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QUESTION OF IIONESTY

When - the Clty Council starts Its
hearing -rnursday on the applieation ot
the Los Angeles Mounialn Park Com-
pany to bulld and operate a shurry mili
tand quarry in Santa Ynez Canyon, 1t
wlll have before - It the question of
whether the zoning -ordinances of the
clty mean what they say, or whether
they can be overrldden cvery time an In-
fluentlai commerelal interest deeldes 1L is
worth while.

1f the Counell permits the intrusion of
heavy Industry Into an ared set aslde for
single~-famlly resldences exclusiveiy and
developed' for seven years as a fine home
seetion, then the zonlng ordinances give
no proteetlon whatever and night as
well be repeaied. The repeai will serve
honest notice on the world that Los An-
rehus does not eare how it yrows, Grant-:
ing the permlt serves the same sort of .
notiee, but does it in an underhand,:
hypoerltleal way. It is better for prop-
erty owners to understand outrlght that
they have no proteetlon, that the elty
wil not ald them in preserving the kind
of nelghboriicod thiey want and have
patd high prlees to llve in, and that, so
far as the city is eoneerned, heavy in-
dustry may loeate anywhere that It is
not barred by private restrietlon, than
‘that the eity shouid appear to extend
proteetlon with one hand and withdraw
it withh the other.

There Is no question that the Beil ce-
ment plant seheme is not wanted b;" the
majority of the property owners wilthin
a few mles of its proposed locatlon;
they are virtuaily a unit in protesting
against it. These people know tiiat no
matter how thls heavy industrlal slant is
eamonflaged, no mattér what poing are
taken to prevent it from beecoming a
nulsance, It will ‘always Dbe a nuisance,
actnal or potentlal, and that its very
presence depreeiates the value of thelr
property and -makes it less deslrabie.
They do not eare to take any elhanees.
The eity eannot Jet anybody take a
chanee without breaking faith. )

In faet, if thls seheme is approved by
the Couneil there wili be two breaches
of falth—one by the elty and one by the
Los Angeles Mountaln Park Company,
whieli, in every land deed and eontraet,
placed a stipulatlon forbidding Indus-
trial deveiopment, and by inferenee at
least bound itself not to make any in-
dustrial development.

Slnee the faith of Aiphonzo Eell (whc
for all praetleal purposes is the Los An-
geles Mountain Park Company) was
pledged only inferentlaily, it may be
teehinlealiy legal for him to betray it
but the repudlation refleets no erecdit
upon him and eertainly should not he
sanetioned by the eity. Any City Coun-
ellman who votes for this permit votes
his approval of sharp praetice that
verges upon moral dishonesty.

The qnestion of whether Bell has made
investments in the Santa ¥nez Canyon
ares from whieh he will be unabie to
make the largest possible return if the
present zoning Is retained, is beslde the
point, as was shown by Unlted States
Judge Jomes In a recent ease invoiving
the right of the Standard Oii Company
to driil near the Hillerest Country Clnb.
Driiilng was not permitted,

“A man might make a very large in-
vestment in elty lots wlhileh were at the
time elear ¢f restrletions and with the
intent to ereet a large buskness thereon,”
said Judge James, “and the next day the
etty might adopt an ordinanee of legal
effeet upon him, whleh would so zone
his property as to prevent his making
the most produetlve use of it possibie.
The loss he would suffer he wouid have
to endure for tiie general good.”

The ecase for retalning the present
zoning is even stronger than the illus-
tratlon given by Judge James, sinee the
Zone A bianket was spread in large part
at the request of the Los Angeles Monn-
tain Park Company, which now secks to
have it removed, and that eompany ob-
tained large proflts througi the saie of
residence lots at prices substantialiy
higher than would have been the case
but for the zoning.

If the Los Angeles Mountain Park
Company shuffers a loss—it eouid, at
most, be only a theoretieal loss sihce
there is no eertainty the Bell seheme is
commerelally feasible—it Is one it should
sndure for the general good.

A quarry and siurry mli in that par-
tleutar loeality is most deeldedly out of
olace, and so is =& pipe line carrying
Iimestone dust inte a pleasnre bay, even
f either eould be operated so as not to
3¢ objeetionable from the standpoint of
iust, noise and pollution of air and
water. But the question of whether the
ity zoning ordinances shall be ehanged
‘or purely commerelai reasons is a mueh
slgger questlon, and the Counell's de-
lsion on it is one which will have far-
reaching effeet on the eity's future.

The eity eould better afford to give
Beil $1,000,000 out of the elty treasury
yutright than to grant hlm this penmit.
[t would quickly reeoup the gift from
;he Inerease In  taxable values that
rouid ensue if the iwonesty and good
faith of the zoning ordinanece i5 npiweld
n letter and spirit.



