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ONGOING HOUSING CRISIS
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Figure 6. Change in Median Income and Rent, US and LA 

 
 
As expected, then, the share of renters experiencing moderate (30-50% of 

income) and severe (50+% of income) rent burden in Los Angeles has 
consistently exceeded the rate of the nation as a whole. As of 2013, Los Angeles 
also had the highest median rent burden in the nation, at 47% (Dewan, 2014). 
Not only were a greater share of renters burdened, but the size of their burden 
was also greater as shown in Figure 7.  

 
Figure 7.Rent Burden, US and Los Angeles, 1970-2011 

 

Given widening inequality overall, it is important to understand how 
equitably the growing rent burden has been shared among renters over time. To 
explore this, we grouped renters by their position in the overall income 
distribution. All references to income distribution in this section are for overall 
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IMAGE SOURCE: Rosalie Ray, Paul Ong and Silvia Jimenez. Impacts of the Widening Divide: Los Angeles at the Forefront of the Rent Burden Crisis. Center for the Study of Inequality, UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs, 2014. 
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LONG IN THE MAKING

IMAGE SOURCE: Morrow, Greg. The Homeowner Revolution: Democracy, Land Use and the Los Angeles Slow-Growth Movement, 1965-1992. 2013. Page 3.

T H E  H O M E O W N E R  R E V O L U T I O N I N T R O D U C T I O N

Fig. 1-1: Down-Zoning versus Population Growth Data Sources: Census and all 104 Community Plans (cumulative population capacity)
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BASELINE MANSIONIZATION

IMAGE SOURCE: http://www.trbimg.com/img-5366f9b9/turbine/la-me-mansionization-20140505, accessed 3/7/16.
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ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

IMAGE SOURCE: http://cdnassets.hw.net/dims4/GG/8d44043/2147483647/resize/876x%3E/quality/90/?url=http%3A%2F%2
Fcdnassets.hw.net%2Fe8%2F8f%2F74cb72d844af91c05debb067a604%2Fbetsky-shelter-03.jpg, accessed 3/7/16.
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SMALL LOT SUBDIVISION

IMAGE SOURCE: http://st.houzz.com/fimgs/e4c1b998057f9df9_5343-w746-h442-b0-p0--home-design.jpg, accessed 3/7/16. 
IMAGE SOURCE: http://www.trbimg.com/img-558c8189/turbine/la-hm-blackbird-side-20150627-001/650/650x366, accessed 3/7/16.
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MULTI-FAMILY REDEVELOPMENT
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IMAGE SOURCE: www.wyvernwood.com, accessed 6/12/16. 
IMAGE SOURCE: www.la.streetsblog.com, accessed 6/12/16.



LA RIVER DEVELOPMENT
www.racdb.com Smart Growth for Elysian Valley  1st Edition: Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) 8  /  14

A 1.5 F.A.R. would look like this.

This is not smart development.
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IMAGE SOURCE: www.kcet.org, RAC Design Build, accessed 6/12/16. 



TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
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IMAGE SOURCE: www.mic.com, accessed 6/12/16.
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downtown

DESCRIPTION:

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS: SITE/LOT CHARACTERISTICS: BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS:
STREET PATTERN:

TOPOGRAPHY:
BLOCK WIDTH:

STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY:
SIDEWALKS:

SETBACKS:
CONSISTENCY LEVEL:

TRANSITION TYPE:

Linear grid
Flat/Minor Topography
200-300 feet
60 feet
Detached
15-35 feet (front)
High
Medium (low-scale comm. corridor)

LOT SIZE:
LOT SHAPE:

LOT ORIENTATION:
LOT WIDTH:

LOT COVERAGE:
LOT ACCESS:

BUILDING PLACEMENT:
GARAGE:

5,000 - 8,000 square feet
Rectilinear (some rhomboid corner lots)
Narrow side facing street
40-55 feet
High
Driveway
Very uniform
Detached

CONSTRUCTION ERA:
ORIG. BUILDING SIZE:

FLOOR AREA RATIO:
BUILDING HEIGHT:

SIDE WALL VS. LOT LENGTH:
FRONT WALL VS. LOT WIDTH:

ROOF FORM:
PORCH/ENTRY:

1900-1940s (mainly 20s)
1,500-3,000 square feet
0.25 - 0.40 FAR
1 and 2-stories
approx. 40-60%
approx. 60-70%
Hip & Gable
Street-facing

This typology consists of a common linear street grid 
with narrow, rectangular-shaped lots and no alley. 
Streets are a 60-foot R.O.W. with on-street park-
ing. Lots are accessed via private, narrow driveways 
leading to detached garages in the rear of the lot. 
This pattern of driveways allows for separation be-
tween neighborhing buildings. Buildings address 
the street with consistent setbacks and semi-private 
porches and entries facing the street.

This typology has a high degree of consistency. Typ-
ically developed in the 1920s, but spanning into the 
1940s, the homes are of modest scale. Original con-
struction size spans from 1,500 to 3,000 square feet. 
Front yards are open and inviting while back yards 
are private.

DEVELOPMENT TRENDS:
This typology is common throughout Los Angeles. 
Many of these neighborhoods are experiencing sub-

stable. Therefore, it will be important to consider 
a wide range of development trends and opinions 
when developing standards in this typology.

GRIDDED - UNIFORM
MEDIUM LOTS

Neighborhood Characteristics - Aerial Photograph

Neighborhood Characteristics - Buildings vs. Open Space

Streets include on-street parking with a 
detached sidewalk and street trees.

Front yards are generally landscaped with a 
walkway leading to the front door.

Some front yards are raised, with site walls 
or berms and steps leading to the front door.

Narrow driveways at the side of the home is 
common.

Some of the established neighborhoods in this 
typology have beautiful, aging street trees.

Setbacks are uniform and generally range 
from 15 to 35 feet, although 15-20 feet is the 
most common setback range.

RESIDENTIAL TYPOLOGIES | GROUP A
A.1

Original Structures

Front Setback Pattern Auto Access

Lot Characteristics Diagram
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A variety of architectural styles exist 
throughout this typology, however Spanish 
Revival with clay roof tiles is quite common.

Both one and two-story homes are common 
in this typology, and most include pitched 
roofs
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RESIDENTIAL CASE STUDIES | 1

1178 S. Victoria Ave. 
Oxford Square HPOZ

Floor Area Ratio GIS Map

 Grass and landscaped 
front yard is consistent with 

surrounding context

 One-story element on front 
facade minimizes perceived scale 

of home from street

heights to neighboring homes

64’  Wall Length

48’  Wall Length 

with access from sidewalk

 Driveway on the side of the 
structure is consistent with 

neighboring properties

 Similar length of side wall to 
surrounding context

 Maintains traditional pattern 
of side driveway leading to rear 

garage

 Similar building footprint/lot 
coverage to surrounding context

 Aligned with traditional 
setback

DESCRIPTION:

This case study exists in typology A.2: Gridded-
Uniform Large Lot. The lot width is 50 feet, 
which is a standard lot width in in the traditional 
gridded neighborhoods. The lot length, in this 
condition, is 170 feet. This particular example 

along the length of the block. This block includes 
mainly two-story buildings. This house includes 
a covered front porch running the width of the 
home, creating a one-story element on the front 
facade which minimizes the perceived scale of 
the home from the street. Parking is located in 
the rear of the home in a detached garage.

1178 S. Victoria Ave. STATISTICS:

» FAR =  0.42

» Lot Size = 8,590 square feet 

» Building Size = 3,593 square feet

» Building Coverage = 27%

NEIGHBORING STATISTICS:

» FAR = approx. 0.27

» Lot Size = approx. 8,591 square feet 

» Building Size = approx. 2,345 square feet

» Building Coverage = 
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LOSS OF OPEN SPACE NO SETBACK

BUILDING MASSING

PERCEIVED MASS

BUILDING SIZE

DRIVEWAY LENGTH

LOSS OF CHARACTER

GRADING

Issues With The Current Development Trends

Analysis Of The Existing Neighborhoods

The one size fi ts all approach 
of the current code does not 
provide the variety of solutions 
needed citywide 
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Tool Kit Used To Create Solutions

R1-C FLOOR AREA RATIO TABLE BUILDING COVERAGE

DETACHED SECONDARY STRUCTURESIDE WALL LENGTH FRONTAGE PACKAGES

BUILDING ENVELOPE

CASE STUDIES G.I.S. MAPPING

R1-C Compliant R1-C Compliant

Dividing fl oor area 
into two structures 
reduces perceived 
mass

Side wall o� set 
requirement 
reduces mass at the 
sideyard setback

Building envelope 
permits variety in 
house form

• 1 story front 
• Front parking

• 2 story front
• Rear parking

• 1 story front
• Rear parking

Variety of architectural styles fi t within the building envelope

Limit to building 
coverage helps maintain 
sense of open space

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
One Size Does Not Fit All ][

DRAFT CONCEPTS

FLEXIBLE TOOLS FOR 
DIVERSE NEIGHBORHOODS
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IMAGE SOURCE: www.recode.la, Public Forums April 2016, accessed 6/12/16.



EXISITING CODE
Liz Falletta - Decoding Practice Presentation - 3/11/16

IMAGE SOURCE: Existing Processes and Entitement Procedures, Code Studies Section, Los Angeles City Planning Department, 2015.
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NEW CODE APPROACH

MODULAR Strategy | Balance Flexibility with Predictibility

Liz Falletta - Decoding Practice Presentation - 3/11/16

1. Form Base Code LITE

2. USE - FORM - ORIENTATION Approach

3. MODULAR System that dissassociates FORM from USE

4. Creation of USE CATEGORIES rather than adopting SPECIFIC USES into the code

5. Use of detailed INTENTION Sections

6. ALTERNATE COMPLIANCE rather than HARDSHIP VARIANCES

7. Emphasis on applying rules IN CONTEXT rather than one size fits all



GOALS

BROAD Goals | Focus on Accessibility, Simplicity and Transparency

Liz Falletta - Decoding Practice Presentation - 3/11/16

1. SIMPLIFYING the Rules

2. Putting these rules in one location, not 65

3. SIMPLIFYING the code and making it more TRANSPARENT

4. VISUALIZING the code to make it more understandable

5. Creating a WEB-BASED portal to make the code more ACCESSIBLE

6. Make more processes BY-RIGHT, less discretionary

7. Creating new TOOLS that will help communities evolve in productive ways




