
The proposed Residential Design Standards Ordinance (Ordinance) will amend Los Angeles County 
Code (County Code) Title 22 (Planning and Zoning) (Title 22) to incorporate development standards 
applicable to residential projects, including mixed-use projects that include a residential component, 
throughout the unincorporated County. The development standards are intended to ensure 
residential projects are designed in a manner that integrates them into existing neighborhood 
contexts and to foster walkable, livable, and healthy neighborhoods that enhance the comfort of 
residents and the experience of the public.

SUBJECT

July 18, 2023

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012
 
Dear Supervisors:

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE RESIDENTIAL
DESIGN STANDARDS ORDINANCE
PROJECT NO. PRJ2021-03654-(1-5)

ADVANCE PLANNING PROJECT NO. RPPL2021010116
PROJECT LOCATION: COUNTYWIDE

(ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS) (3-VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING,

1.     Find that the adoption of the Ordinance is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA);

2.     Indicate its intent to adopt the Ordinance (Advance Planning Project 
No. RPPL2021010116) as recommended by the Regional Planning Commission (RPC); and

3.     Instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary documents for the Ordinance and submit 
them to the Board of Supervisors (Board) for its consideration.



PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

On June 1, 2021, the Board approved a contract with Gruen Associates to assist the Department of 
Regional Planning (Regional Planning) in preparing Residential Design Standards to promote a built 
environment that is safe, accessible, and attractive.

The proposed Ordinance is a response to various state laws that direct how local jurisdictions can 
approve residential projects. One such law, SB 35, required the County to approve residential 
projects that met certain criteria through a ministerial process.  The County’s 
By-Right Housing Ordinance implements the requirements of this law at the County level by allowing 
many residential projects to be approved through a ministerial process. Another such law, SB 330, 
further directed how local jurisdictions can approve residential projects. For example, this law 
requires that local jurisdictions can only subject residential projects to objective design standards.

Taken together, these state laws and the County’s implementing ordinances significantly reduced 
Regional Planning Staff’s discretion when reviewing residential projects. Therefore, amending Title 
22 to require that residential projects comply with specific, objective development standards, as 
defined by the state, is the only way to empower Regional Planning Staff to ensure that a residential 
project is well designed.

The proposed Ordinance applies to new single-family residences (SFRs) and additions to existing 
SFRs, new multi-family residences with more than one housing unit (MFRs) and additions to existing 
MFRs, and new mixed-use projects that include a residential component. The proposed Ordinance 
does not apply to interior remodels that do not add square footage or change the building footprint, 
rebuilds of existing buildings, non-conforming uses, and mobile and manufactured homes.

The proposed Ordinance’s primary aim is to ensure a baseline level of design quality while offering 
design flexibility and options for property owners, architects, and designers. In many instances, a 
development standard can be met by implementing one of several identified options. The proposed 
Ordinance provides clear and easily implementable design standards based on building typology, 
use, and scale. The standards build upon existing adopted policies to improve residential projects by 
promoting a high-quality built environment, responding to community and environmental contexts, 
and equitably supporting all mobility types.

The development standards include flexibility and a range of design options to avoid a “one size fits 
all” approach and acknowledge the wide variety of environments in the unincorporated County. The 
development standards are grouped into the following categories: building site and access; front 
yards and building orientation; ground floor treatments; building articulation; balconies and patios; 
building façade details; landscaping, walls, fences, and screening; and vehicle parking facilities.

This proposed Ordinance applies throughout the unincorporated County. However, if a development 
standard in the Ordinance conflicts with community-specific zoning requirements, such as 
Community Standards Districts and Specific Plans, the community-specific zoning requirements will 
prevail.  Additionally, future community-specific planning efforts can rely upon the Ordinance’s 
development standards to address design-related development issues.

On April 5, 2023, the RPC held a public hearing and voted unanimously to recommend adoption of 
the proposed Ordinance by the Board. A summary of the RPC proceedings is included as 
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Attachment 4. The RPC’s resolution is included as Attachment 5.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals
The proposed Ordinance supports the County’s Strategic Plan Goal I: Make Investments that 
Transform Lives and Goal II: Foster Vibrant and Resilient Communities. The proposed Ordinance will 
improve the design of residential projects throughout the unincorporated County to ensure they are 
designed in a manner that integrates them into existing neighborhood contexts and to ensure that 
residential projects are designed to foster walkable, livable, and healthy neighborhoods that enhance 
the comfort of all residents and the experience of the public. 

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

Adoption of the proposed Ordinance will not result in any significant new costs to Regional Planning 
or other County departments and agencies.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

In addition to the public hearing conducted by RPC on April 5, 2023, a public hearing before the 
Board is required pursuant to County Code Section 22.232.040.B.1 and California Government Code 
Section 65856. Required notice was given pursuant to the procedures and requirements set forth in 
County Code Section 22.222.180.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The proposed Ordinance is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) 
and is consistent with the finding by the State Secretary for Natural Resources or by local guidelines 
that this activity is covered by the common-sense exemption that CEQA applies only to projects 
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. The proposed 
Ordinance does not trigger or prompt the construction or alteration of facilities nor does it alter the 
intended land uses and development intensities planned for at any location by the General Plan, its 
component Area, Community, and Specific Plans, or by Title 22. These regulations do not create a 
change in land use or density for any of the properties located within the unincorporated County. 
Future development subject to the Ordinance has either already been evaluated under CEQA at the 
Plan level or will undergo CEQA review as part of a discretionary review process at the project-
specific level consistent with CEQA requirements.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Adoption of the proposed Ordinance will not significantly impact County services.

CONCLUSION

For further information, please contact Cameron Robertson, Senior Planner, at (213) 893-7047 or 
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crobertson@planning.lacounty.gov.

Amy J. Bodek, AICP

Director

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
Assessor 
Chief Executive Office 
County Counsel
Public Works
Fire Department
Public Health
Parks and Recreation

Respectfully submitted,

AJB:DD:MG:KAF:lm
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1 Background 
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1.1 Introduction 

Source: CEO Countywide Communications 

The following guiding principles, design guidelines, and development 
standards have been developed to provide clear, measurable, and 
objective requirements to guide the design of residential and mixed-use 
development throughout the County’s unincorporated communities. 
These requirements apply to projects of all scales, ranging from a single 
parcel to large subdivisions. This document embraces and builds upon 
existing priorities established by adopted County policies for all the 
unincorporated urban, suburban, and rural communities throughout 
the County.  
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1.1.1 Guiding Principles 
These design principles provide high-level guidance for designing and developing the built environment 
within unincorporated areas while building upon the County’s existing core principles:  

1. Design healthy communities that inspire active lifestyles. Create unique places, spaces, and
pathways that encourage physical activity through more walking, bicycling, hiking, exercise, and
that promote stronger social cohesion.

2. Design compact neighborhoods to foster connectivity in suburban and urban areas. Create
mid-to-high density residential and mixed use-neighborhoods and buildings that connect crucial
activity centers, employment areas, recreation areas, transit corridors, and station stops.

3. Design contextually appropriate sites that prioritize preserving the natural environment.
Ensure new development is clustered near existing development and is in harmony with its
surrounding buildings and landscapes.

4. Design with respect for the unique resources of the surrounding natural environment. Ensure
developments protect our prized hillsides, ridgelines, rivers, agricultural areas, coastlines, desert
landscaping, and each environment's critical plant and animal habitats.

5. Design sustainable new developments relative to the site’s environmental conditions. Reduce
the energy needed for heating, cooling, and lighting by orienting buildings, landscaping, and
open spaces to the sun’s path and prevailing winds. Utilize building and landscaping techniques
to increase developments’ resiliency to wildfire, heat, drought, and floods.

6. Design the built form to be harmonious but not homogenous. Promote continuity of
architectural scale and rhythm by considering the unique built environment of the surrounding
area through scale, massing, materials, color, detail, articulation, ornament.

7. Design dynamic infill developments to revitalize underutilized commercial areas. Prioritize
development patterns that transition between different uses while enhancing and protecting
existing commercial sites. Create a foundation for a neighborhood’s economic prosperity and
encourage neighborhood scale commercial uses.

8. Design for growth while preserving the unique character and assets of each community.
Respect each area’s architectural and cultural history and account for the needs of residents on
all ends of the spectrum, from rural to urban.

1.1.2 Applicability 
All new development projects, including projects that propose new structures, and projects that 
propose additions to existing structures, shall comply with all applicable standards. Some of the 
standards in this document apply regardless of use while others apply to specific types of residential and 
mixed-use projects. When a project is located within a community subject to a Community-based plan, 
Local Coastal Plan, Specific Plan, or Community Standards District, the applicable local design 
requirements override the requirements of this document, where they conflict. When a project conflicts 
with another countywide standard, the Director of Regional Planning shall determine which standard 
applies. 
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1.1.3 How to use this document 
This User Guide document provides guidance for interpreting and applying requirements of the County’s 
zoning code in Section 22.140.540 of Title 22. Standards mentioned in this document should be 
considered in conjunction with those of other adopted plans and guidelines. The following workflow 
explains how to ensure a project complies with all the relevant requirements across all documents.  

a. Zoning Districts and Development Standards. Identify the project’s
zoning district (s), which will determine what uses may be established on
the project site and the zone-based development standards that will be
applicable, including, but not limited to, maximum lot coverage, height,
required parking, setbacks, etc.

i. Zoning Districts: Title 22, Dvision 3

ii. Development Standards: Title 22, Division 6

iii. Standards for Specific Zones: Title 22, Division 7

iv. Resoucres:

1. Interactive Maps:
https://planning.lacounty.gov/gis/interactive

2. Residential Zones: https://planning.lacounty.gov/luz

b. Community-Based Plans, Programs, and Implementation Tools.
Determine if the project is subject to any community-based plans,
Specific Plans, Local Coastal Plans, or Community Standards Districts.

i. If a project is subject to any of these documents, follow the
guidance and comply with the standards provided therein.

ii. For any development or architectural feature not addressed by
these documents, refer to this document for applicable
development standards.

c. Design Standards. For all projects subject to these standards, proceed
with the applicable requirements outlined in this document.

i. Take note of your context category.

ii. Take note of your building type (Section 1.3 Residential Building
Type).

iii. Apply design standards required for all buildings/uses and those
applicable to your building type.

iv. Apply context category-specific design standards, which overrule
building typology standards, if in conflict.

Exceptions 

In rare instances when it is infeasible for a project is to satisfy a required standard, an exception may be 
possible through a variance or conditional use permit. Consult with County staff for more information.  

https://planning.lacounty.gov/gis/interactive
https://planning.lacounty.gov/luz
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Illustrations 

The diagrams and photos provided throughout the document are for illustrative purposes only and do 
not mandate specific architectural styles. The County encourages a diversity of architectural styles, 
construction types, and housing types that align with a community’s character and adopted policy 
documents. 
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1.2 Context Types 

Source: CEO Countywide Communications 

Los Angeles County includes 88 incorporated cities and 147 
unincorporated areas. The unincorporated areas account for over half 
of the County's total land area. Large amounts of sparsely populated 
land cover the unincorporated areas in the northern portion of Los 
Angeles County. They include the Angeles National Forest, the Los 
Padres National Forest, and the Mojave Desert. The unincorporated 
areas in the southern portion of Los Angeles County consist of many 
non-contiguous land areas often referred to as the County’s 
unincorporated urban islands. East to west, the unincorporated areas 
span from the San Gabriel Valley inland to the Santa Monica Mountains 
along the coast. 
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1.3 Residential Building Types 

Source: CEO Countywide Communications 

LA County has various residential building types across each of the four 
development intensities to support a diverse range of uses. These 
building types have been organized into three categories based on the 
number of units and how each unit is typically accessed: Single Unit, 
Multi-Unit (Private Entry), Multi-Unit (Common Entry).  
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1.3.3 Multi-Unit (Private Entry) 
Multi-Unit (Private Entry) developments contain multiple dwelling units where residents can access each 
unit directly either (a) via a private external entry or (b) via a small vestibule on the ground floor. Units 
may be attached, either sharing a party wall or stacked (i.e., duplex, townhouse), or may be detached 
(i.e. bungalow courts). Units may be aligned to the street or an interior-facing outdoor courtyard or 
walkway. These units are often referred to as “middle” housing. 

1.3.3.1 Primary Dwelling Unit with Accessory Dwelling Unit/Two Detached Primary Units 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are secondary residential units that may be free-standing, located in or 
above a detached garage or existing structure, or attached to the primary dwelling with independent 
exterior access. Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADUs) are units contained entirely within an existing 
single-family residence (including an attached garage) and have independent exterior access. (Figure 1-4 
and Figure 1-5) 

The California HOME Act (Senate Bill 9) permits properties within single-family zones to have up to two 
primary units on an individual parcel. Two primary units on a single lot that are detached from one 
another fall under this building type; two attached primary units are classified a duplex (see 1.3.3.2).  

Figure 1-4 Illustrative model of detached ADU behind main dwelling. Source: Gruen Associates 

Figure 1-5 Left: ADU located above garage Source: Gruen Associates Right: Detached ADU. Source: Gruen Associates 

e656058
Text Box
Exhibit E



LA County Design Standards User Guide DRAFT 

18 

1.3.3.2 Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex 
A two-family residence (duplex) is a building containing two dwelling units in one building excluding 
primary dwelling units with an attached ADU (see 1.3.3.1). Duplexes may be attached side-by-side or 
stacked on top of the other. While a duplex contains two units, a triplex includes three units and a 
fourplex consists of four units. Since a duplex, triplex, or fourplex can have the appearance of a single-
family home, they can easily integrate into the character of a single-family neighborhood. Residents may 
enter through a small vestibule on the ground floor that leads to multiple units or through individual 
entrances along the front and sides of the building. (Figure 1-6 and Figure 1-7) 

Figure 1-6 Illustrative model of triplex Source: Gruen Associates 

Figure 1-7 Left: Duplex. Los Angeles, CA. Source: Gruen Associates. Right: Duplex. Los Angeles, CA. Source: Gruen Associates 
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1.3.3.3 Townhouse 
Townhouses (also known as rowhouses) are single-family dwellings that share a common wall with 
other single-family dwelling units on one or two sides and capable of being placed on a separate lot. 
(Figure 1-8 and Figure 1-9) 

Figure 1-8 Illustrative model of attached townhomes with alley access. Source: Gruen Associates 

Figure 1-9 Left: Townhouses in Marina del Rey, CA. Source: Gruen Associates. Right: Townhouses in Chino, CA. Source: Gruen 
Associates. 
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1.3.3.4 Bungalow Court 
Bungalow courts consist of multiple detached buildings organized around a shared courtyard, typically 
designed in lower-density bungalow style (1-2 stories). Each bungalow may include multiple units, such 
in a duplex or triplex configuration. In addition to the shared courtyard, each unit or building may have 
its own private yard. (Figure 1-10 and Figure 1-11) 

Figure 1-10 Illustrative model of a bungalow courtyard. Source: Gruen Associates 

Figure 1-11. Left: Bungalow Court. Redlands, CA. Source: Gruen Associates. Right: Bungalow Court. Duarte, CA. Source: Gruen 
Associates 

1.3.3.5 Apartment House (Private Entry) 
“Apartment house” is a catch-all term for a building, or a portion of a building, that is designed or used 
for occupancy by three or more families living independently of each other, and contains three or more 
dwelling units. Many of the other building types identified in this section can be considered apartment 
houses, such as triplexes and bungalow courts. An apartment house can provide access to individual 
units private entries, or may provide access to units through shared or common entry points (see 1.3.4.1 
Apartment House (Common Entry)). 
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1.3.4 Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed-Use 
Multi-Unit (Common Entry) building types contain several independent dwelling units that are accessed 
from one or more common entry points. The majority of units do not have private entries accessible 
from the exterior of the building and residents typically access their units through internal lobbies and 
hallways, although a small percentage of units on the ground floor may be accessed by private 
entrances off the sidewalk.  

Any of the following building types could potentially be mixed use. “Mixed-use” shall refer to any 
development which has at least one non-residential use such as retail space, office space, public use, or 
other another commercial use in addition to residential units.  

1.3.4.1 Apartment House (Common Entry) 
“Apartment house” is a catch-all term for a building, or a portion of a building, that is designed or used 
for occupancy by three or more families living independently of each other, and contains three or more 
dwelling units. As all of the following building types contain 3 or more units, they are all also considered 
apartment houses. 

1.3.4.2 Courtyard Buildings 
Courtyard Buildings are similar to Bungalow Courts, except the units are fully attached and arranged in 
higher densities, typically 2-5 stories in height. Instead of private backyards, open space typically comes 
as a shared courtyard. (Figure 1-12 and Figure 1-13) 

Figure 1-12 Illustrative model of Courtyard Building. Source: Gruen Associates. 

Figure 1-13 Courtyard Buildings. Left: Claremont, CA. Right: Monrovia, CA. Source: Gruen Associates. 
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2.7.3 Parking: Multi-Unit (Private Entry) with 5 or more units 
Intent 

The intent of this section is to consolidate vehicular access areas for multiple units by utilizing common 
driveways. This section also:  

• Minimizes the appearance and impervious surfaces of driveways and vehicular parking areas.
• Ensures vehicular access does not conflict with pedestrians, sidewalks, and street curb cuts.

Standards 

a. Exceptions. Townhouses and bungalow courts with parking consolidated in a lot or structure
instead of individual garages are exempt from the following standards.

b. Common Driveways. In addition to all requirements in Section 22.112, projects shall provide
shared common driveways for vehicular access.

i. Alley-abutting lots shall use the alley for vehicle access. (Figure 2-99)

ii. For townhouses where on-site parking is provided, a T-shaped or L-shaped shared
private driveway shall be provided if the project site sits on a mid-block lot (not abutting
an alley). (Figure 2-100 and Figure 2-104).

iii. Variations in the configurations of shared common driveways and a shared common
private driveway with the adjoining property owner may be allowed if approved by the
Director of Public Works (Figure 2-99 to Figure 2-101)

iv. For Bungalow Courts a L-shaped or U-shaped common drive shall be permitted if the
project is a mid-block lot (not abutting on an alley or side street) (Figure 2-103). A U-
shaped common drive may have two curb cuts on the primary street, each a maximum
of 20’ wide if the common drive is one way. A 5’ minimum landscape buffer shall be
provided around the perimeter of the property adjacent to the common drive unless the
common drive is shared with an adjacent adjoining property.

v. When a property has a lot depth less than 90’ and has primary street access, the
standards for single unit access shall be followed for driveway locations.

c. Parking Frontage. Street-fronting units shall locate individual garage doors away from the street.
(Figure 2-99 to Figure 2-103)
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Figure 2-101 Shared common driveway between two adjacent lots. Source: Gruen Associates 

Figure 2-102. Unacceptable layout with multiple individual driveways along street-facing units instead of utilizing a common 
driveway. Source: Gruen Associates 
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3.3.2 Multi-Unit (Private Entry) 
Section Description Page 

2.1.1 Building Envelope and Site Design 28 

2.2.1 Building and Site Access 31 

2.2.2 Front Yards and Building Orientation:  Single-Unit or Multi-Unit (Private 
Entry) 

33 

2.3.1 Primary Entryway 40 

2.3.2 Ground Floor Privacy: Multi-Unit (Private Entry) 45 

2.4.1 Horizontal and Vertical Variety 53 

2.4.2 Horizontal and Vertical Variety: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed-Use 61 

2.5.1 Façade Materials 84 

2.5.2 Energy Efficiency 87 

2.5.3 Balconies and Patios: Multi-Unit (Private Entry), Multi-Unit (Common Entry) 
or Mixed-Use 

89 

2.6.1 Trees and Plants 95 

2.6.2 Walls and Fences 97 

2.6.3 Screening: Multi-Unit (Private Entry), Multi-Unit (Common Entry), or Mixed 
Use 

99 

2.7.1 Parking Location and Access 105 

2.7.2 

Parking: Single-Unit or Multi-Unit (Private Entry) with 4 units or fewer 

108 

2.7.3 Parking: Multi-Unit (Private Entry) with 5 or more units 113 
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3.3.3 Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed Use 
Section Description Page 

2.1.1 Building Envelope and Site Design 28 

2.2.1 Building and Site Access 31 

2.2.3 Front Yards and Building Orientation: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or 
Mixed-Use 

37 

2.3.1 Primary Entryway 40 

2.3.3 Ground Floor Pedestrian-Oriented Strategies: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) 
or Mixed-Use 

48 

2.4.1 Horizontal and Vertical Variety 53 

2.4.3 Corner Treatments: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed-Use 67 

2.5.1 Façade Materials 84 

2.5.2 Energy Efficiency 87 

2.5.3 Balconies and Patios: Multi-Unit (Private Entry), Multi-Unit (Common 
Entry) or Mixed-Use 

89 

2.6.1 Trees and Plants 95 

2.6.2 Walls and Fences 97 

2.6.3 Screening: Multi-Unit (Private Entry), Multi-Unit (Common Entry), or 
Mixed Use 

99 

2.6.4 Site Furnishings: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed Use 100 

2.7.1 Parking Location and Access 105 

2.7.4 Parking Structures: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed-Use 119 

2.7.5 Surface Parking Lots: Multi-Unit (Common Entry) or Mixed-Use 125 
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3.4.2 Blank Worksheet 
A. Basic Site Requirements

Question Answer (or N/A if not applicable) 

1. Site Info

What is your site’s address? 

a. What is the Assessor ID Number(s)?
https://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/m/

What is the zoning of your site? 

https://planning.lacounty.gov/znet 

What is the size of your site? 
(acres and square feet) 

What is the length of your site adjacent to the primary 
street? (ft) 

Is your site located on a corner lot? (yes/no) 

Is a subdivision of the site proposed? (yes/no) 

2. Community (See https://planning.lacounty.gov/gisnet)

What community is the site located in? 

Is the site located in a Significant Ecological Area (SEA)? 
(yes/no)  

Is the site located in a Hillside Management Area (HMA)? 
(yes/no)  

What local Area Plan, Community Plan, Specific Plan, 
Local Coastal Plan, and/or Community Standards District 
applies to this site, if any?  

Is the site in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ)? 

Is the site in a FEMA 100-Yr Flood zone? 

3. Building Type (See section 1.3 Residential Building Types)
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What type of building(s) are you proposing (i.e. single 
unit, duplex, townhouse, etc.)? 

How will the building(s) be used?  
(Residential only, mixed-use, or other?) 

How will the development include private entry or 
common entry dwellings? 

B. Project Specific Requirements

Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

1. Building Envelope & Required Amenities (See zoning code)

Front yard setback (ft) min 

max 

min 

Side yard setback (ft) Refer to 
zoning 

min 

Rear yard setback (ft) Refer to 
zoning 

min 

Building height (ft) Refer to 
zoning 

max 

Open space (sq ft) Refer to 
zoning 

min 

Number of bicycle parking spaces Refer to 
zoning 

min 

Number of vehicle parking spaces Refer to 
zoning 

min 

Number of trees on site Refer to 
zoning 

min 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

2. Relationship to the Street (See section 2.2)

Number of primary pedestrian 
pathways from sidewalk or street to 
front entrance 

1 min 

Width pedestrian pathways (ft) 4 min 

Lighting along pedestrian pathways 
(foot candles) 

2 min 

Number of primary pedestrian 
entrances oriented parallel to the 
street 

1 min 

Number of canopy trees in the front 
setback 

min 

3. Ground Floor (See section 2.3)

Number of primary pedestrian 
entrances 

1 min 

Number of lights illuminating the 
pedestrian entrance 

1 min 

Light within 5 feet provided by 
pedestrian entrance light (foot-
candles) 

2 min 

Entryway articulation strategies 
(select at least two and list them 
below) 

2 min 

1. 

2. 

Entryway width (ft) min 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

Privacy mitigation strategies for 
ground floor units 
(select at least two and list below) 

2 min 

1. 

2. 

Floor-to-floor height of ground floor 
in mixed use development (ft) 

14 min 

Transparency of ground floor 
(% of windows on the ground floor) 

min 

Sill height of window (in) 24 max 

Head height of window (in)  80 min 

Pedestrian oriented strategy (select 
one and list below) 

1 min 

1. 

4. Building Articulation (See section 2.4)

Horizontal wall-length without 
articulation (ft) 

30 max 

Articulation and Architectural 
detailing accents on street-facing 
building façades (select at least 
three and list below) 

3 min 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Articulation and Architectural 
detailing accents on interior building 

2 min 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

façades (select at least two and list 
below) 

1. 

2. 

Vertical recess, gap or opening 
(sq ft) 

24 min 

Base, middle, and top strategies 
(select at least two and list below) 

2 min 

1. 

2. 

Height adjacent to R1 or R2 zoned 
lot (ft) 

45 min 

Distance between building in R5 
zone and adjacent R1 or R2 zoned 
lot (ft) 

min 

Corner treatment strategy 
(select at least one and list below) 

1 min 

1. 

5. Building Façade Details (See section 2.5)

Number of different materials, 
colors, or textures incorporated on 
the façade 

2 min 

Material change distance from a 
vertical external corner (ft) 

4 min 

Prohibited materials on visible 
surface of the façade (sq ft) 

max 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

Total area of exterior glazing for 
natural lighting of habitable rooms 
(sq ft) 

min 

Total area of openable exterior 
windows or doors for natural 
ventilation (sq ft) 

min 

Number of patios for ground floor 
units 

min 

Number of upper floor units with 
full balconies 

min 

Number of upper floor units with 
Juliette balconies 

min 

Full balcony depth (ft) 5 min 

Full balcony floor area for studio 
unit (sq ft) 

45 min 

Full balcony floor area for one-
bedroom unit (sq ft) 

75 min 

Full balcony floor area for two-
bedroom unit (sq ft) 

100 min 

Juliette balcony projection from 
façade (in) 

3 min 

Juliette balcony extended beyond 
the door frame (in) 

3 min 

7. Landscape and Screening (see section 2.6)

Landscaped lot land area (sq ft) min 

Number of onsite trees and plants 
from Trees and Plants list 

min 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

Height of border, wall, or fence 
adjacent to the public right-of-way 
(in) 

42 max 

Distance of border, wall, or fence 
from the adjacent public sidewalk 
(ft) 

3 max 

Fence transparency (sq ft) min 

Height of trash bin enclosure wall 
(in) 

5 min 

6 max 

Air conditioning or vents projecting 
on front façade (in) 

6 max 

Active and passive site furnishing 
types 
(select at least two and list below) 

2 min 

1. 

2. 

Number of points of contact on bike 
parking rack 

2 min 

Distance from short-term bicycle 
parking from the main pedestrian 
entrance or nearest off-street 
automobile parking space (ft) 

50 max 

8. Vehicle Parking Facilities (see section 2.7)

Parking access points along the 
primary adjoining street 

max 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

Building frontage length with a 
street-facing garage entrance (ft) 

max 

Garage door plane setback from the 
front plane of dwelling unit (ft) 

min 

Common driveway width (ft) max 

Number of garage entrances per 
100 feet of lot width 

1 max 

Each garage entrance width (ft) 25 max 

Above-ground parking structure 
screening strategy 
(select at least one) 

1 min 

1. 

Width of weather projection above 
the pedestrian entryway to parking 
structure (ft) 

4 min 

Depth of weather projection above 
the pedestrian entryway to parking 
structure (ft) 

3 min 

Parking structure wayfinding 
signage width (ft) 

2 min 

Parking structure wayfinding 
signage height (ft) 

3 min 

Pedestrian entrance to parking 
structure lighting (foot-candles) 

2 min 

Number of trees in the surface 
parking lot 

min 
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Standard Required by 
Design 
Standards 
(or N/A) 

Prevailing 

Standard 

(if 
applicable) 

Provided 

(or N/A) 

Notes 

(optional) 

Parking lot pedestrian amenities 
(select at least one and list below) 

1 min 

1. 

Width of each raised curbed planter 
island for trees in the surface 
parking lot (ft) 

4 min 

Length of each raised curbed planter 
island for trees in the surface 
parking lot (ft) 

4 min 

Width of pedestrian walkways from 
surface parking to structures with 
structures or trees for shade (ft) 

5 min 

Width of patterned paving, change 
in material, or striping at surface 
parking crosswalks (ft) 

6 min 

Surface parking lot green design 
strategy (select at least one) 

1 min 

1.
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C. Reference Images

Image Description Included 
(yes, no or N/A) 

Screenshot of site from GIS-NET 
(https://rpgis.isd.lacounty.gov/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=GISNET_Public
.GIS-NET_Public) 

Satellite view imagery from Google Maps (or similar service) 

Photo of the site taken on site 

Photo of the site from Google Street View or similar 

Surveyor’s Map 

Site Plan diagram of the proposed new development 

Floor plans 

Elevations 

Details of materials, screening of parking, fences 

Renderings of each building façade 
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3.5 Trees and Plants List 

3.5.1 Trees 
See attachment 

3.5.2 Shrubs 
See attachment 

3.5.3 Ground Covers 
See attachment 

3.5.4 Perennials, Grasses, Ferns 
See attachment 

3.5.5 Edibles 
See attachment 
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AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL 
33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road * Box Number 8 * Agua Dulce, CA 91390 

Website:  www.adtowncouncil.com 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
February 27, 2023 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Cameron Robertson 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Via Email to:   design@planning.lacounty.gov  
  CRobertson@planning.lacounty.gov 
     
RE:   Comments on the Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance 
       
Dear Mr. Robertson: 
 
The Agua Dulce Town Council (The Council) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the 
Department of Regional Planning’s Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance.  We understand the 
intent of the draft ordinance is to “ensure that residential development is designed to foster walkable, 
livable, and healthy neighborhoods that enhance the comfort of residents and the experience of the 
public. The desired outcome of implementing these standards is to design sites that inspire active 
lifestyles by making it easier for residents to walk and bike to and from their homes; provide direct 
pedestrian and bicycle connections to the adjoining rights-of-way, including sidewalks, trails, etc. and 
within and around the development; and encourage pedestrian and other forms of non-vehicular 
mobility/activity for users of all ages and abilities by ensuring pathways are spacious, well-maintained, 
accessible, and safe.”   
 
While we understand the desired outcome, we question whether these standards are compatible and 
harmonious with rural communities.  There are distinct differences among urban, suburban and rural 
communities. Some of those differences include infrastructure, services, traffic circulation, mass transit, 
multi-use trails, density of development, and the type of physical environment.  By having these standards 
apply to ALL development in Los Angeles County, we question whether rural areas are merely areas 
waiting to be urbanized or if the rural landscape needs preservation.  The Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
standards are referred to within the Ordinance. The fact that that is included indicates there are clearly 
understood differences between urban and rural elements.  
 
We appreciate that the draft ordinance does indicate if a project is in a Community Standards District 
(CSD) that those standards will apply instead.  Agua Dulce has a Community Standards District that was 
established to:  “Maintain a dispersed, low-density development pattern to preserve the secluded rural 
nature of the community; protect the equestrian, agricultural, historical, cultural, archaeological, and 
geologic characters of the community; protect sensitive resources and areas, including the Vasquez 
Rocks Natural Area Park, the Santa Clara River, the Angeles National Forest, and the various floodplains, 
hillsides, ridgelines, rock outcroppings, and the significant ecological areas within the CSD; maintain and 

 Don Henry, President 
 (661) 268-1731 
 BH33605@aol.com  

 Mary Johnson, Secretary 
 (661) 492-5999 
 maryjohnson767@gmail.com 

 Chris Yewdall, Treasurer 
 (310) 962-4662 
 cyewdall@msn.com  

 Kathryn Segura, Clerk 
 (310) 650-6337
 phdanimals@yahoo.com 

 Candy Clemente, Member 
cccryder@aol.com 

 Cliff Grimes, Member 
(818)809-7900 
cliffwgrimes@gmail.com 

 Scott Keller, Member 
(661)317-5355 
scottwilliamkeller@gmail.com 
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enhance the pedestrian and equestrian trail system within the CSD, including the Pacific Crest Trail; and 
minimize the development of urban infrastructure that would alter the rural character of the community, 
including the development of sewer and water systems, paved streets, street lights, concrete sidewalks, 
and concrete flood control systems.”  The draft ordinance does state that if a standard is not included 
within the CSD, the draft residential design ordinance will apply.  The Council has comments and 
concerns on some of those standards that are not addressed in the Agua Dulce CSD and we outline them 
below: 
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 3. b. i. and ii.:  Pedestrian Pathway Access, Sidewalks 
Please verify the meaning of “direct pedestrian access”, “primary street sidewalk”, “sidewalk” “walkways”, 
and “vehicle driveway.”  Are these paths paved, impervious, permeable or native soil surfaces?  There is 
an exception to Pearblossom Highway.  Please explain that exception and why other highways, such as 
Sierra Highway are not exempted.  What are the sidewalk requirements for “flag lots”?  
 
As many of the residences in Agua Dulce have horses and they trail ride directly from their properties, 
multi-use trail access may be appropriate to connect with a side yard or barn area as opposed to the 
building entrance.  Will this rural accommodation be included?    
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 5.:  Building Articulation  
The intent of this section is to ensure the design of a residential development is considerate of its 
surroundings in all directions by breaking up large featureless spaces on all building facades with 
architectural detailing and modulations.  The Council wants to make sure that classic California ranch-
style home design and building details are allowed.    
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 6.:  Building Façade Details 
The intent of this section is to ensure buildings are designed holistically on all sides to create a cohesive 
architectural idea and enhance the surrounding neighborhood in all directions by considering the use of 
materials for all sides of a building equally, not just the frontage.  As stated above, the Council wants to 
make sure that classic California ranch-style home design and building details are allowed.   
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 7.:  Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening 
The intent of this section is to ensure developments utilize landscaping, walls, and fences that are 
designed to be in harmony with adjacent lower-intensity/smaller scale uses, soften the appearance of 
large massing along the street, allow both for privacy and visibility, and increase a development’s 
resiliency to wildfire, heat, drought, and floods.   

 Trees and Plants:  The ordinance requires a minimum of 20 percent of the lot area shall be 
landscaped.  This doesn’t specify if the landscaping is new planting or uses existing landscape 
elements to be included in the calculation.  Based on a 20 percent coverage, on a five acre 
property that is typical of the Agua Dulce community, 1 full acre would need to be fully 
landscaped.   

 Walls and Fences:  The section related to Walls and Fences does not differentiate between 
perimeter fencing and internal fencing use for livestock and domestic animals.  The Ordinance 
prohibits chain-link, barbed wire, and electric fencing.  Chain-link fencing is an economical and 
effective way to fence the property perimeter.  It comes in a variety of different gauges and color 
coatings.  Chain-link is see-through, offering good visibility for the property owner to see what is 
on the other side of exterior perimeter.  Many secure dog runs and other domestic animal 
enclosures are made of chain-link.  Barbed wire and electric fences are widely used in rural 
communities for securing livestock.  Both of those methods of fencing are used to keep the 
animals secure and to keep predatory animals away from livestock.  Chain link fencing also 
withstands the strong Santa Ana winds that are common to our community and is fire resistant, 
ensuring that property boundaries remain intact after windstorms and wildfires. The Council 
opposes the prohibition of chain-link, barbed wire, and electric fencing for rural communities.   

 Screening:  The section related to Screening indicates trash enclosures and all mechanical 
equipment and utilities must be screen from view from the street.  Rural properties have a 
number of different types of mechanical equipment related to this section.  Trash dumpsters for 
livestock manure disposal, water storage tanks, propane tanks, and generators are all rural types 
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of equipment that need to have access for service.  The Council opposes the requirement that all 
trash enclosures and all mechanical equipment and utilities be screened for rural communities. 
Consideration also needs to be given to materials used for screening that increases the risk of 
flammability around critical equipment like propane tanks in a designated high fire hazard severity 
zone. 

 
The Council respectfully asks that within the proposed Residential Design Ordinance that rural 
communities are acknowledged and have specific design standards that are suited to their environment.  
We want to ensure that any development with urban influence would not alter the rural character of our 
community.  This is yet another example of “one size does not fit all” when designing Countywide 
Ordinances for a large metropolitan area that includes urban, suburban, and rural communities within Los 
Angeles County.   The Rural Outdoor Lighting District takes this into account, and we are asking that 
something similar be considered.  Additionally, we are requesting community engagement in the process 
going forward.  We invite you to present the proposed project at a future Agua Dulce Town Council 
meeting so there can be effective dialogue with Regional Planning staff and the rural community 
members.  Our meetings are held on the second Wednesday of each month.  The Community Meeting 
begins at 7:00 P.M. and is open to the public. The Council will continue with virtual Zoom meetings and 
have an in-person meeting once every quarter.  Those in-person meetings will be March, June, 
September, and December at the Agua Dulce Women’s Club, 33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua 
Dulce.  Virtual meetings will be via Zoom in Apr, May, July, Oct, and Nov. There is no Council meeting in 
August.  Based on public participation at in-person meetings, we may revisit and amend this schedule 
and format.   
 
We ask that you carefully review our comments.  We look forward to additional community engagement in 
shaping the future of Residential Design Standards.   
 
Respectfully, 
 

Don Henry 
Don Henry, President 
Agua Dulce Town Council – 2023 
 
cc: Ms. Stephanie English, 5

th
 District Deputy   SEnglish@bos.lacounty.gov 

 Anish Saraiya, 5
th
 District Planning and Public Infrastructure Deputy  ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov 

 
  

mailto:SEnglish@bos.lacounty.gov
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Crescenta Valley Town Council 
 

 
“A Community that Cares” 

P.O. Box 8676 La Crescenta, CA 91224-0676 p:818-248-9387 e:contact@thecvcouncil.com  www.thecvcouncil.com 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
February 21, 2023 
 
 
LA County Department of Regional Planning 
320 W Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE: Project No. PRJ2021-003654-(1-5) 
Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance 
  
 
 
In response to the Department of Regional Planning’s request for feedback on the 
proposed Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance, the Crescenta Valley Town 
Council Land Use Committee met to review the proposed changes.  
 
On February 02, 2023 the LUC passed a motion which is hereby attached to this letter. 
CVTC is against the County’s proposed Draft Ordinance and has unanimously 
approved the recommendation of the LUC.  
 
Thank you for your continued hard work to ensure that we have input on behalf of our 
community. 
 
 
 
 
 
Chris Kilpatrick   Harry Leon 
President    Vice President 
 
 
 
 
 
Kerri Bräutigam 
Corresponding Secretary 
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Elizabeth Ahlers 
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Motion passed at the LUC Committee meeting held on February 2, 2023. 
 

After reviewing the proposed Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance, the 

LUC’s recommendation to the CVTC is as follows: 
 
The proposed Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance does not reflect the needs of our 
community.  The proposed standards are overly complicated, difficult to understand and almost 
impossible to design a project that will conform.  Good design addresses the particular nuances of 
every site, those challenges are solved thru good thoughtful design, not a set of rules to be reviewed by 
an entity that is totally unfamiliar with the actual community and property. 

 
The current process for Site Plan review in the county has been backlogged for several years 
now.  The review currently takes between 6-8 months.  If these standards are implemented, we 
can only imagine that the design review would take up to a year to complete.  After that review 
then the applicant will have to go through Plan Check which is another process all 
together.  This is what an applicant has to go through to get a building permit in our 
community, and all other Unincorporated Areas within the L A County: 
 

1. Site Plan review submittal 
a. Prepare submittal package – drawings and documents 
b. Possible land survey required. 
c. Possible geology report required.  

2. If there is an oak tree on the property you have to do an Oak Tree submittal and 
possible Public Hearing. 

a. Possible arborist report required. 
3. Compliance with a local CSD. 

 
4. Plan check submittal 

a. Prepare construction documents- Contractor or Architect 
b. Possibly a Structural Engineer 
c. An Engineer to do the Title 24 calculations. 

5. Drainage review and submittal 
6. Grading review and submittal (If needed) 

a. A landscape irrigation plan and possibly contracting a Landscape Architect. 
7. Fuel modification plan and submittal to the fire department   
8. Fire sprinkler plan and submittal to a different division of the fire department 
9. Solar plan and submittal 
10. Street dedication and right of way approval 
11. Water and sewer availability permit and approval 
12. If on a septic system, on site location thru drilling for 100% replacement of septic system 

in the future. 
13. If there is any demolition you must get AQMD approval and permits 
14. Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse Plan Approval 
15. Library Fee submittal and approval 
16. School fee. 



 

 

 
 
All of these plans get submitted to different divisions in the County of LA.  The system is already overly 
complicated.  Having a Design Standards Ordinance that would require a review will add another year to 
already difficult process.  This added review would definitely curtail future housing projects; not to 
mention that these reviews most likely would end up in a public hearing if the project is big enough. This 
all results in unreasonable time & unreasonable costs contributing to the housing shortage crisis. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Land Use Committee for CVTC 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Acton Town Council
To: DRP Residential Design Standards; Acton Town Council
Subject: questions regarding proposed residential design standards
Date: Thursday, January 26, 2023 8:59:09 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Kindly clarify the following: 

Given that the intent of the proposed standards is to enhance the walkable environment along
public streets and in residential neighborhoods by ensuring that pedestrians, cyclists, and other
non-motorists are provided with safe and pleasant access to residential buildings, will the
standards still apply if a home is not on a public street? 

Please define the term "clear pedestrian pathway" as it is contemplated in item (b)(i) on page
20 of the draft ordinance.

Please define the term "surface lot" as it is contemplated on page 31 of the draft ordinance

Please provide an image of, and identify a source for: 
   -  stucco with a sand finish of  20/20.
   -  stucco with a sand finish less than 20/20
   -  stucco with a sand finish greater than 20/20.

Is stucco with a sand finish of 20/30 considered to be less than the 20/20 threshold established
on page 29? or is it greater than the 20/20 threshold? 

Please confirm that, to comply with the "Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening"
requirements described on pages 29-30, a property owner who wants to build a home on a 5
acre parcel in Acton will be required to provide at least an acre of landscaping.  

Please confirm that, under the restrictions imposed on page 30, chain link fencing will not be
permitted on agriculturally zoned parcels that are developed with a single family home in
Acton and, if true, please identify economical alternatives to chain link which comply with the
restrictions imposed on page 30 and effectively protect animals, livestock, and pets from
coyotes, mountain lions, and other predators.  

Thank you for your assistance in clarifying these matters

Regards
The Acton Town Council

mailto:atc@actontowncouncil.org
mailto:Design@planning.lacounty.gov
mailto:atc@actontowncouncil.org


_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

"Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about things that matter"   Martin Luther King, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
February 27, 2023 
 
 
The Los Angeles County Dept. of Regional Planning     
320 West Temple Street, 13th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
Electronic Transmission of seven (7) pages to: 
design@planning.lacounty.gov  

 

Subject:  Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance 

 

Reference:  Announcement Issued by the Department of Regional Planning on 

    January 26, 2023 that the Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance  

    is Now Available for Public Comment and Review. 

 

 

The Acton Town Council respectfully submits the following comments on the “Draft 

Residential Design Standards Ordinance” (“Ordinance”).   

 

The Acton Town Council understands that the Ordinance is intended to ensure that 

“development is designed to foster walkable, livable, and healthy neighborhoods that 

enhance the comfort of residents and the experience of the public”.  However, and 

unfortunately, the Ordinance appears to be yet another “one size fits all” effort in which 

the County “force fits” every unincorporated community into the same set of standards 

without regard for community context or even practicality limitations.  It is clear from 

the very first page that the Ordinance is entirely “urban-centric” and that its purpose is 

to address aesthetic concerns that exist only in urban areas.  For instance, Figures 

22.140.520 A-D depict high density urban residential developments with little open 

space, paved streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks and setbacks of only 5-20 feet; these are 

not the circumstances that exist in rural communities like Acton where 80% of every 

residential parcel is open space and where requisite 50 foot setback distances maintain a 

significant separation between pedestrians and residences.    

 

Though the Ordinance only addresses aesthetic concerns that exist in urban areas where 

overcrowded residential developments are compressed tightly against roadways and 

walkways, it will nonetheless be inflicted on rural communities and add even more 

costly and burdensome layers of bureaucracy onto the homebuilding process; it will also 

mailto:design@planning.lacounty.gov
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also further impede rural development and contribute to the decay of rural 

communities.   For instance, the Ordinance’s “stucco standard” which prohibits a “sand 

finish of less than 20/20” will apply to residential projects in Acton even though the 50 

foot minimum setback distance will make it impossible to discern whether a “16/20” 

stucco was used or a “20/30” stucco was used1.  It is noted that smooth stucco finishes 

(like “20/30” and “Santa Barbara”) are high end and expensive to apply; given that the 

Ordinance appears to prohibit the use of “industry standard” 16/20 stucco in rural areas 

where pedestrians are too far away to even notice whether a 16/20 stucco is used, one 

can only conclude that the “stucco standard” imposed by the Ordinance will drive up the 

price of construction without making any difference to the “pedestrian experience”.  

This will be particularly problematic in Acton and other communities within very high 

fire hazard severity zones because stucco is the most commonly used construction 

material to comply with local fire codes; requiring property owners to put in an 

expensive and high-end stucco finish will add unnecessary costs and drive home 

ownership further out of reach.  Finally, the requirement that rural residents install 

expensive, high end stucco finishes is completely impractical; there are few contractors 

available that have the skill required to properly apply “smooth finish” stucco, and Acton 

residents have, in the past, had great difficulty finding and hiring such experts.  It would 

be silly for the County to deny a building permit simply because a property owner 

cannot find a contractor with sufficient expertise in applying “smooth finish” stucco.   

 

The “stucco standard” is merely one of several Ordinance provisions that have no place 

in rural communities.  For example, the Ordinance prohibits “chain link”, wired, and 

electric fencing; this prohibition is unacceptable.  Chain link, wired, and electrified 

fencing provide the only reasonable means of protecting agricultural animals from 

mountain lions, coyotes, bobcats, and other predators; furthermore, the alternatives 

recommended by the Ordinance are either contrary to adopted community standards 

districts (such as the “masonry” recommendation) or they are infeasible (such as the 

“glass wall” recommendation) or they provide no protection at all (such as the “wood 

fence” recommendation).  The fencing prohibition included in the Ordinance displays a 

singular lack of understanding of what is appropriate for rural agricultural areas.   

 

Another aspect of the Ordinance which displays a lack of understanding of rural 

residential development patterns is found in the “Building Articulation” Section 

[22.140.520(F)(6)1] which is supposed to “ensure that the design of a residential 

development is considerate of its surroundings in all directions by breaking up large, 

otherwise featureless spaces, masses, or volumes on all building façades with 

_______________________________ 
 
1   Incidentally, according to the stucco companies contacted by the Acton Town Council, 
16/20 stucco is the industry standard, and while they all produce 16/20, 20/30, and 
30/30 stucco materials, we found no stucco companies that sell a 20/20 stucco; so, the 
“20/20” standard established by the Ordinance does not make sense.  
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architectural detailing and modulations”.  Notably, rural residential development is 

always low density and is therefore never characterized by “large, otherwise featureless 

spaces, masses, or volumes”; it is also already “considerate of its surroundings in all 

directions” because rural residential neighborhoods are mostly open space.  In fact, the 

maximum impervious finished surface area for rural residential lots in Acton is only 21 

percent; this means that rural residential lots in Acton are almost entirely empty!   

Imposing the “Building Articulation” requirements of the Ordinance on rural lands is 

pointless because rural lands do not suffer from the defects that the “Building 

Articulation” section purports to cure.  Furthermore, if this Ordinance is inflicted on 

rural lands in Acton, it will add yet another costly and burdensome layer of bureaucracy 

on top of the already stifling development restrictions that exist in Acton; as such, it will 

further impede rural development and contribute to the decay of rural communities.   

 

Another aspect of the Ordinance which displays a complete lack of understanding of 

rural residential development patterns is found in the “Building and Site Access” Section 

[22.140.520(F)(3)] which is intended to “enhance the walkable environment along 

public streets and in residential neighborhoods by ensuring that pedestrians, cyclists, 

and other non-motorists are provided with safe and pleasant access to residential 

buildings.”  The requirement that “All buildings shall have a minimum of one direct 

pedestrian pathway from the adjoining primary street sidewalk (or public-right-of-way 

where sidewalks are not present) to the front entrance of the building” is completely 

unacceptable; rural residents should never be forced to provide pedestrian access to the 

buildings on their property.  Rural residences support many uses, including animal 

rescues (dog, horse, big cat, etc.), animal training (equestrian, working dogs, etc.), and 

agricultural uses (crops, sheep, chickens, alpacas, etc.) most of which are closed to the 

public and all of which should remain permanently inaccessible to street pedestrians 

because they involve special facilities and equipment and require a high level of 

expertise.  Thus, for reasons of safety and security, pedestrian access from the street 

should never be established for structures or lands that support these uses.   It would 

be completely inappropriate for the County to adopt any Ordinance which requires rural 

residents to make pedestrians feel welcome to access the buildings and structures that 

support their animal and agricultural uses.  It is not merely a matter of courtesy; it is 

also a matter of safety.  For instance, it is known with certainty that Shambala rescue 

does not want pedestrians to feel welcome to walk in off the street and visit their lion or 

other big cat facilities; similarly, the Wolf Rescue does not want pedestrians to feel 

welcome to just stroll in and visit their wolf facilities.  The mandatory pedestrian access 

provisions in the Ordinance which require rural residents to provide pedestrian 

pathways from the street to the buildings on their property is entirely unacceptable.  

 

Page 20 of the Ordinance requires tree planting for every 40 linear feet of lot frontage; 

lots are exempted if the requirement conflicts with fuel modification requirements or if 

they are in a hillside management area or if they front a limited secondary highway or 

parkway where no sidewalks or curbs and gutters are required.  The “parkway” 
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exemption does not make sense.  Section 21.24.065 of the County Code establishes that 

“Parkways” always have curb and gutter and they are always a minimum of 80 feet wide; 

this means that they are at least as large as (if not larger than) secondary highways and 

thus should not be exempted.  Furthermore, the exemptions established by this 

provision of the Ordinance must be expanded to include residential development that 

fronts on unimproved roads; it also must exempt all rural communities where curb, 

gutter, and sidewalk infrastructure are expressly and substantially discouraged by 

adopted planning documents such as the Antelope Valley Area Plan.     

 

The intent of the “Ground Floor Treatment” requirements is to “ensure that primary 

entryways to a building are oriented toward the public right-of-way to encourage 

pedestrian activity to and from the building.”  However, “pedestrian activity to and from 

a building” in rural residential areas must be substantially discouraged for safety and 

security reasons (as discussed above).  The “Ground Floor Treatment” section should be 

revised to reflect this fact.  

 

Pages 24-27 of the Ordinance presents a litany of architectural features which will make 

a difference in the appearance of residences in urban areas where setback distances are 

quite small (as little as 5 feet).  However, many of the architectural features that are 

listed will not be particularly discernable at the 50 foot setback distance that is 

established for rural residential parcels so it is not clear that they should be imposed as 

a requirement. 

 

The “Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening” Section requires full landscaping on at 

least 20% of the lot area that is not used for buildings; landscaping must consist of “a 

combination of trees, ground cover, shrubbery, planters, or flowers.”  This requirement 

has no place in rural residential areas.  The notion that a property owner must 

landscape an acre of land just to be allowed to build a home on a 5 acre lot is simply 

untenable; it is rendered more so by the fact that most rural residences in the County 

are in the desert where water is scarce and local well yields are limited.  Furthermore, 

communities like Acton are striving to preserve and maintain native vegetation, so any 

Ordinance which calls for the elimination of 20% of the native vegetation on a parcel 

merely for the purpose of replacing it with “a combination of trees, ground cover, 

shrubbery, planters, or flowers” is reckless and completely unacceptable. In short, 

property owners should never be forced to remove 20% of their native vegetation or 

extract more groundwater to create and maintain mandatory landscaping that is merely 

intended to improve “pedestrian experience”.   

 

Page 29 of the Ordinance requires all buildings to comply with “the requirements of 

Section 110.10 Mandatory Requirements for Solar Ready Buildings of the California 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards”.   This does not go far enough.  The Ordinance 

must require all new residential buildings to install onsite solar facilities and not just 

merely be “solar ready”. 
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Page 29 of the Ordinance addresses “Vehicle Parking Facilities” and imposes orientation 

and other requirements on residential parking areas.  It provides exemptions for lots 

located in hillside management areas, but fails to recognize that other factors should 

also warrant exemptions.  For instance, in rural areas, geologic and drainage hazards 

can dictate the location and orientation of both homes and parking facilities.  Similarly, 

the location of a residential well and/or the placement of a septic system also dictates 

the location and orientation of both homes and parking facilities.  All of these things 

must be factored into the design of a rural residential property; therefore, the Ordinance 

must accommodate these features by including them as factors for which the Ordinance 

will permit exemptions to the various orientation and placement provisions that it 

imposes.  Furthermore, the locational restrictions and placement provisions imposed by 

Figure 22.140.520 A – MM seem rather untoward when they are applied to rural 

residential lots that are typically 125 feet wide or wider.  Finally, it is not certain that the 

vehicle parking provisions and other location restrictions that are imposed by the 

Ordinance will accommodate the movement and storage of horse trailers, hay trucks, 

and other large vehicles that are commonly found in rural residential areas; accordingly, 

the County should conduct a study to make sure that the parking requirements imposed 

by the Ordinance are actually viable in rural agricultural areas.   

 

It is noted that the Ordinance exempts mobilehomes and manufactured homes from the 

“Building Articulation”, “Building Façade Details”, and “Balconies and Patios” sections 

of the design standards (see page 17).  This does not go far enough.  Many rural 

residences install inexpensive structures (i.e., barns) to house their agricultural 

equipment and uses; these structures are constructed from pre-engineered and pre-

fabricated components that can never comply with the “Building Articulation”, 

“Building Façade Details”, and “Balconies and Patios” sections of the design standards.   

Therefore, pre-engineered accessory structures should also be exempted from the 

Ordinance’s design standards.  

 

The Ordinance also has a number of typographical errors.  For instance, page 18 refers 

to Table 22.140.520 and states “All residential development is categorized into one of 

four building types as defined in Table 22.140.520” – the problem is, Table 22.140.520 

only identifies three building types, not four.  Additionally, page 20 states “Intent. The 

intent of this Subsection is to ensure that primary entryways to a building are oriented 

toward the public right-of-way to encourage pedestrian activity to and from the 

building. for more details. On corner lots…. “; there is a non-sequitur in the middle of 

this paragraph which makes no sense.  Additionally, there is a numbering error in 

Section 22.140.520 (F). Specifically, section 4 on page 20 addresses “Front Yards and 

Building Orientation”, Section 5 on page 24 addresses “Ground Floor Treatments”, and 

Section 5 on page 26 addresses “Building Articulation”.  The latter section on “Building 

Articulation should be numbered as Section 6 and all subsequent Sections (“Building 

Façade Details”, “Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening”, etc.) should be 

renumbered accordingly. 
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Though several hours have already been expended to review the ordinance and prepare 

this letter, only half of the Ordinance has been reviewed and we have no more time to 

devote to this matter because there are other equally pressing issues that also merit our 

attention.  It is always burdensome to plod through a lengthy draft Ordinance that will 

materially impede development and yet not find one single provision that will enhance 

our community or improve the “rural experience”; it is also clear that the Ordinance was 

drafted without our input and that it will create only problems for our community, not 

solutions.  More importantly, the Ordinance fails to address extant impediments to 

“active lifestyles” and “active uses” within rural communities like Acton, so it will not 

provide “active lifestyle” benefits to Acton or other rural areas.   

 

The Acton Town Council believes that the gap between what the Ordinance provides and 

what we need as a community to promote an “active lifestyle” is too wide to be 

reconciled; the Ordinance is entirely “urban centric” and therefore wholly inapplicable 

to the “rural form”.  As such, we have concluded that rural residential neighborhoods 

should be entirely exempted from the ordinance, and we recommend that the Ordinance 

be revised as follows: 

 

 

22.140.520 – Residential Design Standards 

 

A. Intent. This Section prescribes standards that ensure that residential 

. 

. 

. 

B. Applicability. All residential development projects that are not located on 

“Rural Lands”, including projects that are wholly new or that propose 

additions to existing structures, shall comply with all applicable standards in 

this Section. 
 

 

 

If the County elects to not incorporate this revision, then a new effort must be 

undertaken by Department of Regional Planning staff to identify the characteristics of 

rural residential developments which either impede the fostering of walkable, livable, 

and healthy neighborhoods or reduce the comfort of residents or impair the experience 

of the public.   This will necessarily require staff to visit rural communities like Acton 

and observe local residential neighborhoods “first hand”.  And, if such observations 

reveal deficiencies, then Acton Town Council members will be happy to work with staff 

to develop appropriate language that is specifically applicable to the “rural form”; this 

language can be added to the Ordinance along with other language which exempts rural 
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residential properties from all of the “urban-centric” provisions that the Ordinance 

contains.   

 

Sincerely; 

 

______________________________ 

Jeremiah Owen, President 

The Acton Town Council 
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PROJECT LOCATION: Countywide  
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed Residential Design Standards Ordinance (“Ordinance”) will amend Los 
Angeles County Code (“County Code”) Title 22 (Planning and Zoning) (“Title 22”) to 
incorporate development standards applicable to residential projects, including mixed-use 
projects that include a residential component, throughout the unincorporated County. The 
development standards are intended to improve the design of residential projects, to ensure 
residential projects are designed in a manner that integrates them into existing neighborhood 
contexts, and to ensure that residential projects are designed to foster walkable, livable, and 
healthy neighborhoods that enhance the comfort of residents and the experience of the 
public. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
The staff report transmitted on March 23, 2023, summarized comment letters sent by the 
Crescenta Valley, Agua Dulce, and Acton Town Councils. The staff report also identified 
these letters as an attachment titled “Exhibit F Public Correspondence.” Staff mistakenly did 
not include these letters with the hearing package transmittal. These comment letters have 
been posted to the project website along with the rest of the hearing documents and are 
attached to this supplemental report. 
 
PROJECT OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT 
On March 29, 2023, staff presented the Ordinance to the Maravilla Community Action 
Committee (“CAC”) and answered questions from the CAC’s leadership. Questions focused 
on concerns about a lack of compatibility between new development and existing 
neighborhoods, parking requirements, and ensuring that new development was thoughtfully 
designed. 
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AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL 
33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road * Box Number 8 * Agua Dulce, CA 91390 

Website:  www.adtowncouncil.com 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
February 27, 2023 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Cameron Robertson 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Via Email to:   design@planning.lacounty.gov  
  CRobertson@planning.lacounty.gov 
     
RE:   Comments on the Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance 
       
Dear Mr. Robertson: 
 
The Agua Dulce Town Council (The Council) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the 
Department of Regional Planning’s Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance.  We understand the 
intent of the draft ordinance is to “ensure that residential development is designed to foster walkable, 
livable, and healthy neighborhoods that enhance the comfort of residents and the experience of the 
public. The desired outcome of implementing these standards is to design sites that inspire active 
lifestyles by making it easier for residents to walk and bike to and from their homes; provide direct 
pedestrian and bicycle connections to the adjoining rights-of-way, including sidewalks, trails, etc. and 
within and around the development; and encourage pedestrian and other forms of non-vehicular 
mobility/activity for users of all ages and abilities by ensuring pathways are spacious, well-maintained, 
accessible, and safe.”   
 
While we understand the desired outcome, we question whether these standards are compatible and 
harmonious with rural communities.  There are distinct differences among urban, suburban and rural 
communities. Some of those differences include infrastructure, services, traffic circulation, mass transit, 
multi-use trails, density of development, and the type of physical environment.  By having these standards 
apply to ALL development in Los Angeles County, we question whether rural areas are merely areas 
waiting to be urbanized or if the rural landscape needs preservation.  The Rural Outdoor Lighting District 
standards are referred to within the Ordinance. The fact that that is included indicates there are clearly 
understood differences between urban and rural elements.  
 
We appreciate that the draft ordinance does indicate if a project is in a Community Standards District 
(CSD) that those standards will apply instead.  Agua Dulce has a Community Standards District that was 
established to:  “Maintain a dispersed, low-density development pattern to preserve the secluded rural 
nature of the community; protect the equestrian, agricultural, historical, cultural, archaeological, and 
geologic characters of the community; protect sensitive resources and areas, including the Vasquez 
Rocks Natural Area Park, the Santa Clara River, the Angeles National Forest, and the various floodplains, 
hillsides, ridgelines, rock outcroppings, and the significant ecological areas within the CSD; maintain and 

 Don Henry, President 
 (661) 268-1731 
 BH33605@aol.com  

 Mary Johnson, Secretary 
 (661) 492-5999 
 maryjohnson767@gmail.com 

 Chris Yewdall, Treasurer 
 (310) 962-4662 
 cyewdall@msn.com  

 Kathryn Segura, Clerk 
 (310) 650-6337
 phdanimals@yahoo.com 

 Candy Clemente, Member 
cccryder@aol.com 

 Cliff Grimes, Member 
(818)809-7900 
cliffwgrimes@gmail.com 

 Scott Keller, Member 
(661)317-5355 
scottwilliamkeller@gmail.com 
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enhance the pedestrian and equestrian trail system within the CSD, including the Pacific Crest Trail; and 
minimize the development of urban infrastructure that would alter the rural character of the community, 
including the development of sewer and water systems, paved streets, street lights, concrete sidewalks, 
and concrete flood control systems.”  The draft ordinance does state that if a standard is not included 
within the CSD, the draft residential design ordinance will apply.  The Council has comments and 
concerns on some of those standards that are not addressed in the Agua Dulce CSD and we outline them 
below: 
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 3. b. i. and ii.:  Pedestrian Pathway Access, Sidewalks 
Please verify the meaning of “direct pedestrian access”, “primary street sidewalk”, “sidewalk” “walkways”, 
and “vehicle driveway.”  Are these paths paved, impervious, permeable or native soil surfaces?  There is 
an exception to Pearblossom Highway.  Please explain that exception and why other highways, such as 
Sierra Highway are not exempted.  What are the sidewalk requirements for “flag lots”?  
 
As many of the residences in Agua Dulce have horses and they trail ride directly from their properties, 
multi-use trail access may be appropriate to connect with a side yard or barn area as opposed to the 
building entrance.  Will this rural accommodation be included?    
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 5.:  Building Articulation  
The intent of this section is to ensure the design of a residential development is considerate of its 
surroundings in all directions by breaking up large featureless spaces on all building facades with 
architectural detailing and modulations.  The Council wants to make sure that classic California ranch-
style home design and building details are allowed.    
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 6.:  Building Façade Details 
The intent of this section is to ensure buildings are designed holistically on all sides to create a cohesive 
architectural idea and enhance the surrounding neighborhood in all directions by considering the use of 
materials for all sides of a building equally, not just the frontage.  As stated above, the Council wants to 
make sure that classic California ranch-style home design and building details are allowed.   
 
Section 18, 22.140.520 F. 7.:  Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening 
The intent of this section is to ensure developments utilize landscaping, walls, and fences that are 
designed to be in harmony with adjacent lower-intensity/smaller scale uses, soften the appearance of 
large massing along the street, allow both for privacy and visibility, and increase a development’s 
resiliency to wildfire, heat, drought, and floods.   

 Trees and Plants:  The ordinance requires a minimum of 20 percent of the lot area shall be 
landscaped.  This doesn’t specify if the landscaping is new planting or uses existing landscape 
elements to be included in the calculation.  Based on a 20 percent coverage, on a five acre 
property that is typical of the Agua Dulce community, 1 full acre would need to be fully 
landscaped.   

 Walls and Fences:  The section related to Walls and Fences does not differentiate between 
perimeter fencing and internal fencing use for livestock and domestic animals.  The Ordinance 
prohibits chain-link, barbed wire, and electric fencing.  Chain-link fencing is an economical and 
effective way to fence the property perimeter.  It comes in a variety of different gauges and color 
coatings.  Chain-link is see-through, offering good visibility for the property owner to see what is 
on the other side of exterior perimeter.  Many secure dog runs and other domestic animal 
enclosures are made of chain-link.  Barbed wire and electric fences are widely used in rural 
communities for securing livestock.  Both of those methods of fencing are used to keep the 
animals secure and to keep predatory animals away from livestock.  Chain link fencing also 
withstands the strong Santa Ana winds that are common to our community and is fire resistant, 
ensuring that property boundaries remain intact after windstorms and wildfires. The Council 
opposes the prohibition of chain-link, barbed wire, and electric fencing for rural communities.   

 Screening:  The section related to Screening indicates trash enclosures and all mechanical 
equipment and utilities must be screen from view from the street.  Rural properties have a 
number of different types of mechanical equipment related to this section.  Trash dumpsters for 
livestock manure disposal, water storage tanks, propane tanks, and generators are all rural types 
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of equipment that need to have access for service.  The Council opposes the requirement that all 
trash enclosures and all mechanical equipment and utilities be screened for rural communities. 
Consideration also needs to be given to materials used for screening that increases the risk of 
flammability around critical equipment like propane tanks in a designated high fire hazard severity 
zone. 

 
The Council respectfully asks that within the proposed Residential Design Ordinance that rural 
communities are acknowledged and have specific design standards that are suited to their environment.  
We want to ensure that any development with urban influence would not alter the rural character of our 
community.  This is yet another example of “one size does not fit all” when designing Countywide 
Ordinances for a large metropolitan area that includes urban, suburban, and rural communities within Los 
Angeles County.   The Rural Outdoor Lighting District takes this into account, and we are asking that 
something similar be considered.  Additionally, we are requesting community engagement in the process 
going forward.  We invite you to present the proposed project at a future Agua Dulce Town Council 
meeting so there can be effective dialogue with Regional Planning staff and the rural community 
members.  Our meetings are held on the second Wednesday of each month.  The Community Meeting 
begins at 7:00 P.M. and is open to the public. The Council will continue with virtual Zoom meetings and 
have an in-person meeting once every quarter.  Those in-person meetings will be March, June, 
September, and December at the Agua Dulce Women’s Club, 33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua 
Dulce.  Virtual meetings will be via Zoom in Apr, May, July, Oct, and Nov. There is no Council meeting in 
August.  Based on public participation at in-person meetings, we may revisit and amend this schedule 
and format.   
 
We ask that you carefully review our comments.  We look forward to additional community engagement in 
shaping the future of Residential Design Standards.   
 
Respectfully, 
 

Don Henry 
Don Henry, President 
Agua Dulce Town Council – 2023 
 
cc: Ms. Stephanie English, 5

th
 District Deputy   SEnglish@bos.lacounty.gov 

 Anish Saraiya, 5
th
 District Planning and Public Infrastructure Deputy  ASaraiya@bos.lacounty.gov 
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Crescenta Valley Town Council 
 

 
“A Community that Cares” 

P.O. Box 8676 La Crescenta, CA 91224-0676 p:818-248-9387 e:contact@thecvcouncil.com  www.thecvcouncil.com 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
February 21, 2023 
 
 
LA County Department of Regional Planning 
320 W Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE: Project No. PRJ2021-003654-(1-5) 
Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance 
  
 
 
In response to the Department of Regional Planning’s request for feedback on the 
proposed Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance, the Crescenta Valley Town 
Council Land Use Committee met to review the proposed changes.  
 
On February 02, 2023 the LUC passed a motion which is hereby attached to this letter. 
CVTC is against the County’s proposed Draft Ordinance and has unanimously 
approved the recommendation of the LUC.  
 
Thank you for your continued hard work to ensure that we have input on behalf of our 
community. 
 
 
 
 
 
Chris Kilpatrick   Harry Leon 
President    Vice President 
 
 
 
 
 
Kerri Bräutigam 
Corresponding Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Chris Kilpatrick 
President 

 
Harry Leon 

Vice President 
 

Jeffrey Rodriguez 
Recording Secretary 

 
Donna Libra 

Treasurer 
 

Kerri Lewin Bräutigam  
 Corresponding Secretary 

 
 

COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 

Aram Ordubegian 
 

Elizabeth Ahlers 
 

Dede Mueller 
 

Frida Baghdassairan 
 

Ted Yu 
1st Alternate 

 
             Dr. Young Suh 
                         2nd Alternate 
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Motion passed at the LUC Committee meeting held on February 2, 2023. 
 

After reviewing the proposed Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance, the 

LUC’s recommendation to the CVTC is as follows: 
 
The proposed Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance does not reflect the needs of our 
community.  The proposed standards are overly complicated, difficult to understand and almost 
impossible to design a project that will conform.  Good design addresses the particular nuances of 
every site, those challenges are solved thru good thoughtful design, not a set of rules to be reviewed by 
an entity that is totally unfamiliar with the actual community and property. 

 
The current process for Site Plan review in the county has been backlogged for several years 
now.  The review currently takes between 6-8 months.  If these standards are implemented, we 
can only imagine that the design review would take up to a year to complete.  After that review 
then the applicant will have to go through Plan Check which is another process all 
together.  This is what an applicant has to go through to get a building permit in our 
community, and all other Unincorporated Areas within the L A County: 
 

1. Site Plan review submittal 
a. Prepare submittal package – drawings and documents 
b. Possible land survey required. 
c. Possible geology report required.  

2. If there is an oak tree on the property you have to do an Oak Tree submittal and 
possible Public Hearing. 

a. Possible arborist report required. 
3. Compliance with a local CSD. 

 
4. Plan check submittal 

a. Prepare construction documents- Contractor or Architect 
b. Possibly a Structural Engineer 
c. An Engineer to do the Title 24 calculations. 

5. Drainage review and submittal 
6. Grading review and submittal (If needed) 

a. A landscape irrigation plan and possibly contracting a Landscape Architect. 
7. Fuel modification plan and submittal to the fire department   
8. Fire sprinkler plan and submittal to a different division of the fire department 
9. Solar plan and submittal 
10. Street dedication and right of way approval 
11. Water and sewer availability permit and approval 
12. If on a septic system, on site location thru drilling for 100% replacement of septic system 

in the future. 
13. If there is any demolition you must get AQMD approval and permits 
14. Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling and Reuse Plan Approval 
15. Library Fee submittal and approval 
16. School fee. 
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All of these plans get submitted to different divisions in the County of LA.  The system is already overly 
complicated.  Having a Design Standards Ordinance that would require a review will add another year to 
already difficult process.  This added review would definitely curtail future housing projects; not to 
mention that these reviews most likely would end up in a public hearing if the project is big enough. This 
all results in unreasonable time & unreasonable costs contributing to the housing shortage crisis. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Land Use Committee for CVTC 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit F



From: Acton Town Council
To: DRP Residential Design Standards; Acton Town Council
Subject: questions regarding proposed residential design standards
Date: Thursday, January 26, 2023 8:59:09 PM

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Kindly clarify the following: 

Given that the intent of the proposed standards is to enhance the walkable environment along
public streets and in residential neighborhoods by ensuring that pedestrians, cyclists, and other
non-motorists are provided with safe and pleasant access to residential buildings, will the
standards still apply if a home is not on a public street? 

Please define the term "clear pedestrian pathway" as it is contemplated in item (b)(i) on page
20 of the draft ordinance.

Please define the term "surface lot" as it is contemplated on page 31 of the draft ordinance

Please provide an image of, and identify a source for: 
   -  stucco with a sand finish of  20/20.
   -  stucco with a sand finish less than 20/20
   -  stucco with a sand finish greater than 20/20.

Is stucco with a sand finish of 20/30 considered to be less than the 20/20 threshold established
on page 29? or is it greater than the 20/20 threshold? 

Please confirm that, to comply with the "Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening"
requirements described on pages 29-30, a property owner who wants to build a home on a 5
acre parcel in Acton will be required to provide at least an acre of landscaping.  

Please confirm that, under the restrictions imposed on page 30, chain link fencing will not be
permitted on agriculturally zoned parcels that are developed with a single family home in
Acton and, if true, please identify economical alternatives to chain link which comply with the
restrictions imposed on page 30 and effectively protect animals, livestock, and pets from
coyotes, mountain lions, and other predators.  

Thank you for your assistance in clarifying these matters

Regards
The Acton Town Council
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_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

"Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about things that matter"   Martin Luther King, Jr. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
February 27, 2023 
 
 
The Los Angeles County Dept. of Regional Planning     
320 West Temple Street, 13th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
Electronic Transmission of seven (7) pages to: 
design@planning.lacounty.gov  

 

Subject:  Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance 

 

Reference:  Announcement Issued by the Department of Regional Planning on 

    January 26, 2023 that the Draft Residential Design Standards Ordinance  

    is Now Available for Public Comment and Review. 

 

 

The Acton Town Council respectfully submits the following comments on the “Draft 

Residential Design Standards Ordinance” (“Ordinance”).   

 

The Acton Town Council understands that the Ordinance is intended to ensure that 

“development is designed to foster walkable, livable, and healthy neighborhoods that 

enhance the comfort of residents and the experience of the public”.  However, and 

unfortunately, the Ordinance appears to be yet another “one size fits all” effort in which 

the County “force fits” every unincorporated community into the same set of standards 

without regard for community context or even practicality limitations.  It is clear from 

the very first page that the Ordinance is entirely “urban-centric” and that its purpose is 

to address aesthetic concerns that exist only in urban areas.  For instance, Figures 

22.140.520 A-D depict high density urban residential developments with little open 

space, paved streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks and setbacks of only 5-20 feet; these are 

not the circumstances that exist in rural communities like Acton where 80% of every 

residential parcel is open space and where requisite 50 foot setback distances maintain a 

significant separation between pedestrians and residences.    

 

Though the Ordinance only addresses aesthetic concerns that exist in urban areas where 

overcrowded residential developments are compressed tightly against roadways and 

walkways, it will nonetheless be inflicted on rural communities and add even more 

costly and burdensome layers of bureaucracy onto the homebuilding process; it will also 
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also further impede rural development and contribute to the decay of rural 

communities.   For instance, the Ordinance’s “stucco standard” which prohibits a “sand 

finish of less than 20/20” will apply to residential projects in Acton even though the 50 

foot minimum setback distance will make it impossible to discern whether a “16/20” 

stucco was used or a “20/30” stucco was used1.  It is noted that smooth stucco finishes 

(like “20/30” and “Santa Barbara”) are high end and expensive to apply; given that the 

Ordinance appears to prohibit the use of “industry standard” 16/20 stucco in rural areas 

where pedestrians are too far away to even notice whether a 16/20 stucco is used, one 

can only conclude that the “stucco standard” imposed by the Ordinance will drive up the 

price of construction without making any difference to the “pedestrian experience”.  

This will be particularly problematic in Acton and other communities within very high 

fire hazard severity zones because stucco is the most commonly used construction 

material to comply with local fire codes; requiring property owners to put in an 

expensive and high-end stucco finish will add unnecessary costs and drive home 

ownership further out of reach.  Finally, the requirement that rural residents install 

expensive, high end stucco finishes is completely impractical; there are few contractors 

available that have the skill required to properly apply “smooth finish” stucco, and Acton 

residents have, in the past, had great difficulty finding and hiring such experts.  It would 

be silly for the County to deny a building permit simply because a property owner 

cannot find a contractor with sufficient expertise in applying “smooth finish” stucco.   

 

The “stucco standard” is merely one of several Ordinance provisions that have no place 

in rural communities.  For example, the Ordinance prohibits “chain link”, wired, and 

electric fencing; this prohibition is unacceptable.  Chain link, wired, and electrified 

fencing provide the only reasonable means of protecting agricultural animals from 

mountain lions, coyotes, bobcats, and other predators; furthermore, the alternatives 

recommended by the Ordinance are either contrary to adopted community standards 

districts (such as the “masonry” recommendation) or they are infeasible (such as the 

“glass wall” recommendation) or they provide no protection at all (such as the “wood 

fence” recommendation).  The fencing prohibition included in the Ordinance displays a 

singular lack of understanding of what is appropriate for rural agricultural areas.   

 

Another aspect of the Ordinance which displays a lack of understanding of rural 

residential development patterns is found in the “Building Articulation” Section 

[22.140.520(F)(6)1] which is supposed to “ensure that the design of a residential 

development is considerate of its surroundings in all directions by breaking up large, 

otherwise featureless spaces, masses, or volumes on all building façades with 

_______________________________ 
 
1   Incidentally, according to the stucco companies contacted by the Acton Town Council, 
16/20 stucco is the industry standard, and while they all produce 16/20, 20/30, and 
30/30 stucco materials, we found no stucco companies that sell a 20/20 stucco; so, the 
“20/20” standard established by the Ordinance does not make sense.  
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architectural detailing and modulations”.  Notably, rural residential development is 

always low density and is therefore never characterized by “large, otherwise featureless 

spaces, masses, or volumes”; it is also already “considerate of its surroundings in all 

directions” because rural residential neighborhoods are mostly open space.  In fact, the 

maximum impervious finished surface area for rural residential lots in Acton is only 21 

percent; this means that rural residential lots in Acton are almost entirely empty!   

Imposing the “Building Articulation” requirements of the Ordinance on rural lands is 

pointless because rural lands do not suffer from the defects that the “Building 

Articulation” section purports to cure.  Furthermore, if this Ordinance is inflicted on 

rural lands in Acton, it will add yet another costly and burdensome layer of bureaucracy 

on top of the already stifling development restrictions that exist in Acton; as such, it will 

further impede rural development and contribute to the decay of rural communities.   

 

Another aspect of the Ordinance which displays a complete lack of understanding of 

rural residential development patterns is found in the “Building and Site Access” Section 

[22.140.520(F)(3)] which is intended to “enhance the walkable environment along 

public streets and in residential neighborhoods by ensuring that pedestrians, cyclists, 

and other non-motorists are provided with safe and pleasant access to residential 

buildings.”  The requirement that “All buildings shall have a minimum of one direct 

pedestrian pathway from the adjoining primary street sidewalk (or public-right-of-way 

where sidewalks are not present) to the front entrance of the building” is completely 

unacceptable; rural residents should never be forced to provide pedestrian access to the 

buildings on their property.  Rural residences support many uses, including animal 

rescues (dog, horse, big cat, etc.), animal training (equestrian, working dogs, etc.), and 

agricultural uses (crops, sheep, chickens, alpacas, etc.) most of which are closed to the 

public and all of which should remain permanently inaccessible to street pedestrians 

because they involve special facilities and equipment and require a high level of 

expertise.  Thus, for reasons of safety and security, pedestrian access from the street 

should never be established for structures or lands that support these uses.   It would 

be completely inappropriate for the County to adopt any Ordinance which requires rural 

residents to make pedestrians feel welcome to access the buildings and structures that 

support their animal and agricultural uses.  It is not merely a matter of courtesy; it is 

also a matter of safety.  For instance, it is known with certainty that Shambala rescue 

does not want pedestrians to feel welcome to walk in off the street and visit their lion or 

other big cat facilities; similarly, the Wolf Rescue does not want pedestrians to feel 

welcome to just stroll in and visit their wolf facilities.  The mandatory pedestrian access 

provisions in the Ordinance which require rural residents to provide pedestrian 

pathways from the street to the buildings on their property is entirely unacceptable.  

 

Page 20 of the Ordinance requires tree planting for every 40 linear feet of lot frontage; 

lots are exempted if the requirement conflicts with fuel modification requirements or if 

they are in a hillside management area or if they front a limited secondary highway or 

parkway where no sidewalks or curbs and gutters are required.  The “parkway” 
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exemption does not make sense.  Section 21.24.065 of the County Code establishes that 

“Parkways” always have curb and gutter and they are always a minimum of 80 feet wide; 

this means that they are at least as large as (if not larger than) secondary highways and 

thus should not be exempted.  Furthermore, the exemptions established by this 

provision of the Ordinance must be expanded to include residential development that 

fronts on unimproved roads; it also must exempt all rural communities where curb, 

gutter, and sidewalk infrastructure are expressly and substantially discouraged by 

adopted planning documents such as the Antelope Valley Area Plan.     

 

The intent of the “Ground Floor Treatment” requirements is to “ensure that primary 

entryways to a building are oriented toward the public right-of-way to encourage 

pedestrian activity to and from the building.”  However, “pedestrian activity to and from 

a building” in rural residential areas must be substantially discouraged for safety and 

security reasons (as discussed above).  The “Ground Floor Treatment” section should be 

revised to reflect this fact.  

 

Pages 24-27 of the Ordinance presents a litany of architectural features which will make 

a difference in the appearance of residences in urban areas where setback distances are 

quite small (as little as 5 feet).  However, many of the architectural features that are 

listed will not be particularly discernable at the 50 foot setback distance that is 

established for rural residential parcels so it is not clear that they should be imposed as 

a requirement. 

 

The “Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening” Section requires full landscaping on at 

least 20% of the lot area that is not used for buildings; landscaping must consist of “a 

combination of trees, ground cover, shrubbery, planters, or flowers.”  This requirement 

has no place in rural residential areas.  The notion that a property owner must 

landscape an acre of land just to be allowed to build a home on a 5 acre lot is simply 

untenable; it is rendered more so by the fact that most rural residences in the County 

are in the desert where water is scarce and local well yields are limited.  Furthermore, 

communities like Acton are striving to preserve and maintain native vegetation, so any 

Ordinance which calls for the elimination of 20% of the native vegetation on a parcel 

merely for the purpose of replacing it with “a combination of trees, ground cover, 

shrubbery, planters, or flowers” is reckless and completely unacceptable. In short, 

property owners should never be forced to remove 20% of their native vegetation or 

extract more groundwater to create and maintain mandatory landscaping that is merely 

intended to improve “pedestrian experience”.   

 

Page 29 of the Ordinance requires all buildings to comply with “the requirements of 

Section 110.10 Mandatory Requirements for Solar Ready Buildings of the California 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards”.   This does not go far enough.  The Ordinance 

must require all new residential buildings to install onsite solar facilities and not just 

merely be “solar ready”. 
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Page 29 of the Ordinance addresses “Vehicle Parking Facilities” and imposes orientation 

and other requirements on residential parking areas.  It provides exemptions for lots 

located in hillside management areas, but fails to recognize that other factors should 

also warrant exemptions.  For instance, in rural areas, geologic and drainage hazards 

can dictate the location and orientation of both homes and parking facilities.  Similarly, 

the location of a residential well and/or the placement of a septic system also dictates 

the location and orientation of both homes and parking facilities.  All of these things 

must be factored into the design of a rural residential property; therefore, the Ordinance 

must accommodate these features by including them as factors for which the Ordinance 

will permit exemptions to the various orientation and placement provisions that it 

imposes.  Furthermore, the locational restrictions and placement provisions imposed by 

Figure 22.140.520 A – MM seem rather untoward when they are applied to rural 

residential lots that are typically 125 feet wide or wider.  Finally, it is not certain that the 

vehicle parking provisions and other location restrictions that are imposed by the 

Ordinance will accommodate the movement and storage of horse trailers, hay trucks, 

and other large vehicles that are commonly found in rural residential areas; accordingly, 

the County should conduct a study to make sure that the parking requirements imposed 

by the Ordinance are actually viable in rural agricultural areas.   

 

It is noted that the Ordinance exempts mobilehomes and manufactured homes from the 

“Building Articulation”, “Building Façade Details”, and “Balconies and Patios” sections 

of the design standards (see page 17).  This does not go far enough.  Many rural 

residences install inexpensive structures (i.e., barns) to house their agricultural 

equipment and uses; these structures are constructed from pre-engineered and pre-

fabricated components that can never comply with the “Building Articulation”, 

“Building Façade Details”, and “Balconies and Patios” sections of the design standards.   

Therefore, pre-engineered accessory structures should also be exempted from the 

Ordinance’s design standards.  

 

The Ordinance also has a number of typographical errors.  For instance, page 18 refers 

to Table 22.140.520 and states “All residential development is categorized into one of 

four building types as defined in Table 22.140.520” – the problem is, Table 22.140.520 

only identifies three building types, not four.  Additionally, page 20 states “Intent. The 

intent of this Subsection is to ensure that primary entryways to a building are oriented 

toward the public right-of-way to encourage pedestrian activity to and from the 

building. for more details. On corner lots…. “; there is a non-sequitur in the middle of 

this paragraph which makes no sense.  Additionally, there is a numbering error in 

Section 22.140.520 (F). Specifically, section 4 on page 20 addresses “Front Yards and 

Building Orientation”, Section 5 on page 24 addresses “Ground Floor Treatments”, and 

Section 5 on page 26 addresses “Building Articulation”.  The latter section on “Building 

Articulation should be numbered as Section 6 and all subsequent Sections (“Building 

Façade Details”, “Landscaping, Walls, Fences, and Screening”, etc.) should be 

renumbered accordingly. 
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Though several hours have already been expended to review the ordinance and prepare 

this letter, only half of the Ordinance has been reviewed and we have no more time to 

devote to this matter because there are other equally pressing issues that also merit our 

attention.  It is always burdensome to plod through a lengthy draft Ordinance that will 

materially impede development and yet not find one single provision that will enhance 

our community or improve the “rural experience”; it is also clear that the Ordinance was 

drafted without our input and that it will create only problems for our community, not 

solutions.  More importantly, the Ordinance fails to address extant impediments to 

“active lifestyles” and “active uses” within rural communities like Acton, so it will not 

provide “active lifestyle” benefits to Acton or other rural areas.   

 

The Acton Town Council believes that the gap between what the Ordinance provides and 

what we need as a community to promote an “active lifestyle” is too wide to be 

reconciled; the Ordinance is entirely “urban centric” and therefore wholly inapplicable 

to the “rural form”.  As such, we have concluded that rural residential neighborhoods 

should be entirely exempted from the ordinance, and we recommend that the Ordinance 

be revised as follows: 

 

 

22.140.520 – Residential Design Standards 

 

A. Intent. This Section prescribes standards that ensure that residential 

. 

. 

. 

B. Applicability. All residential development projects that are not located on 

“Rural Lands”, including projects that are wholly new or that propose 

additions to existing structures, shall comply with all applicable standards in 

this Section. 
 

 

 

If the County elects to not incorporate this revision, then a new effort must be 

undertaken by Department of Regional Planning staff to identify the characteristics of 

rural residential developments which either impede the fostering of walkable, livable, 

and healthy neighborhoods or reduce the comfort of residents or impair the experience 

of the public.   This will necessarily require staff to visit rural communities like Acton 

and observe local residential neighborhoods “first hand”.  And, if such observations 

reveal deficiencies, then Acton Town Council members will be happy to work with staff 

to develop appropriate language that is specifically applicable to the “rural form”; this 

language can be added to the Ordinance along with other language which exempts rural 
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residential properties from all of the “urban-centric” provisions that the Ordinance 

contains.   

 

Sincerely; 

 

______________________________ 

Jeremiah Owen, President 

The Acton Town Council 
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SUPPLEMENTAL MEMO TO THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
DATE ISSUED: April 4, 2023 

HEARING DATE: April 5, 2023 AGENDA ITEM: 6 

PROJECT NUMBER: PRJ2021-03654-(1-5) 
PERMIT NUMBER(S): Advance Planning Project No.  RPPL2021010116 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 1-5  
PROJECT LOCATION: Countywide  
CASE PLANNER: Cameron Robertson, Senior Planner  

crobertson@planning.lacounty.gov 
  

 
Item No. 6 is a request to consider the proposed Residential Design Standards Ordinance, 
which will amend Los Angeles County Code Title 22 (Planning and Zoning) (“Title 22”) to 
incorporate development standards applicable to residential projects, including mixed-use 
projects, throughout the unincorporated County. The development standards are intended to 
improve the design of residential projects, to ensure residential projects are designed in a 
manner that integrates them into existing neighborhood contexts, and to ensure that 
residential projects are designed to foster walkable, livable, and healthy neighborhoods that 
enhance the comfort of residents and the experience of the public. 

On April 4, 2023, Staff received an email from the Castaic Area Town Council. The letter was 
sent to Commission Services on April 3, 2023, and requests that the Castaic Community 
Standards District (“CSD”) remain as currently written, that minimum parking standards for 
multi-family developments not be reduced, and that tree requirements meet state and county 
fire safety standards.  
 
The subject ordinance will not modify or supersede the existing Castaic CSD, will not reduce 
parking requirements, and maintains compliance with all state and county fire safety 
requirements.  
 

 
Report 
Reviewed By: 

  

 Kevin Finkel, AICP, Supervising Planner  
 
Report 
Approved By: 

  

 Mitch Glaser, AICP, Assistant Administrator 
 

 

 
Enclosed: Public Comment Letter 



From: Castaic Area Town Council <castaictowncouncil@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, April 3, 2023 11:34 PM
To: DRP Public Comment <comment@planning.lacounty.gov>
Cc: Julian Garcia <JUGARCIA@dpw.lacounty.gov>; Josephine Gutierrez
<JGUTIERR@dpw.lacounty.gov>
Subject: Revised Residential Design Standards Ordinance - Title 22

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

To:  Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning.

Comment for April 5, 2023 meeting -  

Agenda item:    
PART IV - PUBLIC HEARING
6. Project No. 2021-003654-(1-5)
Advance Planning Project No. RPPL2021010116 Countywide
Residential Design Standards Ordinance
The Castaic Area town Council is requesting that the Community Standards District (CSD) for Castaic 
in Title 22 remain as currently written as it properly reflects the rural nature of our community and 
protects the ridge lines and development standards of our canyons which under the CSD are 
designated A22 (specifically Hasley Canyon and Violin Canyon). These areas mainly consist of two 
plus acre horse ranch properties.

Also that the minimum parking standards for multi-family developments not be reduced as we are a 
community that does not have mass transit other than one bus line that only services limited areas 
of our town.  Residents need adequate parking for their vehicles that they need to commute to 
work.

We also request that you align the tree requirements to meet Cal-Fire and LACFD fire hazard safety 
requirements.

Regards,

Bob Lewis
President
Castaic Area Town Council
mailing address: P.O. Box 325, Castaic, CA 91310
email: castaictowncouncil@gmail.com
web site: www.CastaicTownCouncil.org

mailto:castaictowncouncil@gmail.com


SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS 
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS ORDINANCE 
PROJECT NO. PRJ2021-03654-(1-5) 

ADVANCE PLANNING CASE NO. RPPL2021010116 
 
 
On April 5, 2023, the Regional Planning Commission (“RPC”) conducted a duly-noticed 
public hearing to consider the adoption of the proposed Residential Design Standards 
Ordinance (“Ordinance”), which is an amendment to Title 22 that incorporates 
development standards applicable to residential projects, including mixed-use projects 
that include a residential component, throughout the unincorporated County. 
 
Regional Planning Staff (“Staff”) presented the proposed Ordinance and recommended 
two changes to the proposed Ordinance in response to a comment letter received. The 
first recommended change was related to the definition of a podium, and the second 
recommended change was to include structures in the lot coverage calculation related to 
landscaping requirements. Following Staff’s presentation, one member of the public 
provided comments related to the provision of affordable housing, changes to parking 
requirements, and the provision of on-site landscaping and greenery. The RPC asked 
Staff to respond to these comments and staff clarified that the provision of affordable 
housing was not within the scope of the proposed Ordinance, that there were no changes 
to existing parking requirements in the proposed Ordinance, and that there were 
landscaping requirements included in the proposed Ordinance. Subsequently, the RPC 
asked about community outreach efforts and suggested how the Department could 
approach this differently in the future. Staff provided details on the outreach efforts that 
were conducted and committed to exploring other ways of expanding community outreach 
for future Countywide ordinances. The RPC also asked about the state of existing 
community-based zoning overlays throughout the unincorporated County and the breadth 
of the associated user guide. Lastly, the RPC asked that the user guide include an 
acknowledgement statement noting that State law may override these standards where 
there is a conflict. 
 
The RPC closed the public hearing and voted unanimously to recommend adoption of the 
proposed Ordinance by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
 
VOTE: 
 
Concurring: Commissioners Hastings, O’Connor, Duarte-White, Louie, Moon 
 
Dissenting: None 
 
Abstaining: None 



DRAFT RESOLUTION 
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS ORDINANCE 

PROJECT NO. PRJ2021-03654-(1-5) 
ADVANCE PLANNING CASE NO. RPPL2021010116 

 
 
WHEREAS, the Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) of the County of 
Los Angeles conducted a duly noticed public hearing on April 5, 2023 to consider 
the Residential Design Standards Ordinance (“Ordinance”), an amendment to Title 
22 (Planning and Zoning) of the Los Angeles County Code (“Title 22”) to 
incorporate development standards applicable to residential development 
projects, including single-family, multi-family, and mixed use residential projects 
throughout the unincorporated County, to ensure new residential projects are 
designed in a manner that integrates into existing neighborhood contexts, and to 
ensure that residential development is designed to foster walkable, livable, and 
healthy neighborhoods that enhance the comfort of residents and the experience 
of the public: and 
 
WHEREAS, the Regional Planning Commission finds as follows: 
 
1. In accordance with County Code Chapter 22.244 (Ordinance Amendments), 

the Director of the County Department of Regional Planning (“LA County 
Planning”) initiated the Residential Design Standards Ordinance 
(“Ordinance”) to incorporate development standards applicable to residential 
development projects including mixed-use projects throughout the 
unincorporated County.  

2. Unincorporated County has been assigned a Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (“RHNA”) allocation of 90,052 housing units for the 2021-2029 
Housing Element planning period. 

3. State laws, including SB 35 and SB 330, and the County’s By-Right Housing 
Ordinance direct how residential projects can be approved, require ministerial 
approval of housing projects that meet certain criteria, and allow only objective 
design standards to apply. 

4. The County received a Local Early Action Planning (“LEAP”) grant to prepare 
the Ordinance. LEAP grants are awarded for process improvements and the 
preparation and adoption of planning documents that accelerate housing 
production and help local jurisdictions meet their assigned RHNA allocations. 

5. The proposed Ordinance provides clear and easily implementable design 
standards based on building typology, use, and scale. The standards build 
upon existing adopted policies to improve residential projects by promoting a 
high-quality built environment, responding to community and environmental 
contexts, and equitably supporting all mobility types.  

6. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with and supportive of the goals, 
policies, and principles of the Los Angeles County General Plan (“General 
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Plan”), including: Policy LU 10.3 to consider the built environment of the 
surrounding area and location in the design and scale of new or remodeled 
buildings, architectural styles, and reflect appropriate features such as 
massing, materials, color, detailing or ornament; Policy LU 10.9 to encourage 
land uses and design that stimulate positive and productive human relations 
and foster the achievement of community goals; and Policy LU 9.1 to promote 
community health for all neighborhoods. 

7. The proposed Ordinance will not increase the allowed density or expand the 
list of allowed land uses within any zone. Therefore, the proposed Ordinance 
is consistent with other applicable provisions of Title 22. 

8. The proposed Ordinance requires residential projects to provide design 
elements that promote pedestrian activity, environmental health, sustainable 
building design, and encourages land use design that stimulates community 
interaction. Approval of the proposed Ordinance will be in the interest of the 
public health, safety, and general welfare and in conformity with good zoning 
practice.   

9. Pursuant to County Code Section 22.222.120, a public hearing notice was 
published in 13 local newspapers of general circulation and public hearing 
notices were mailed to 233 contacts on LA County Planning’s Zoned District 
Courtesy List and CEQA Courtesy List. The public hearing notice and 
materials were posted on the project website and promoted through email and 
social media campaigns.   

10. The proposed Ordinance is exempt from the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and County CEQA Guidelines pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3). 

11. On April 5, 2023, the Regional Planning Commission conducted a duly-
noticed public hearing to [Reserved for Hearing Proceedings]. 

 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Regional Planning Commission 
recommends to the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles as follows: 
 
1. That the Board hold a public hearing to consider the proposed Ordinance;  

2. That the Board find that the proposed Ordinance is exempt from the provisions 
of CEQA for the reasons in the record;  

3. That the Board determine that the proposed Ordinance is compatible with and 
supportive of the goals and policies of the General Plan and in the interest of 
public health, safety, and general welfare and in conformity with good zoning 
practice, and consistent with other applicable provisions of Title 22; and  

4. That the Board adopt the proposed Ordinance. 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by a majority of the voting 
members of the Regional Planning Commission on the County of Los Angeles on 
April 5, 2023. 

______________________________ 
Elida Luna, Commission Services 
County of Los Angeles  
Regional Planning Commission 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL 

By ______________________________ 
      Lisa Jacobs 
      Deputy County Counsel 
      County of Los Angeles 

e656058
Text Box
Exhibit C


	RP Board Letter Attachments.pdf
	Board Letter Attachments
	Project Summary
	Proposed Ordinance
	RPC Hearing Package
	RPC Hearing Proceedings
	RPC Resolution




