affordable housing.” The opposite occurs.
Strongly Oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
• SB 478 (Wiener) Amended on April 12, 2021 after severe criticism by experts, SB 478, a radical “tiny
lots” bill, needs a veto pen. It overrides city zoning to let developers destroy older, modest, multipleunit housing to build ultra-dense market-rate housing — on severely small lots. The tiny lots, incredibly
foolish during the pandemic era, would mean denser streets than Baltimore, the most crammed U.S.
city, averaging lot size of just 1,700 sq. ft. Wiener’s claim that SB 478 creates “affordability by design” is
false. New dense housing is extremely costly, as Vancouver keeps proving. Until the Legislature reverses
its tragic 2011 defunding of affordable housing, claims of “affordability by design” are false and an
impediment. Strongly Oppose. Recently amended to state that a city cannot deny a project of 3-10 units
if the project does not meet minimum lot size requirement. (This translates into very tall skinny projects.)
• AB 1322 (Bonta) Voters are under attack in AB 1322. AB 1322 creates an unprecedented and divisive
path to let city councils override voter-approved housing laws. AB 1322 will fuel a statewide war over
voter rights and the corrosive impact of developer money pouring into city councils. One resident in
Alameda explained it well in a published comment: “Some of the 25,063 Alamedans who voted against
Measure Z will be surprised” to learn that Bonta’s AB 1322 lets local politicians override voters’
successful ballot measures. Strongly Oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
Top Priority Bills: Four Bills Livable California Supports
• SB 4 (Gonzales) California Advanced Services Fund aims to expedite deployment of broadband
infrastructure and internet service to underserved rural and urban communities. This bill will give
smaller towns and underserved urban areas, left behind by the tech boom in extremely costly and overdense coastal cities, a chance to access better jobs and remote work and attract jobs to their areas.
Support. Link to LC Position Letter
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• SB 15 (Portantino) brings back SB 1299. This excellent bill REWARDS not PUNISHES cities. Gives cities
grants for 7 years if they voluntarily rezone idled big box buildings for affordable and workforce housing.
Repays cities for lost retail taxes. Doesn’t pave over or invade existing neighborhoods. Does not target
small mom-and-pop businesses. Strongly Support Portantino’s bill. Link to LC Position Letter
• SB 28 (Caballero) Rural Broadband and Digital Infrastructure Video Competition Reform Act of 2021.
This is a significant bill to help reduce inequality caused by California’s digital divide, with 2.3 million
Californians lacking broadband access. This bill will help rural, unserved, and underserved communities
build broadband networks that reach all Californians. Support. Link to LC Position Letter
• AB 787 (Gabriel) Converting housing units in existing buildings to low-income units is an effective way
to “build” affordable housing. California is severely under-producing low-income housing due to the
legislature’s defunding of affordable housing in 2011. That killed a $2B annual program, and since that
time California has been in a tailspin, unable to agree on how to finance low-income housing. AB 787 is a
step toward doing what’s right. Support. Link to LC Position Letter
Other Bad Bills
• SB 7 (Atkins) Lets developers ignore CEQA if they include a very, very small number of affordable units
within a $15 million project. See our letter from 2020 against the lookalike bill, SB 995: SB 7 is nearly the
same as Atkins’ failed anti-environment, developer giveaway that failed in 2020, SB 995. Strongly
Oppose.
• SB 8 (Skinner) SB 330 author Nancy Skinner seeks a “5-year extension” for a previously approved bill
(”Housing Crisis Act”) written for developers and investors. A sunset clause is supposed to end SB 330 in
2025, but SB 8 extends it to 2030. It rewards gentrification, ignores the homeless, creates NO affordable
units and silence communities facing big luxury projects, such as South L.A. and the Inland Empire,
limiting the public to 5 hearings. Luxury projects rewarded by the State cry out for more, not less,
accountability. Skinner promoted SB 330 by citing a now-debunked claim that California had a “3.5M
shortage.” This law cannot sunset soon en0ugh for those in need. Strongly Oppose. Link to LC Position
Letter
• SB 55 (Stern) Prohibits development in high fire hazard severity zones, but at the same time lets
developers impose much bigger apartment buildings in fire-prone areas not within the official severity
zone mapping. This is a poorly reasoned bill. Non-designated fire zones in California suffer mass fires
that make headlines, reach the ocean, leap across the 405 and burn down vineyards. Shall we pour new
density into areas that aren’t on the HFHSZ maps, as this bill suggests? We expect sensible safety ideas,
not SB 55. Strongly Oppose
• SB 290 (Skinner) This Bay Area legislator again seeks to water down “Density Bonus” law, which
requires that developer/investors who benefit from upsizing their projects, include a small percentage
of moderate income or low-income units in their buildings. This is Skinner’s second attempt to cut back
on the affordability requirements amidst a homeless crisis and severe shortage of low-income housing.
This bill moves in the wrong direction, fulfilling developers — but not struggling households. Her last
effort, SB 1085, rightly died in 2020. Strongly oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
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• SB 477 (Wiener) Requires city planning departments to include in their annual reports to the state
Dept. of Housing and Community Development (HCD) detailed data about the costs, standards, and
applications for proposed housing projects at the city level. SB 477 is another unhelpful and unfriendly
Wiener effort to paint hundreds of cities as bad actors who must be policed by state officials at HCD, a
state entity that, itself, is rife with error, waste and lack of accountability. Oppose. Link to LC Position
Letter
• AB 68 (Salas) Implements the State Auditor’s surprisingly muddled recommendations for affordable
housing. The Auditor’s slam in November on the state Dept. of Housing and Community Development’s
(HCD) fundamental failures, including HCD’s inability to identify areas of California most in need of
affordable housing, made headlines. But the Auditor then wrongly attacked the cities. AB 68 is far offtarget, seeking to give policing powers over cities to HCD, a state entity that, itself, is rife with error,
waste and lack of accountability. Oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
• AB 115 (Bloom) Requires cities to allow apartments in commercial areas if a developer reserves 20% of
the units for affordable housing. This bill ill-advisedly gives developers undue powers over business
districts across hundreds of towns, cities and counties. Worse, its 20% affordable requirement is set far,
far too low for any city to address its affordable housing needs, which the state says should comprise
60%, not 20%, of new apartment units. The low-ball 20% rule persists in state law and is digging a very
deep hole in our low-income housing crisis. Oppose.
• AB 215 (Chiu) An intent bill to strengthen the Department of Housing and Community Development’s
housing law enforcement authority. A better plan would be to reform the troubled, non-transparent,
and over-funded HCD. Oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
•AB 678 (Grayson) Housing development projects: fees and exactions cap. Oppose. Link to LC Position
Letter
• AB 989 (Gabriel) Housing: local development decisions: appeals. Oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
• AB 1398 (Bloom) Planning and zoning: housing element: rezoning of sites. Oppose. Link to LC Position
Letter
• AB 1401 (Friedman) The latest effort to severely reduce parking in buildings within 1/2 mile of major
transit stops. AB 1401 “would prohibit a city or county from imposing minimum parking

requirements on all developments located within one-half mile walking distance of a major
transit stop or a high-quality transit corridor.” We respect this author. But AB 1401 creates hardship
for families with children, workers who carry tools or equipment, people with two jobs, older people
who cannot walk 1/2 mile, and those recovering from COVID and other illnesses. Could eliminate all
parking within ½ mile of “quality” transit. Likely Oppose. Link to LC Position Letter
TWITTER POST FROM CA YIMBY: AB 1401 passes the Assembly Housing committee w/o amendments!
Thank you @laurafriedman43 for authoring a bill to reduce parking requirements, make our cities more
livable, reduce GHG emissions, and make housing more affordable! http://cayimby.org/ab-1401
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Other Bills Livable CA Supports
• SB 657 (Ochoa Bogh) Employment: electronic documents.. Support. Link to LC Position Letter
• SB 765 (Stern) Current Accessory Dwelling Unit (granny flat) law forces cities to let developers build to
within 4 feet of a neighbor. This bill leaves the setback distance up to the cities, as it should be. Strongly
Support. Link to LC Position Letter
• AB 571 (Mayes) Regarding “Density Bonus” projects, this bill would prohibit impact fees, including
inclusionary zoning fees, in-lieu fees, and public benefit fees, from being imposed on a housing
development’s affordable units or bonus units. Support. Link to LC Position Letter
• AB 617 (Davies) Regional Housing Needs Exchange of Allocation would authorize a city or county, by
agreement, to transfer all or a portion of its allocation of regional housing need to another city or
county. This restores a previously successful law/process. Support.
• AB 803 (Borner-Horvath) Starter Home Revitalization Act of 2021. Support
• AB 1258 (Nguyen) The Department of Housing and Community Development, (HCD) is empowered to
adopt the final regional housing needs plan. Cities believe HCD has erroneously calculated these
numbers in the most recent cycle, but have no way to challenge HCD in the courts. This bill would
subject the final regional housing need plan to judicial review. Support.
• ACA 7 (Muratsuchi) – Local Control Amendment – “a city charter provision, or an ordinance or
regulation adopted pursuant to a city charter, that regulates the zoning or use of land within the
boundaries of the city is deemed to address a municipal affair and prevails over a conflicting state
statute, Strongly Support.
• SCA 2 (Allen) proposes removing a barrier from a throwback era that stymies affordable housing, by
repealing Article 34 of the State Constitution. Article 34 prohibits cities and counties from building or
buying low-rent housing projects — unless local voters approve the project in an election. Strongly
Support.
• SB 51, SB 601 (descriptions to come).
• AB 537, AB 803, AB 1295 (descriptions to come).
Bills Under Analysis by Livable California
• ACA 1 (Aguiar-Curry) Lowers voter threshold from 2/3rds to 55% for local government general
obligation bonds, sales taxes or transactions. New taxes would fund construction, rehabilitation, or
replacement of public infrastructure, affordable housing, or permanent supportive housing. Analyze and
Decide.
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• SB 5 (Atkins) “Spot bill” to allow an Affordable Housing Bond on the November, 2022 ballot. Voters,
should we put back part of the billions of dollars that Gov. Jerry Brown took away in 2010 when he
defunded affordable housing in California? Analyze and Decide.
• AB 15 (Chiu) Extends anti-eviction protections for COVID-impacted tenants from January 31, 2021 to
January 1, 2022. Analyze and decide.
• AB 16 (Chiu) Spot bill to address and provide funding to mitigate financial impacts of COVID on renters,
small landlords, and affordable housing providers. Details not available. Watch.
• AB 59 (Gabriel) Changes the way developers review and legally challenge local sewer, water, planning,
building permits and other local fees and charges. As we have seen repeatedly, local regulation is NOT
why affordable housing isn’t built. Likely Oppose.
• AB 71 (Rivas/Chiu) Creates a statewide homelessness solutions program to be paid for by increasing
taxes and closing loopholes on higher income individuals and corporations. Analyze and Decide.
• AB 339 (Lee) State and Local Government Open Meetings would require all meetings to provide the
public with an opportunity to comment on proposed legislation. Analyze and Decide
• AB 345 (Quirk-Silva) Accessory dwelling units: separate conveyance. Analyze and Decide.
• AB 387 (Lee) A “spot bill” with no further details available at this time, the Social Housing Act of 2021
would establish the California Housing Authority for the purpose of developing mixed-income rental and
limited equity homeownership housing, and mixed-use developments, to address the shortage of
affordable homes for low-income and moderate-income households. Addresses a solution promoted to
Livable California by brilliant Professor Patrick Condon. Watch.
• AB 602 “spot bill” on residential development impact fees. Details not yet available. Watch.
• AB 816 (Chiu) – Requires creation of a statewide plan for addressing homelessness and allows for legal
action against jurisdictions who do not make progress towards meeting the plan’s goals. Analyze and
Decide
Bill that supports small business recovery:

AB 255 (Muratsuchi) Establishes protections from commercial evictions for non-payment of
rent due to COVID-19 financial hardship, subject to several conditions, until July 1, 2025. Major
Provisions 1) Establishes the COVID-19 Emergency Small Business Eviction Relief Act. Provides
immediate rent relief to California's locally owned small businesses for the duration of the
state's Covid-19 state of emergency. AB 255 will allow small businesses to pay 25% of monthly
rent for the duration of the state's Covid-19 state of emergency; it will require an additional
twelve months after the state of emergency has been lifted to pay back due rent in full and it
will provide an exemption for landlords who cannot participate due to financial strain. this bill
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requires a landlord to conduct a good faith negotiation with a qualifying commercial tenant to
form a plan to allow the tenant a reasonable opportunity to repay their COVID-19-related lease
debt. Further, this bill allows a commercial tenant to raise the landlord's failure to conduct a
good faith negotiation as an affirmative defense to an unlawful detainer (eviction) action.
____________________________
Metro held a Zoom presentation on their METRO PROPERTY JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM on April
7th. Information on that policy which is undergoing some revision, can be found at:
https://www.metro.net/projects/joint_dev_pgm/
The recording of the April 7th program will be released for viewing. The program has resulted in the
construction 2300 housing units with 2300 more units “on the way.” Goals are for 35% affordability.
They have 50 potential sites that will not be needed for construction work or staging of materials in the
future which they say could provide up to 10,000 housing units. Current program direction is to focus
on affordability – recognizing that affordability in one part of LA may be different from other parts. They
say that they seek to stabilize communities and to avoid displacement. Metro has a working group and
a policy paper on affordable first programs was apparently summarized for a Metro Board report. Panel
discussion touched on some issues worth noting: 1) Should Metro be able to purchase land adjacent to
their properties so that larger projects might be built and so that Metro/the community can benefit
from the transfer of wealth that occurs for land near transit? (Metro has restrictions on buying land.) Is
that “mission creep?” 2) The issue of parking and these projects: Should there be parking included? If
so, how much? Mention was made that in other cities parking built near transit is often underutilized.
Is that the case in LA? Is there any data to demonstrate what is the experience in transit oriented and
transit adjacent projects in LA? 3) Issues related to displacement and gentrification. 4) Wondering
how much Federal infrastructure money will come to LA area related to housing from the $213 billion
included in the measure. What should be done with that money? 5) Need to explore alternatives in
housing: Land Banks, community land trusts (CLT), Enhanced infrastructure financing districts.
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
PART 4 - METRO PLANNING/ LAND USE-RELATED INITIATIVES
METRO TRANSPORTATION COMMUNICATION NETWORK- PROPOSED MOTION
Research indicates that this item's file was created on February 19, 2021. The working draft of
the MOA Term Sheet, marked “PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL” is dated March 10, 2021. The
item was approved by the Metro Board Executive Management Committee on Thursday on April
15, 2021. And APPROVED by the full Metro Board (chaired by Mayor Garcetti) at their April 22,
2021 meeting as part of the consent calendar. No public comment was taken on the item. From
the agenda:
"AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with the City of Los Angeles for Metro’s Transportation Communication Network (TCN)
on Metro rail right-of-way within the City of Los Angeles."
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No one following METRO’s activities would have any idea that this “Transportation Communication
Network” is actually a plan to permit 300 digital billboards to be erected on Metro property (some of
which lies in LA City). The adopted motion approves a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the
City to proceed with the program. There was no public outreach on the program, no assessment of
traffic/public safety dangers, no discussion as to the appropriateness of such a program that would lead
to an advancement of an MOU.
IF THIS PROGRAM MOVES FORWARD, it will require exceptions to the City’s existing 2002 Sign
Ordinance which bans new billboards (except those in defined Sign Districts) which could result in
undermining the integrity of the Sign Ordinance and the ability of the City to defend it against litigation
by outdoor advertising companies.
Motion to recommend that the City forward the consideration of the MOU for a Transportation
Communication Network to the City Council’s Transportation Committee and Department of
Transportation with request for an updated compilation of data on the distracting nature of digital
billboards and documentation of dangers posed to street users (drivers, passengers, pedestrians, bike
and scooter riders) and property resulting from digital billboard driver distraction. Request study of an
evaluation of the impacts of digital billboards on the environment – including night sky pollution,
impacts on wildlife, energy consumption, etc. Request analysis of potential cumulative impacts of digital
signage on Street Furniture (STAP), on Metro land, and in Sign Districts. Request analysis of proposed
placement of said signs. Request location and inventory of existing static billboard signs and
identification of those to be removed in conjunction with this program. Request analysis of liability to
City and/or Metro as a result of any accidents caused by billboard driver distraction. Request plans to
comply with Version B+ of proposed revised LA City Sign Ordinance.
Request answers to questions not answered by Metro:
1.
2.

What has been the public outreach on this project to date?
Where are the proposed locations for the digital signs? Will they be digital, changing messages,
moving images... and where and how is that being advanced? Will they be equitably shared
throughout the region or will locations be determined by potential advertising revenues? What
input will communities have in sign locating within their areas? Will there be an "opt out"
mechanism? What impact will these signs have on adjacent properties? Proximity to private
uses? How will their operation be regulated? Can/how will content be regulated?
3. Have specific vendors been considered? Are specific vendors being considered now? If so, who
and what is the process for review? Will there be an RFP process?
4. Will digital signs be within or outside of the LA City high intensity commercial zones identified in
Version B+ of LA City's draft new/revised sign ordinance? How does this measure seek to
comply with the current LA City 2002 Sign Ordinance's ban on new billboards? Is this program
subject to the Sign Ordinance? If so, how does it comply and, if not, why not and on what basis
with the City approve?
5. Is there a mandatory takedown requirement for the billboard program? If so, what are the
recommendations under consideration? How does this assess/assign values to the signs to be
removed and proposed digital signage?
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6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

How is the transportation communication program part of the program and how is it being
advanced?
What is the CEQA process? Who is to handle it? What are the project alternatives?
How is the City Planning Dept. involved?
How will traffic/pedestrian/bike and scooter rider dangers be evaluated? What are the
projected impacts on traffic? (Freeway traffic visibly slows whenever a traffic message sign is lit
and has a message.) What kind of impacts are expected from signs that offer advertising
messages that change?
What standards/policies are being considered to regulate operation of the proposed
signage? Content? Brightness? Rotation rate?
What legal liability will the agencies involved have should there be accidents in the vicinity of
these signs and drivers claim to have been distracted (or a victim of a driver who has been
distracted lays blame to those who permitted distracting billboards)?
What are the fiscal requirements for the system and where will the funds for those
improvements come from? If from the vendor/private partner, what kind of "profit" or yield will
METRO and the City receive? How does this compare with the experience in other cities? What
is the cost / benefit /tradeoff of money raised vs. visual blight and the compromising of roadway
safety and possible injuries and deaths.
How does METRO plan to mitigate against the commercialization of our roadways? Billboards
are documented urban stressors. In a City with more and more density, our shared visual
environment is part of the open space we enjoy. While tourists may come to LA to see the
Hollywood sign, they are not coming here to view roadway digital advertisements which in many
if not most cities are viewed as visual blight.
What will be the roles of METRO, the City and any private vendor(s) in operating the Network,
its data collecting infrastructure, its communications components, etc.?
Who will store the data gathered and in what formats? What security will be used to secure the
data and protect it from hacking or abuse? To whom will it be available and for what
purposes? What kinds of data are to be collected and from what sources (cell phones, license
plates, etc.)? With whom will the various forms of data be shared? Are there any restrictions
on the types of data to be gathered?
What other digital sign programs is METRO considering? What is the status of plans to digitize
transit shelters? Other short or long-range plans for signage in conjunction with METRO
stations, transit stops, or METRO properties? Cumulative impacts of added signage?
Why the intentional lack of transparency for this proposed program?

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------=
METRO PROJECTS UPDATE: A citizen (“nandert”) with deep understanding of METRO project plans and
options being considered throughout the system, has posted an overview video (that includes editorial
comments) on YouTube. The video contains a great deal of project information in one spot (including
comments on cost overruns and project timeline delays). Watch it at:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CUrFswVO4Ms
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In the video he notes that the public comment period for the Crenshaw Line northern extension
options ends on May 28. Three options are being considered and Nandert suggests a fourth option to
serve West Hollywood. Comments: crenshawnorth@metro.net
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
REDISTRICTING: Are you aware of the current work being done to apply new census data to draw new
districts for City Council, County Supervisorial Districts, LAUSD area districts, State Elected
representatives? Each of these areas has commissions who are dedicated to defining new geographic
boundaries for the coming decade. Meetings of the redistricting commissions are open to the public.
The commissions will be accepting drafts of suggested maps for their consideration as they move
forward to adopt maps that are mandated to be completed by December. The timeframe is shorter
than usual because the receipt of census data is behind.
*************************************************************************
LA County LA River Master Plan: The County’s proposed plan for the 51 miles of the LA River in the
County is available online in. The public comment period closes 5/13/21. To review the plan
documents, go to: https://www.larivermasterplan.org/#review_the_plan A four minute introductory
video can be viewed at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ToNwvgOYX14
**************************************************************************

PART 5 --EVENTS/MEETINGS
a) UC Davis Conference: CEQA at 50. : Proceedings from the all-day conference will be posted on the
UC Davis CELPC website. Access through -https://law.ucdavis.edu/centers/environmental/conferences/
b) 3rd Annual Virtual Beautification Conference [ Tuesday, May 18, 10 am-2 pm
The City of Los Angeles Board of Public Works, Office of Community Beautification and Keep Los
Angeles Beautiful are presenting the 3rd Annual Virtual Beautification Conference! “This year's Public
Works Week theme "Stronger Together" captures our core belief that by working together and
forming strategic partnerships we can beautify and improve the quality of life for all Angelenos.
Through the engaging online events platform called Hopin, this virtual conference will convene a
wide range of stakeholders with a shared vision of a cleaner and more sustainable Los Angeles.”
Representatives from community organizations, nonprofits, youth advocates, researchers, Federal,
State, County and Local Public Agencies, and City of L.A. Departments will gather online to share
their stories, network, learn about programs and resources, and listen to various presentations on
key topics.”
Agenda and registration link at: https://hopin.com/events/3rd-annual-office-of-beautification
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c) Tree Summit LA 2021 - Friday, May 21st from 9:30am-12pm
Join LA City Chief Forest Officer Rachel Malarich for a series of discussions which explore the science
behind the need for water to ensure a healthy and vibrant urban forest, projects to capture data on the
use of water, and how our communities have been proactive in working with the City family to explore
creative solutions for water capture and use. Register here.
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_JH2SPVWJQCqxTH_rO3-F8Q
d) Pacific Palisades Task Force on Homelessness Webinar - Monday, May 24th from 7pm-8pm
Join the Pacific Palisades Task Force on Homelessness to hear from Dr. Jonathan Sherin, Director of the
Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health, who will discuss pathways to addressing issues
related to mental illness among unhoused Angelenos. Register here /
https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_DGruu2RXTVOD_u_IDNIT8Q
e) Abundant Housing LA: May Panel - Ending Exclusionary Zoning- May 26, 6:30 pm

From online description: “Exclusionary zoning perpetuates problems of segregation and
housing affordability. That's why cities throughout California and the country are now working
to end this legacy of racism in zoning and land use. Hear from city councilmembers and experts
working to raise attention to the issue of exclusionary zoning, and what they're doing in their
communities to open up exclusionary neighborhoods of opportunity.”
Not a balanced program /presenters but informative to understand the outreach being done
from AH.
Panelists include: Kristin McCowan, Santa Monica City Councilmember, Gleam Davis, Santa
Monica City Councilmember, Mike Manville, Associate Professor of Urban Planning at the UCLA
Luskin School of Public Affairs.
RSVP:
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_A1ppC5ntTXiGcQ7uJEm6EA?fbclid=IwAR2R2N
fj9-NxqjbIK9nwg2tK2watqsfv1DLj4VWK9YlU292tkbZw4sXbsCE
f) UCLA -- BOLLENS-RIES-HOFFENBERG LECTURE, Friday, June 4, 4pm
Los Angeles at a Crossroads: A Political History of Homelessness in our City, presented by Nithya Raman,
Los Angeles City Councilmember followed by a conversation with Daniel Thompson, Assistant
Professor/Political Science: Friday, June 4, 2021, 4 pm Live streaming via Zoom.tment of Political
by https://outlook.live.com/mail/0/inboxThursday, June 3 at 12:00 p.m. PST

Or register at: https://outlook.live.com/mail/0/inbox. Instructions to join the webinar will be provided
once your registration has been confirmed. Questions to be submitted in advance by June 3, noon to:
hnadworny@support.ucla.edu
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PART 6 -- RESOURCES / FYI:
In a memo distributed last week, the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) released updated income limits and median household income figures for all of the state's 58
counties.
While the state income limits determine eligibility for a variety of programs, including COVID-19
emergency rental assistance, they are perhaps most commonly associated with affordable housing
developments. The 2021 limits for Los Angeles and Orange Counties are as follows:

Issue mentioned at PlanCheck May meeting: What is the impact of Tenant-in-Common /TIC
CONVERSIONS on housing supply and affordability? What exactly are they? Are you aware of such
conversions taking place in your area?
Interest in Neighborhood Council elections seen in online posts:
Democratic Socialists of LA post https://dsa-la.org/committees/elpol/nc2021

ARTICLES OF INTEREST:

LAND USE REPORT – May 7, 2021 (includes items revised from April report)- Summary of pending landuse related egislative items, land use-related issues, upcoming meetings/conferences re: land use and
assorted articles of possible interest. This report is not an official committee document. It is a reference
with information for possible NC action and for those interested in planning and land use issues.

a)

The only thing worse than a NIMBY is a YIMBY: https://www.currentaffairs.org/2021/01/the-only-thingworse-than-a-nimby-is-a-yimby
b) LA Times Friday, May 7, 2021 Page A11 OpEd piece by Gary Griggs, UC Santa Cruz Distinguished Professor of
Earth and Planetary Sciences: We can’t hold back the rising seas. The article includes the following:
“Some communities and neighborhoods are already experiencing coastal flooding during king tides and
periods of large waves. Every coastal city and county in California needs to determine its most vulnerable
areas and assets and develop response plans with thresholds for relocation or beginning the process of
moving back from the shore…… These will need to be community-specific decisions, and it’s not too early to
start these discussions with the rate of sea level rise accelerating. Even if we don’t know exactly how high the
sea level will be at a specific point in the future, we know that this process will continue…. In the long run,
there is no effective way to hold back the Pacific Ocean.”
c)

The Future of Work – A series of posts on the CBRE website related to the impacts of the pandemic on
migration patterns, use of space, etc. : https://www.cbre.us/research-and-reports/COVID-19-Impact-onResident-Migration-Patterns, https://www.cbre.com/thewayforward/People-Are-Moving-But-Not-Too-FarCOVID-19s-Impact-on-Migration-Trends?article={DC24E008-8D50-4972-8EB2-19D83BBB7FCC},
https://www.cbre.com/-/media/files/the-way-forward/the-future-workplace-top-10predictions/top10predictions-v06.pdf,
d) CBRE report on conditions and trends that have given rise to the growth of co-living facilities in six major
European cities: https://www.cbre.com/research-and-reports/Europe-Co-living-Key-Trends-and-Key-Cities
e) https://therealdeal.com/?_ptid=%7Bjcx%7DH4sIAAAAAAAAAFWQXW-CMBSG_0uvlbSgpXLnIn5gMrOsY6ygwN0Ymnagi7L_vuAmS2eu5PneXNO3i8kZI4ipEOb7jZ8peZogrQoIZVw2Q3kpK6KNp9hmDtaU57DlcNRoLKYDTiY_KKHxLG31b4jsZXyFonGzVqhGEmgjIzpynux2-ZaD4orhoZ2C4vSvyuyuwuv8zwrZqLoeiABPTx-ctxduEHhkZnqmE5XDWtXCAImdamCB328fkgSdkzfl-T_ET-mepMFIod1PSIEyP62DDXLeycRZC1kqiyLV1vUEddLKX7WbDn1g1znDKkvdeehL6p7MQo8EzPPngUf8oYfWglmWoFwP80sx3HY1igglixldhDP
8_QM16n8bfQEAAA The article has limited access so is copied here:

INSIDE THE QUEST TO CHANGE SINGLE FAMILY ZONING
The Real Deal National 4/25/21 Kathryn Brenzel
The white colonial at 2 Orchard Road is sorely in need of an update. Its orange and yellow floral
wallpaper and abundant wooden cabinetry call to mind the year it was built: 1970.
That same year, a study found, the Connecticut town where it sits, Woodbridge, had severely restrictive
zoning and, not coincidentally, was among the state’s most homogenous.
More problematic than the Orchard Road home’s dated decor, some say, is that the affordability and
diversity of the largely white enclave northwest of New Haven has hardly changed, either.
To spur reform, the nonprofit Open Communities Alliance, which is leasing the single-family home on
1.5 acres and has the option to buy it at a steep discount, is seeking to raze and replace it with a fourunit building including at least two low-income rentals. The civil rights attorneys behind the effort are
calling on Woodbridge officials to permit such multifamily construction throughout the town.
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The proposal has caused an uproar. Residents distributed flyers in December warning that the plan
would “dismantle” Woodbridge’s zoning and urged the community to take “control” of the town’s
future.The blowback came as no surprise to organizers of the initiative.
“There’s always a range of opposition that runs from people who are only really familiar with myths
around affordable housing, to people who are classist and racist, to people who have genuine concerns
about the environment,” said Erin Boggs, executive director of Open Communities. “What we tend to
see — and what we’ve heard a lot of in Woodbridge — are the same old concerns you hear whenever
affordable housing is going into a town.”
Similar fights are playing out throughout the country as cities and states grapple with land use policies
that, in some cases, were designed to keep out people of specific racial backgrounds.
Nearly three years ago, Minneapolis became the first major city to allow three-family buildings on lots
that had only permitted single-family homes. A similar measure in Oregon forced cities with populations
of more than 10,000 to permit duplexes in areas zoned exclusively for single-family. California
lawmakers have been trying for several years to make such changes statewide, but cities including
Berkeley, Sacramento and San Francisco have taken steps to allow for density.
Selling these changes has been difficult. Headlines about ending single-family zoning are interpreted as
plans to end single-family homes. In Minneapolis, red lawn signs sprouted up pleading, “Don’t bulldoze
our neighborhood!”
Reform advocates believe some of the resistance to change stems from the same racism that helped
drive the creation of single-family communities in the first place. They cite opponents’ usage of
euphemisms about threats to neighborhood “character.”
But concerns about easing zoning restrictions are multilayered. Homeowners worry about the effects on
property values, infrastructure and quality of life. In communities dominated by single-family zoning
where most residents are lower-income or people of color, there are concerns that multifamily
development would exacerbate displacement and mostly benefit the real estate industry.
Even some supporters of densification agree it isn’t a one-size-fits-all policy.
“We shouldn’t oversimplify what is entailed when talking about these kinds of changes,” said Elaine
Gross, founder of Syosset, New York-based ERASE Racism, a civil rights group that has advocated for
lifting single-family zoning restrictions on Long Island. “So as we try to fix the current one-size-fits-all
[zoning], we shouldn’t make the same mistake.”
A racist foundation
Housing discrimination has long been embedded in government policy.
The U.S. Supreme Court in 1917 barred city ordinances that prevented a Black person from buying a
home in a white neighborhood. But municipalities found ways around the ruling, such as deed
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restrictions explicitly forbidding anyone not white from residing at the home — a practice the federal
government reinforced by requiring such covenants as a condition of financing.
Though such policies were eventually banned, towns and cities also adopted zoning rules that only
allowed homes that were unaffordable to most Black families, especially as they lacked access to federal
mortgages and subsidies, according to Heather McGhee, author of “The Sum of Us,” an examination of
racially discriminatory policies and practices. In many places, that meant no apartments or two-family
homes.

In her book, McGhee writes that such policies persist as an “invisible layer of exclusion laid across 75
percent of the residential map in most American cities, effectively banning working-class and many
middle-income people from renting or buying there.”
“The effect is that they keep land supply short, house prices high, and multifamily apartment buildings
out,” she writes.
ERASE Racism’s Gross said she believes much of the fear around banning single-family zoning
restrictions stems from “underlying racism.”
“That’s why a lot of people came to Long Island in the first place,” she said. “They were running away
from people of color in the city.”
Gross added, “We have to face up to the monster we created … that we’ve been so narrowly focused on
one type of housing, which is single-family.”
Heather Worthington felt the discussion of Minneapolis’ plan for three-family dwellings — which she
helped design as its director of long-range planning — often had a “thinly veiled” racial undercurrent in
the wealthier parts of town rooted in “privilege” and “white fragility.”
Shaken by the reaction, Worthington left city government after the plan passed and now works as a
consultant.
“The progressive dissonance of that moment was deafening,” said Worthingon. “You had people who
would self-describe as liberal progressives who were saying, ‘But not in my backyard, not in my
neighborhood.’”
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Speaking in the midst of the George Floyd trial, she drew a connection between segregationist housing
policies and his death. “We know what happened there. And we are feeling like, Why did that happen?
But we’re ignoring all these other things that led up to that moment.”
Race has also been central to the debate in Woodbridge, where 75 percent of the population is white,
16 percent is Asian, 6 percent is Hispanic or Latino and just 3 percent is Black, according to the U.S.
Census.
Those who oppose the multifamily proposal voice concerns about the infrastructure and water supply in
the town of 8,750. Many say they support more affordable housing but want a different approach.
Residents and some officials have balked at the idea that opposing the zoning change perpetuates
segregation, as is suggested in Open Communities Alliance’s application.
“Does anywhere in [Woodbridge’s] statutes talk about Blacks or Hispanics or Asians?” asked Town Plan
and Zoning Commission member Paul Schatz during a February hearing, according to the Connecticut
Mirror. “You essentially called Woodbridge a bunch of racists.”
The “disparate impact rule” under the Fair Housing Act paved the way for legal claims against
exclusionary zoning ordinances, even those with no explicit intent to discriminate. But the Trump
administration made bringing such cases significantly harder. And getting localities to rezone for more
affordable housing has also been difficult, leading to statewide efforts like the one in California.
Timothy Herbst, an attorney who represents a dozen Woodbridge residents who oppose changing
single-family zoning, believes supporters of the plan are taking advantage of the national conversation
to push a larger agenda.
“They are using the argument of race as a way to completely dismantle local control of zoning,” he said.
“They are using Woodbridge as a guinea pig to apply this standard to the entire state of Connecticut.”
Open Communities Alliance is indeed pushing the state to require municipalities to provide their “fair
share” of affordable housing.
“The history of what has gone on here is so important,” Boggs said. “The challenge now is can we,
through local community action, busting myths, inspire towns and other levels of government to do the
opposite? Which is, create diverse and inclusive communities.”
Diverse resistance
Homeownership has long been the primary path for Americans to establish generational wealth. But
most fail to understand that racial covenants severely restricted what homes Black families could buy,
said Lynetta McElroy, a longtime homeowner in the mostly Black Los Angeles neighborhood Leimert
Park.
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“Generally, Black parents are not in a position to assist with a down payment for their children. So when
we purchase a home, it is quite a big deal,” she said. “To most legislators and developers, it is nothing.
To me, it is my home and life savings.”
But McElroy sees eliminating single-family zoning restrictions as a threat to property values and
community cohesion in areas like hers, rather than as a path to homeownership for more Black families.
She also worries that Leimert Park would lose some yards and trees, exacerbating flooding.
“Originally, the homes in this area were sold with a racial restrictive covenant in the deed,” she said.
“Now that the area is majority Black-owned, the legislators’ policies will destroy it.”
In New York City, a proposed planning overhaul turned into a debate over whether addressing inequities
would mean eliminating single-family zoning. Some feared that the proposal would not only do that but
would “tear down” entire communities. Exasperated, City Council Speaker Corey Johnson spent much of
a February hearing denying that.
Barika Williams, executive director of the Association for Neighborhood and Housing Development,
agreed, calling it a “red herring” to tie the bill to single-family zoning.
But the reactions from some homeowners speaks to the messaging problem of rezoning for
affordability. Supporters must overcome not only latent racism in white neighborhoods but distrust of
government and aversion to development from all owners of single-family homes. Minneapolis was able
to do so — the City Council voted 12-1 for its zoning change — but the idea has so far generated much
more conversation than approved legislation.
Choosing a strategy
For three years and counting, California state Sen. Scott Wiener has been on a quest to upzone transitrich areas of the state.
In response to criticism that one of his measures circumvented community-based planning, he modified
it in December to allow local governments to upzone more easily. Any parcels in “a transit-rich area, a
jobs-rich area or an urban infill site” could be readily designated by localities to allow buildings with up
to 10 units. But it does not compel them to.
Still, Wiener seems to understand that if locals are allowed to continue the status quo, which has led to
California having among the most expensive housing in the nation, they will do so. In February, he
proposed a measure that would override zoning that allows multifamily housing in theory but makes it
impossible to build in practice.
Opponents see these measures as a power grab by the state.
“The net effect of these bills, if they become law, would be that homeownership would become an
endangered species,” said Keith Gurnee, a board member of Livable California, a group that opposes
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Wiener’s bills. “They are pushing the American dream further and further away from those who want to
realize it.”
Wiener said they would do the opposite.
“Local control is a meaningless argument,” he said. “The common denominator is that both [bills] will
allow more housing, which is what the opposition cares about.”
The state senator said the major zoning issues should be addressed at the state level because in cities,
“the political incentives are to not build housing and avoid those fights.”
A November study by New York University’s Furman Center argued that local control of zoning stifles
housing production — especially in the suburbs around New York City. Fewer building permits were
issued per capita in Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester and Putnam counties between 2010 and 2018 than in
most suburban counties in Southern California, the Bay Area, Connecticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania,
the center found.
“There are some communities that are never going to entertain major zoning changes,” said Katherine
Levine Einstein, assistant director of policy at the Boston University Center for Antiracist Research. “For
those kinds of places, we need state-level preemption.”
She said messaging around these proposed changes has largely taken two forms. The first focuses on
creating “missing-middle housing” to address the dearth of housing options for the middle class. The
second is to emphasize that the reforms are a matter of racial equity, providing housing access to
communities of color.
But Einstein said that approach can backfire if people feel they are being implicated in perpetuating
racist policies.
Another hurdle: concerns that upzonings are a giveaway to developers and do not ultimately help
affordability.
“People, understandably, hate developers,” she said.
A 2019 study by the Brookings Institution found that “gentle” increases in density to allow for three- to
four-unit homes, townhouses and small-scale apartment buildings can grow housing supply and reduce
prices. But in high-cost locations, only certain building types make a difference.
A breakdown of redevelopment costs in Washington, D.C., and likely resale prices showed that a
townhouse would be priced essentially the same as the single-family home it replaced, at nearly $1
million. Meanwhile, an apartment in a six-unit condo building would go for roughly $580,000, according
to the study.
Anaid Yerena, a University of Washington professor who studies affordable housing policy, said Tacoma
has framed its approach advantageously. While its “Homes in Tacoma” proposal notes that 75 percent
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of the city’s land is set aside for single-family homes, it emphasizes the plan’s aim to create more
housing options, notably the “missing-middle” housing type, while complementing existing
neighborhood scale.
“When you think about our housing ecosystem, it’s kind of like a game of musical chairs, and there
aren’t enough chairs for the people that are trying to play,” Tacoma planning official Jacques Colon told
a local NBC affiliate. “And so when we’re talking about this project, we really are just talking about
creating the conditions for more units to be put into the housing market, or more chairs into the game.”
When asked about concerns over potential displacement, Yerena said it is important that changes to
single-family zoning restrictions be part of comprehensive planning.
“Changing the zoning should not be a single strategy,” she said. “We can’t just walk away and think that
everything is going to be fine.”
The market rules
Aaron Eisenberg, an agent with Keller Williams, has watched the number of people vying for homes in
Minneapolis increase for five years while available housing stock has remained static. He supports the
city’s zoning change — which allows for three units on a lot but does not ban single-family construction
— but has yet to see much interest from developers or owners to redevelop properties.
“They don’t seem to be champing at the bit to buy houses, knock them down and build duplexes and
triplexes,” he said. “If the market is still asking for single-family houses, that is what developers are
going to give them.”
Arnab Chakraborty, a professor of regional and urban planning at the University of Illinois UrbanaChampaign, said cities and states should consider how altering zoning affects low-income, single-family
communities where a majority of residents are renters and likely have fewer resources to combat
displacement.
“Those who are advocates for low-income communities, I think they should assess how these policies
actually pan out,” he said. “I would advise them not to put all of their chips in this basket.”

f)

https://queenspost.com/queens-community-groups-hold-rally-demanding-a-stop-to-racist-luxuryrezonings - Article from New York (Queens and North Brooklyn) that covered the announcement of
a coalition of over 60 community groups that unveiled their “COMMUNITY DECLARATION ON THE
FUTURE OF NEW YORK.” That declaration says:
Community Declaration on the Future of New York
12/16/2020

To Elected Officials, Candidates for City Office and to New Yorkers Everywhere:
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We, the undersigned, demand an end to the destructive up-zonings, the seizure of public
spaces for private gain (including public housing), and the excessive influence of real estate on
our city government. We demand reform of the fake community consultations on zoning that
serve only to sideline true debate and dissent. We are outraged by the racist displacement of
working-class people and small businesses and deplore the excessive demolition of our city that
Mayor de Blasio’s affordable housing policy imposes. We insist upon a new framework for
affordable housing that is free of the negative effects of the current policy.
Elected officials and candidates should:


Stop all rezonings - be they neighborhood-wide or “spot” - that allow more luxury high
rises and condos to be built. This trickle-down approach to housing only serves to
displace residents and small businesses, over-scale our neighborhoods, strain our
underfunded public infrastructure and take away our sunlight. It renders our communities
unaffordable and alters the places that we call home in ways that make them
unrecognizable.



Reject the housing policy that is based on enormous giveaways to luxury real estate
developers in exchange for a small percentage of dubiously named “affordable” housing.
Stop the use of “affordable” as a safe word to justify towerization or as a substitute for
real, multi-generational affordability for low-income people.



Reinvent the rigged land-use process to allow for legitimate community-led planning
instead of imposing “done deal” developments. No land-use review process should be
allowed to use “virtual” meetings - such as Zoom - as a substitute for public hearings.



End the reckless conversion of still useful manufacturing space into gentrified housing.

