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(Hollywood Community Plan Update Rescission, General Plan Framework 
Element Amendment, and Related Actions) 

Hon. Council President Wesson and Members of the City Council: 

INTRODUCTION 

I write on behalf of Ms. Lucille Saunders. I was council of record in the matter 

Saunders, et a!., v. City of Los Angeles wherein I represented Ms. Saunders, La Mirada 

Avenue Neighborhood Association of Hollywood; San Pedro Peninsula Homeowners 

United, Incorporated; Granada Hills Alliance for Smart Growth; Hollywood Heritage, 

Incorporated; Old Granada Hills Residents' Group, Incorporated; San Pedro Peninsula 



Homeowners Coalition; R Neighborhoods Are 1; Westwood Sourh Of Santa Monica 

Boulevard Homeowners Association, Incorporated; and Comite de la Esperanza, 

Incorporated; and Ms. Saunders. 

Ms. Saunders is a resident of Los Angeles and a founding member of rhe La Brea

Willoughby Coalition, a neighborhood group seeking to protect the historical mixed-use 

community consisting of entertainment industty businesses and residential one-story 

bungalow homes in western Hollywood in the City of Los Angeles. Similarly, rhe orher ten 

petitioners/ appellants in that case are homeowner, neighborhood, and orher public interest 

groups seeking to protect Los Angelinos' health, safety and quality of life in rheir respective 

communities. 

It appears rhe city is relying upon the unpublished Court of Appeal decision in rhe 

Saunders et aL, v. City of Los Angeles as the legal justification for amending rhe Framework 

Element wirhout appropriate environmental review and consideration of General Plan 

consistency. Regrettably, rhe city staff report before you erroneously characterizes rhe 

court's holding in rhat case to suggest that the city need not implement the Framework 

Element's central programs and mitigation measures contained in P42, P43 and P44. This is 

an incorrect interpretation of rhe Court of Appeal's decision, as rarher comprehensively 

explained by attorney Beverly Paimer in a letter to rhe Planning Commission dated March 

12, 2014, which is contained in the record and therefore before you today. I trust you have 

reviewed rhat letter in detail, so I will not repeat rhose arguments here. 

The proposed motion before you today is ill-conceived and an affront to rhe public's 

healrh, safety and welfare. The City cannot remove rhe Framework Element's mandatory 

monitoring and reporting requirements because rhose requirements are rhe central mitigation 

measures, if not the very purpose and function of, rhe General Plan Framework Element. 

Furrher, rhe proposal to amend the General Plan requires rhe city to first prepare a 
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subsequent Environmental Impact Report. A Notice of Exemption is clearly inappropriate 

and if adopted, would constitute legal error. 

In addition, the City cannot remove the General Plan's monitoring and reporting 

requirements, which are mitigation measures, without demonstrating those mitigation 

measures' infeasibility. The planning department has not demonstrated that monitoring and 

reporting is infeasible. Indeed, according to the City's briefs and verified discovery 

responses in the Saunders et a!., case, the planning department is perfectly capable of 

monitoring and reporting on growth and infrastructure. 

In 1996, the City of Los Angeles formally adopted, by a vote of15 duly elected city 

council members, the foundation of its General Plan, entitled the Framework Element The 

Council decision was the culmination of an extraordinary amount of resources expended and 

careful thought and consideration, including over 20 years of research; extensive 

environmental review; over 60 public workshops, participated in by over 3,000 residents, 

experts, local stakeholders and policymakers; and a half a dozen of public hearings. 

The Framework is intended to guide city land use decisions in a way that cultivates an 

economically thriving, livable city. At that time, and as a central requirement of the 

Framework, the City Council formally agreed and commanded that the Planning 

Department must monitor and report to the Council and the mayor the city's changing 

population growth and infrastructure needs, by annually tracking and reporting on the City's 

ability to maintain infrastructure such as utilities, sewers, freeways, roads, and other critical 

facilities. As the city council then explained, these specific monitoring and reporting 

requirements are vital to ensure that the city keep apace of actual (as opposed to estimated) 

growth trends; providing the public, decision makers and planners with essential information 

needed to manage growth in a manner that will mitigate its impacts, minimize development 

costs, conserve natural resources, and enhance the quality of life in the city. Without 

implementation of the P 42, 43 and 44 monitoring and reporting programs, there is no 

assurance that infrastructure and services capacity can keep pace with real, on-the-ground 
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population growth and development patterns. 

In the process of adopting the Framework, the City prepared and certified an 

Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") as requited by the California Environmental Quality 

Act ("CEQA"). The EIR addressed impacts related to the implementation of the 

Framework, which, under CEQA is a "project" subject to environmental review. The 

monitoring and reporting requitement contained in the Framework Element is a central 

tenet of the Framework project itself and a pivotal mitigation measure requited to mitigate 

significant environmental impacts of other General Plan elements, such as the Land Use 

Element and the Housing Element. 

However, despite the extraordinary amount of time and resources invested into 

carefully crafting the Framework Element, including the Monitoring and Annual Report 

requitements, you are asked now to essentially nullify the Framework Element. To do so 

would not only offend the public's sense of trust in their local government and demoralize 

the democratic process, but also jeopardize the city's ability to ensure adequate infrastructure 

and services for its presently existing residents and businesses. 

Please see the attached exhibits to this letter, numbered 1 through 20, which provides 

support for the facts and arguments set forth in this letter, as well as further information for 

your consideration. 

HISTORY AND BACKGROUND OF THE FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

California's Planning and Zoning Law (Gov. Code, §§ 65000 et seq.) requites every 

city and county to adopt "a comprehensive, long-term general plan for [its] physical 

development .... " (Gov.Code, § 65300.) The California Supreme Court has described the 

general plan as the "constitution for future developments" within the city or county. (Citizens 

of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 553, 570.) 
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On December 11,1996, the city amended its General Plan by adopting the "Framework 

Element", which directs the city's growth policies. The Framework was meant to replace the 

then-existing city "Centers Concept" because the Centers Concept had demonstrably failed 

to manage the city's growth and land use patterns; the Framework was intended to solve its 

defects. As stated in the Framework EIR: 

The development of the Citywide General Plan Framework Element was initiated in 
June of 1992 for the purpose of comprehensively updating the City's General Plan. 
The Citywide General Plan Framework will be adopted as a new element of the City's 
General Plan and as such will provide a framework for managing Los Angeles' 
continued growth and will provide strategies to promote a more livable and 
economically strong city. 

The last comprehensive consideration of the future of the City of Los Angeles in the 
context of a Citywide General Plan culminated in 197 4 with the adoption of Concept 
L.A., also known as the Centers Concept. During the 1970's and the 1980's, the 
Centers Concept guided the Planning Department's preparation of the current 
General Plan which consists of 35 Community Plans and the Port of Los Angeles 
Plan which collectively comprise the current Land Use Element and a variety of 
citywide elements. The Community Plans collectively comprise the land use element. 

The current General Plan in many cases is based on changed circumstances and 
obsolete assumptions about how the City will grow and develop. The transit system 
assumed in the Centers Concept was not implemented. Only in recent years has 
route and facility funding been committed, allowing the identification of patterns of 
use and development that can capitalize on location of routes. More critically, the 
goals and policies of the Centers Concept were not linked to programs for 
their implementation. Thus real growth did not necessarily occur in the 
pattems envisioned in the Centers Concept, but rather continued to be 
dispersed, conttibuting to congestion and encroachment into residential 
neighborhoods. 

Rapid population growth both in the City and in the region, particularly during the 
1980's, placed strains on the City's ability to maintain infrastructure such as utilities, 
sewers, freeways, roads, and other critical facilities. In addition, growth experienced 
in the 1980's had significant environmental impacts. In response to air quality 
impacts, the Environmental Protection Agency required the City to update its 
General Plan to be consistent with the Regional Air Quallty Management Plan. More 
recently, the stagnant economy and loss of jobs has diminished the City's fiscal 
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strength and contributed to further strains on the City's ability to provide services 
and "community livability", reinforcing the need for comprehensive planning. 

The General Plan Framework provides the policy basis for managing the City's mid
term growth to the year 2010 and its long-term growth beyond 2010 and includes 
provisions for monitoring development pattems and their impacts ... 

Notably, because the Centers Concept failed to link adopted policies with 

impkmentation requirements, growth did not occur as expected and was dispersed in patterns 

that caused increased traffic congestion, pollution, and strains on, and failures of, public 

infrastructure and services. The Framework intended to remedy that problem and "ensure 

that the City's planning for capital expenditures is coordinated with its planning for land use, 

... [providing] the link between private development and such public services as roads, 

sewers, and transit to ensure that the City's infrastructure systems are adequate to 

accommodate growth and densification." The Framework also "responds to State and 

Federal mandates to plan for the City of Los Angeles' future." 

Designing of the Framework involved extensive study and public participation: 

Community involvement in the preparation of the Framework Element consisted of 
60 neighborhood and two citywide public workshops. Over 3,000 persons 
participated in these events. 

These workshops were advertised via special mailings, public service announcements, 
videos, and press releases to general and special interest newspapers, including 
publications oriented towards particular ethnic communities. In addition, a dedicated 
toll-free telephone line enabled the general public to call for "more information" 
about the project as publications became available or workshop dates were 
announced. 
The community participation effort also included interviews and "focus group" 
discussions with community leaders, homeowners, property owners, and others. 

*** 
A Steering Committee consisting of representatives from the Planning, 
Transportation, and Public Works Departments provided management 
direction to the project. 

*** 
A Technical Advisory Committee (fA C) provided review, technical assistance, 
and input on policy development. Membership on the T AC included 
representatives from [multiple] City departments and outside agencies. 
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The architects of the Framework stressed the importance of monitoring and 

reporting on actual growth and infrastructure availability. Los Angeles City Councilmembers 

described the Annual Report as "critical" to the city's ability to address growth, "so that if 

need be, we can begin to make adjustments and changes to make this a livable city." The 

monitoring and reporting duties function as alarms or "warning systems" alerting the City of 

infrastructure deficiencies as population grows and shifts into different areas within the city. 

As another City Councilmember observed: 

"How do we manage growth and make sure that we try to limit and contain the 
growth and make sure that we have an adequate infrastructure of sewage capacity and 
water and everything else to deal with?" 

At the time it adopted the Framework, the City Council understood that the Annual · 

Reporting requirement would ensure the Council and the public that the Monitoring 

Program was in fact being implemented by the Planning Department, as evidenced by these 

comments by then city councilmembers: ''What [the Framework's monitoring and 

reporting] was intended for was for people to look at and say "Wait a minute. We need to 

look at infrastructure. We need to see if we have capacity." "[Y]ou need to look at your 

Framework and look at your availability of resources when you give approvals in accordance 

with your community and specific plans. And it's okay to say 'no' to a project when it comes 

in.J) 

DISCUSSION 

The Framework mandates implementation of: "A program to monitor the status·of 

development activity, capabilities of infrastructure and public services to provide adequate 

levels of service, and environmental impacts .. .identifying critical constraints, deficiencies 

and planned improvements.'' The Framework also requires collection of data from the 

Monitoring Program, analysis of the relationship between growth trends and infrastructure 

Page7 



needs based on that data, and presentation of this information annually to the City Council 

and Mayor in the form of Reports on Growth and Infrastructure. 

The Framework Element identifies the monitoring requirement as program ''P42," 

and requires: 

P42 
Establish a Monitoring Program to accomplish the following 

a. Assess the status of development activity and supporting infrastructure and 
public services within the City of Los Angeles. The data that are compiled can 
function as indicators of (a) the rate of population growth, development 
activity, and other factors that result in demands for transportation, 
infrastructure, and services; (b) location and type of infrastructure investments 
and improvements; and (c) changes to the citywide environmental conditions 
and impacts documented in the Framework Element environmental database 
and the Environmental Impact Report. · 

b. Assess transportation conditions and determine the City's progress toward 
attainment of citywide transportation objectives. 

c. Determine the progress of the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 2010 
Master Facilities Program and any other capital improvement projects which 
could affect their ability to collect City wastewater and provide full secondary · 
treatment for that wastewater. 

d. Identify existing or potential constraints or deficiencies of other 
infrastructure in meeting existing and projected demand. 

e. Identify, based on consultation with the LAUSD, the surplus and/ or deficit 
of classroom seats. 

The Framework Element identifies the Reporting requirement as program ''P43," 
which is to include the information gathered under P42: 

P43 
Prepare an Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure based on the results 
of the Monitoring Program, which will be published at the end of each fiscal 
year and shall include information such as population estimates and an 
inventory of new development. This report is intended to provide City staff, 
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the City Council, and service providers with information that can facilitate the 
programming and funding of capital improvements and services. Additionally, 
this report will inform the general plan amendment process. Information shall 
be documented by relevant geographic boundaries, such as service areas, 
Community Plan Areas, or City Council Districts. 

In order for the City to determine whether infrastructure and public services can and 

will meet the needs of a the City's growing population, the Planning Department must 

consistently monitor growth and infrastructure. Because population growth may not always 

be "directly proportional" to the demand on infrastructure, "[T]he linkage between future 

growth and services will occur through the implementation of a monitoring program that 

provides information regarding 'real' demands and service levels in order to guide public 

decisions regarding infrastructure and service investments. Successful application of this 

system would mitigate the need to restrict development to ensure adequate level of service." 

The Framework mandates that P42 and P43 guide land use and development 

decisions within the city: 

After the Framework Element is adopted, the City will establish a growth monitoring. 
program that will provide important information regarding the accuracy of future 
growth estimates and the distribution of that new development by community plan 
area. This monitoring program will annually document what has actually happened 
to the City's population levels, housing construction, employment levels, and the 
availability of public infrastructure and public services .... The information from such 
a monitoring system will be presented to the City Council in the form of an Annual 
Report on Growth and Infrastructure. 

The Framework drafters were especially concerned with the location of development 

across the city and its impact on services and infrastructure. Thus, the Annual Report was 

intended to provide a feedback loop about the effectiveness of the Framework's policies. 

The Framework Element's main purpose is to track patterns of growth and 

infrastructure development and demand, as well as assess whether the Framework's policies 
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are fulfilling their purpose. To that end, of the over 60 implementation programs listed in 

the Framework, the Monitoring and Reporting requirements in P42 and P43 are singled out 

as "key" and "essential." The requirement appears throughout the Framework Element. 

The Framework's Land Use section incorporates the monitoring and reporting requirement 

into its top three priorities, along with infrastructure investment strategy. The city has 

described the Monitoring and Reporting mandates as "a crucial part" of the Framework. 

Further evidencing the significance of the Annual Report requirement, at least 22 of 

the city's Community Plans rely on the Annual Reports to alert decision makers when there 

is insufficient infrastructure to support new development, and when development moratoria 

is needed. Many of these Community Plans state: 

During the life of the [Community] Plan, growth will be monitored and reported in 
the City's Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure, which will be submitted to 
the City Planning Commission, Mayor, and City Council. In the fifth year following 
[Community] Plan adoption (and every five years thereafter), the Director shall report 
to the Commission on the relationship between population, employment, and 
housing growth and plan capacities. If growth has occurred faster than projected, a 
revised environmental analysis will be prepared and appropriate changes 
recommended to the Community Plan and zoning. These Plan and zoning changes, 
and any related moratoria or interim control ordinances, shall be submitted to the 
Planning Commission, Mayor, and City Council as specified in the LAMC. 

The proposal to remove these mandatory mitigation measures underscore the 

importance of requiring environmental review of the consequences of changing a central 

element of a general plan. The city must give the same due consideration and enable the type 

of public scrutiny that its adoption was given. Further, by amending the Framework 

Element in this way, the city would render other required elements of the City's General 

Plan inconsistent, such as the Land Use element, 22 community plans and the Housing 

Element, among others. This is not the way to resolve the Hollywood Community Plan 

update litigation debacle. 
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CONCLUSION 

Given that the monitoring and reporting requirement is a central feature of the 

Framework Eleme11t and its EIR Mitigation lvfonitoring Plan, thorough vetting by the public 

and decision makers, by way of a subsequent EIR is warranted, necessary, and required by 

law. 

cc: Los Angeles City Clerk 
City Council, 
c/o City Clerk, Room 395 
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA90012-4801 
By fax: (213) 978-1()27 
and by email: holly.wolcott@lacity.org 

Page II 



CIVIC MEMORANDUM 
27362 Calle: Artoyo 

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 

SOLUTIONS 

Date Julie 1, 2009 
To Sabrina Venskus 

From Tom Merrell 
SubJect Saunders et. al. vs. City of Los Angeles- Preliminary Report 

949/48!1-1442 

I have been requested to assess certain of the City's arguments in the subject case, including that the 
website data and other reports cited are the equivalent of the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure 
required by the Framework Element. I will approach this question by analyzing three issues: 

1. Can either the City referenced reports/data or its Community Plan update process function to meet 
the city's mandatory duty to prepare an Annual Report? 

2. Does the Annual Report for 1996-1998 serve as a model and an appropriate fulfillment of the 
Framework Element requirement and Is such a report critical to the purpose of the element? 

3. Is the City's position that observing population Increases to ensure a city-wide level below 4.3 million 
sufficient to ensure adequate infrastructure valid? 

SUBSTITUTES FOR CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL REPORT 

The Requirement for an Annual Report 
The requirement for an Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure is described In Policy 43 or the 
Framework Element Chapter 10 Implementation. The annual report is to be based on the results of the 
monnoring program required under Policy 42. Since the annual report and the monitoring program are 
Integrally linked, It Is important to understand the purpose and Intent of the latter in order to understand 
the Intent of the former. 

Monitoring Program 
Policy 42 requires a monitoring program that accomplishes five reporting objectivf;ls: 
1. Assess the status of development activity and supporting infrastructure and public services, indicating 

the following: 
a. The rate of population growth, df;lvelopment activity, and other factors that result in demands for 

transportation, inrrastructurf;l, and services; , 
b. Location and type of Infrastructure investments and improvements; 
c. Changes to the citywide environmental conditions and Impacts documented In the Framework 

Element environmental database and the Environmental Impact Report. 
2. Assess transportation conditions and determine the city's progress toward attainment of citywide 

transportation objectives, 
3. Determine the progress of the Los Angeles County Sanitation District2010 master facilities program 

and any other capltallmprovement projects which could affect their ability to collect city wastewater 
and provide full secondary treatment for that wastewater, 

4. Identify existing or potential constraints or deficiencies of other infrastructure In meeting existing and 
projected demand, 

5. Identify, based on consultation with the LAUSD, the surplus and/or deficit of classroom seats. 

There are four key operative terms in this policy which are defined In the dictionary as follows: 
Monitor: Observe and check the progress or quality of (something) over a period of time 
Assess: Evaluate or estimate the nature, ability, or quality Of (something) 
Detennlne: Ascertain or establish exactly, typically as a result of research or calcUlation 
Identify: Recognize or distinguish (esp. something considered worthy of attention) 

c; f I lii"J'•"''~'"'I' 1 I(; mere.l' 
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It Is obvious from these terms, as applied to the context of the policy and to the Framework Element as a 
whole, that the Intent of the monitoring program Is to keep track of davelopmenls that could burden 
infrastructure, analyze the dala collected, determine what the Impact~ are and Identify the relevant issues. 
Thus, the monitoring program Is required to be more than simply tracking statistics. It calls for turning the 
raw data into meaningful conclusions to create a kind of "report card" on the City's ability to support Its 
ever-changing population with infrastructure, which includes the following City services and facilities: 

1. Transportation 
2. Waste water 
3. Storm water treatment and management 
4. Water supply 
5. Solid waste treatment 
6. Police 
7. Fire 
8. Libraries 
9. Parks 
10. Power supply 
11. Schools 
12. Telecommunications 
13. Street lighting 
14. Urban forest 

For each of the above topics, on a citywide basis, the monitoring program is to monitor changing 
conditions. assess the sufficiency of the infrastructure, determine the Issues and identify constraints, 
deficiencies and surpluses. 

Annual Report 
The annual report, in accordance with Policy 43, is to be based on the monitoring program. It is to be a 
single consoHdated document that addresses and presents conclusions for each type of infrastructure. In 
order for the report to do this, it will be necessary to incorporate additional contextual information beyond 
what emanates from the monitoring program. For example, if the monitoring program shows a decrease 
in housing units and an increase In population, that may indicate overcrowding In some parts of the City. 
The report should examine whether there is a correlation with Increases In social services or public safety, 
which In turn may indicate whether these types of Infrastructure are burdened. 

Do the Substitutes Offered by the City Satisfy the Requirements of the Framework Element? 

Beports on Hpuslng. Population and Employment. 
The City Planning Department staff has offered the demographic data that are available on the City's 
website as serving the same purpose as the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure. This 
information consists of only limited information and is not a report. 

Deficiencies of the Data. The deficiencies of these demographic data are: 
1. There is no demographic Information on employment, even though the City staff responded that 

such Information is included in the on-line demographic data. The City has produced a report on 
industrial employment last year that serves a very limited purpose. This report does not satisfy 
the Framework Element requirement because other sectors of employment are not included, 
such as commercial, retail, service, office, institutional, etc. 

2. The demographic information that Is presented In tabular form for housing and population is 
interesting, but by itself Is not helpful to understand the Impacts on Infrastructure. There is no 
attempt to correlate housing and population with infrastructure, no trend analysis, no discussion 
of the various Infrastructure services and facilities and no narrative to present analysis or 
conclusions. 

Saunders et. al. v City of LA -2- CMc Solutions, Inc. 
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Fragmentation of the Data. The demographic information offered Is fragmented and requires anyone 
interested in the status of General Plan Implementation to Invest large amounts of time and effort to 
determine whether infrastructure has been keeping pace with growth. If a citizen or CPA 
commissioner Is Interested in understanding the cumulative Impacts of numerous developments and 
City Infrastructure projects, they encounter numerous obstacles. While they can review the 
demographic tables for housing and population, where do they locate Information about employment, 
jobs-housing balance, commute travel, planned capital projects, projected private development, 
planned service level Improvements, etc. And if, after consulting numerous City departments, wading 
through the City budget and CIP, doing Google searches of the LA City website, they manage to 
assemble an array of information, who will assist them to assess it, Identify Issues and determine 
what changes are needed? And if each Individual stakeholder approaches the matter this way, what 
Is there to assure any consistency in making policies or land use decisions? 

Commun!tv Plan Uodate Process. 
City staff has also responded that lhe Community Plan Update Process will serve the same purpose as 
an Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure. This approach has a major problem. Each Community 
Plan update is expected to take 3 years and only four of the thirty-five plans will be updated· annually. 
Thus, each plan will not be up for a subsequent update for another 9 years and will not be updated for 
three years after that. If this process goes as planned, tlhere will be an affirmation on growth and 
Infrastructure for each CPA every 12 years. This will not address the Framework Element requirement to 
tie all the CPA issues into an annual consolidated citywide report and It will not provide an ru!!Jl!<ll 
assurance that Infrastructure Is keeping pace with growth. 

THE ANNUAL REPORT FOR 1996·1998 

lmocrtance of lhe Framework Element 
The Framework Element is an important feature of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. Most city 
general plans do not have such an element. Los Angeles Is a geographically large, populous city made 
up of many communities, each with its own distinct character and Identity. The City General Plan 
respects this quality of Los Angeles and provides for Community Plans to be developed for each sub
regional community. Since all CPAs are under the same jurisdicllon, It Is necessary for the General Plan 
to have a mechanism for consistent application of policy and priorities to guide the decisions made by the 
City CounCil. The Framework Element is the key to harmonizing and unifying the indiVIdual nature of the 
various Communtty Plans with the comprehensive citywide policies In the General Plan. 

Value of the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure 
In order to ensure tlhat Individual decisions within each area of the City are orchestrated to serve the 
overall goals of the General Plan and that appropriate priorities are given to planning capital projects In 
each CPA, tlhe Framework Element requires an Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure. This report 
Is intended to become tlhe critical feedback to decision-makers at all levels on all aspects of City services 
and facilities. 

The value of such a report to the City Council, Community Planning Commissions and department heads 
is the same as an annual physical exam to an athlete. An athlete cannot rely on checking his or her 
temperature and weight periodically to be assured all bodily systems and functions are in good health. 
Nor would an athlete assume that as long as body temperature Is below 98 and body weight below 150 
lbs tlhere Is no need for concern. The doctor collects a lot data about the athlete's physical condition, then 
analyzes it, identifies Issues, presents the conclusions In an understandable format and makes 
recommendations for maintaining optimum health. 

Precedent for tlhe Annual Report 
In 2001, an annual report was prepared tlhat covered the years 1996- 1998. This report provided all tlhe 
elements required by the Framework Element for the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure. This 
report: 

Saunders et. al. v City of LA -3- Civic SoluUons, Inc. 
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1. Addresses each of the 14 infrastructure topics 
2. Addresses each Community Planning Area 
3. Correlates actual population data to Infrastructure services and facilities 
4. Aggregates subregional data, analysis and conclusions to citywide reporting 
5. Includes user-friendly narrative that Interprets the raw data, describes current conditions and Impacts 

on Infrastructure, and makes recommendations for change where necessal)'. 
6. Assesses, determines and identifies Infrastructure sufficiency based on monitoring and analysis. 

This report serves as ao excellent model for the annual raport required by Polley 43 of the Framework 
Element. · 

TRACKING POPULATION GROWTH AGAINST 1998 PROJECTIONS 

The explanation ·given by City staff that monitoring population relative to a 1998 SCAG projection serves 
to assure Infrastructure is adequate is based on a flawed premise and obviously does not constitute an 
annual report. · 

Oefacto Premise 
The staff has offered the position that because the EIR for the General Plan asserts that the Infrastructure 
is sufficient for a population of 4.3 million nothing more is needed than to monitor population growth. This 
suggests that the citywide population projection becomes a standard of measure and we accept the 
notion that the 1998 infrastructure (including police services, libraries, etc.) is sufficient to supporl the 
2008 population (and beyond). For this to work, we must believe that the Infrastructure will not age or 
become obsolete due to technology, or that changing demographics wilt not require corresponding 
Infrastructure changes. This position is built on the premise that the conditions that were in existence 10 
years ago will remain unchanged until City population reaches 4.3 million. Conversely, It assumes that as 
long as the population is below 4.3 million, there Is no need lor concern. 

Tracking Citywide Population not a Report 
The intent of the Framework Element Annual Report Is to present supporting evidence that support 
conclusions about whether Infrastructure Is adequately serving the actual population for the year reported. 
Even II citywide population does not reach the levels projected in 1998, certain Community Planning 
Areas may exceed them and other areas may experience a significant change In ethnlcity, housing types, 
jobs-housing balance, commute habits, household income, residents per unit, etc. Tracking citywide 
population alone will not alert policy and decision makers to stress points brought about by such changes. 

Saunders et. a/. v City of LA Civic Solutions, Inc. 
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Planning, University of 
Calltomla, Irvine 
Certlficale In Community 
Planning Process, University 
of Calffomla, Irvine 

Affiliations 
Amertcan Planning 
Association 
Amertcan Institute of 
Ce~lfied Planners 

Publications 
APA Viewpoints: 
Outsourcing In the Planning 
Depsnment 
(http:/Jwww.plannlng.org/vle 
wpolnls/oulsourclng.htm). 

THOMAS G. MERRELL, AICP 
PRESIDENT 

CIVIC 
SOLUTIONS 

Tom Merrell completed twenty-eight years of public service in March of 1991 
when he retired from the City of San Juan Capistrano to establish Civic 
Solutions, Inc. In addition to his fifteen years as the City's Director of 
Community Planning and Development, he served in professional and 
administrative positions with the County of Orange and the City of Garden 
Grove. During his career, he has developed expertise in all aspects of 
planning and public administration. His experience Includes long range 
physical and policy planning, development review, building and safety 
administration, urban design, zoning, citizen participation and consensus 
building, redevelopment, growth management and environmental preserva· 
lion. 

Mr. Merrell is a member of the American Planning Association and a charter 
member of the American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP). He has 
served as the president of the Orange County Planning Directors Assoclallon 
and on the APA Awards Judging Panel. In San Juan Capistrano, he has 
served on numerous committees, such as the Downtown Merchants 
Committee, the Flood Plain Management Committee, and the Sign Ordinance 
Review Committee. His long association with public administration and 
professional planning has given him a broad range of capabilities in these 
areas. 

Highlights of Mr. Merrell's experience include: 

Civic Solutions, Inc., Principal, 1991 • present. Provides corporate 
management, staff development, and contract administration for the firm. 
Provides urban planning services to public agencies, homeowner 
associations, and expert witness and research services to law firms for cases 
involving land use and zoning. 

City of San Juan Capistrano, Director of Community Planning and 
Development, 1976 • 1991. Department head for City planning, 
redevelopment and building and safety functions; served as Secretary to the 
Planning Commission and Deputy Direclor of the Community Redevelopment 
Agency. 

City of Garden Grove, Land Use Manager, 1970 -1976. As Manager of the 
Land Use Division, responsible for all current planning and code enforcement 
functions, served as Secretary to the Planning Commission. 

County of Orange, Land Use Planner, 1963 • 1970. Staff level planning, 
and served as Interim Administrative Services Officer. 

Expert Witness Services 

Mr. Merrell has worked closely with litigation allorneys on numerous cases 
Involving municipal law, land use and development issues. He has extensive 
experience In Investigation, research and giving testimony In depositions and 
in trial court. He has developed the unique ability to understand lhe principles 
of municipal law and combine them with relevant facts to make them 
understandable to the lay public. Mr. Merrell's presentation skills, combined 
with the firm's graphic Illustration capabilities, makes Civic Solutions an 
Integral part of the litigation team. 
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CIVIC 
SOLLI.TIONS 

Mr. Merrell has worked effectively with attorneys In both the public and private 
sectors, and is associated with the Technical Advisory Service for Attorneys 
(TASA). He has provided services for the following law firms, and will provide 
references upon request. 

• Augustin! and Wheeler 

• James S. Marinos 

• Lilt and Marquez 

• Nossaman, Guthner, Knox, & Elliot 

• Okazaki and Wellput 

• Rutan end Tucker 

• Stradling, Vacca, Carlson and Rauth 

• Dennis P. Zentli 

• Neuland and Nordberg 

• Call, Clayton and Jensen 

• Graham & James 
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2006-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 
AN ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

2008 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program was adopted by the City Council on December II, 1996, in 
conjunction with the adoption of the Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, its 
accompanying Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR No.l99407 I 030) and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. The Mitigation Monitoring Program is required by Section 21081.6 
of the California Public Resources Code. 

The following document is the "General Plan Framework Element Mitigation Monitoring 
Program" adopted by the City Council in 1996. This Mitigation Monitoring Program is being re
adopted as part of the environmental documentation for the 2006-2014 Housing Element Update. 
It consists of a description of the program and a matrix which lists each specific program and 
mitigation measure that was adopted by the City Council in order to implement the General Plan 
Framework, and the department(s) responsible for implementation. A current status of measures 
and programs is maintained by the Department of City Planning and reflects the monitoring and 
evaluating of the progress various city departments and agencies responsible for implementation 
have made with regard to implementation. 

CPC 2008-2120-GPA 
CF 08-1933 

SAU04161 



'l'HB GENERAL PLAN FJUIMBWOJUt ELEMENT 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

May 7, 1996 

In compliance with Section 2181.6 of the California Public 
Resources Code, public agencies approving projects which have the 
potential to cause siqnificant environmental impact must adopt a 
Reporting and Monitoring Program or require chanqes to the proposed· 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant impacts. While the 
General Plan Framework Element the City's General Plan incorporates 
policies and proqrams to mitiqate most environmental impacts, 
Environmental Impact Report # 94071030 identifies some cases in 
wh,ich ~roposed policies and programs does not sufficiently mitigate 
signif1cant environmental impacts, should. the city's population 
continue to increase as forecast. In those cases, additional· 
mitigation measures were recommended and those adopted· are included 
in this action. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65103 (c), 
local officials must implement the adopted plan and the policies 
and proqrams it contains. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan consists 
of two annua~ reports to the City Council. 

COHPONENT 1. The first component is the Annual Report on Growth 
and Infrastructure which presents the amount and distribution of 
actual qrowth of population and residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses; qrowth in households; qrowth in jobs to the 
extent that this information is available; the actual capital 
investment funds allocated to infrastructure projects; and -other 
factors directly related to growth. This allows the city to 
compare actual growth in the City with projections and to identify 
trends and the need for updated projections and/or estimates for 
population, land use, jobs, and housing units. 

CQMPONEHT 2. The second component is. an Annua.I Report on Status o:f 
th!i11 Genera.! P.Ian Imp.Iementation Programs. . This report will be 
compiled by monitorinq and evaluating the status of each 
implementation program and additional mitigation measure, and 
comparing this information with component one. If appropriate, the 
status report will recommend any modifications that appear 
necessary to adjust the Framework Element (or any of the programs) 
in order to achieve the results desired. 

To prepare the Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program,. every 
year the Planning Department will collect information on each. 
implementation program and mitigation identified herein, and will 
evaluate the status of each for compliance with the General Plan 
Framework Element. In addition, the Planning Department will 
collect additional information from the various City departments 
and other agencies which reflects actual indicators of qrowth and 
infrastructure investment. These two sets of information will 
provide the basis for an analysis of whether or not the ·programs 
are resulting in the beneficial impacts desired and for 
recommendation regarding any appropriate changes. 
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CITY OF L.OS ANGELES 

KAREN E. KALFAYAN 
C\!fC!orl< 

When makiog lllq•lrles 
relallve to thll matter, 
pleoae rarer to the council 
FnoNo. 

08-1933 

CDsAII 

August 18, 2008 

All Councilmembers 
Office of the Mayor 
City Administrative Officer 
Chief Legislative Analyst 
City Planning 
Attn: Beatrice Pacheco 

Los Angeles Pollee Department 
Cultural Affairs Department 

CALIFORNIA 

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

Community Development Department 
Community Redevelopment Department 

omc.eoftha 
crrvct.eRK 

Council and Public Serviqes 
Room 395, CIIY Hall 

Lo1 Angelet, CA 9C012 
GonerallnfOilml~on • (213) 978·1133 

Fax: (213) &78·1040 

CLAUDIA M. DUNN 
Chlof, ~ tndPvWk Berflco• DMalon 

Bureau of Engineering 
Department of Transportation 
Traffic/Planning Sections 

Department of Water and Power 
Fire Department 

Los Angeles County Assessor 
Kenneth Hahn Hall Administration 
500 West Temple Street, Room 225 
Los Angeles, CA 90012· 

RE: UPDATE TO THE HOUSING ELEMENT FOR THE PERIOD 2006·14 AS AN ELEMENT OF THE Cl'fY'S 
GENERAL PLAN 

At the meeting of the Council held AUGUST 13, 2008, the following action was taken: 

Attached report adopted ....... ... .. • .... . . . ... ....... .... ........ ... ........... ... . ...................... .......... .... .......... .... ..... . X 
Attached motion (Reyes· Huizar) adopted as amended.................................................................. X 
Attached motion (Reyes· Wesson) adopted..................................................................................... X 
Attached motion (Parks· GarcettQ adopted...................................................................................... X 
Attached motion (Garcettl- Perry) adopted....................................................................................... X · 
Attached motion (Reyes· Wesson) adopted as amended............................................................... X 
Attached. motion (Reyes ·Wesson) adopted..................................................................................... X 
Attached motion (Hahn· Reyes) adopted......................................................................................... X 
Attached resolution adopted ..................... ......... ... ...... .......... ..... ............ ..... ............ ................. ...... . . .. X 
Attached resolution (Cardenas· Huizar) adopted............................................................................. X 
FORTHWITH .. ......... ...... ........ ... .... . .... ......... ....... ... ... ....... .... . .. ............. ............. ......... .... ... ..... ... .......... X 
Mitigated Monitoring and Reporting Program.................................................................................... X 
Final Environmental Impact Report ................................................................................................. X 
Statement of Overriding Consideration adopted............................................................................... X 
Findings adopted............................................................................................................................... X 

City Clerk 
kw 

AN E.QU"L EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY- AP'f'IRMATIVE 1\CTION EM,.l.OYltR 

' i 
I 
I 
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VERBAL MOTION 

I HEREBY MOVE that Council ADOPT the following recommendations of the Mayor and Director 
of Planning (Item No. 49, CF 08·1933) relative to the update to the Housing Element for the period 2006· 
14 as an Element of the City's General Plan: 

1. CERTIFY that"the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR No. 94·0212; State Clearing 
House No. 1994071030) (Framework Element FEIR) for the Housing Element has been 
completed In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the State 
Guidelines and the City Guidelines .and that the Council has reviewed. the Information 
contained therein for the Housing Element (2006·14) and considered It along with other 
factors related to this project; that this determination reflects the Independent judgment 
of the lead agency In the City of Los Angeles; and that the documents constituting ttie 
record of proceedings In this matter are located In Council file No. 08·1933 In the custody 
of the City Clerk and In the flies of the Department of City Planning In the custody of the 
Automated Records and Flies Section; and ADOPT the Final Environmental Impact Report. 

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS that the Framework Element FEIR is adequate for the Housing 
Element (2006·14). 

3. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and In accordance with Section 21081 of the Public 
Resources Code and the Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared by the City 
Planning Department and attached to Council file No. 08·1993. 

4. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Director of Planning as the Findings of the Council as well as 
environmental findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and attached 
to Council file No. 08·1993. 

5. DIRECT the Department of City Planning staff to file the Notice of Determination after 
Council-approves the project. CPC 2008·2120 GPfti 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Planning Commission reports that there Is no General Fund 
Impact. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Planning and Land Use Management and Housing, Community and Economic Development 
Committees waived consideration of the above matter) 

V\A...c ~~ ... :-..... 

ADOPTED PRESENTED BY--=...,....,===---
EDP. REYES 
Councllmember, 1st District 

~132008 
~ANGELE~ SECONDED BY -~.,.,.,...,-c-==----

FOR ... H'aii!'I'U JOSE HUIZAR 
_' 't. •111JI ·~ n Councilmember, 14th District 

August 13, 2008 ~ ~ ~ i- · 
r~\ VI- - .~ i{.:L: 

CF08·1933 ~\:.t~:.~~-

o:ldocs\councll agendas\mkl081933a.motdoc 
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MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of Communications from the Mayor, Director of Planning, Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations relative to the Update to the Housing Element for the 
period 2006-2014 as an Element of the City's General Plan, Item 49 on today'.s Council Agenda 
(CF 08-1933), BE AMENDED, to direct the staff of the Planning Department to make 
corrections to the environmental documentation for the Final EIR for the Housing Element 
Update as noted in the atteched document. 

..__.wR~= Ed P.Reyes 
Councllmember 1" District 

~L· 

ADOPTED August 13, 2008 

AUG 1 3 2008 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

FORTHwmt 
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Corrections and Revisions to the Final Bnvironmentallmpact Report 
For the Proposed Housing Element Update (2006-2014) 

I. Revis.e paragraph A of Attachment B of the Draft IJIR Initial Study and Checklist regarding section XIV. 
Recreation on page 32, to read as follows: 

2. Revise the third paragraph ofParagraph D of the Draft BIR Initial Study and Checklist regarding Section XVI. 
Utilities on page 42, to read as follows: 

The Los Angeles Aqueduct, groundwater, and purchased water from MWD are the primary sources of water supply 
for the City. The City also recycles water to tertiary quality. Corrent!y, almost 65!000 acre feet per year (AFY) of the 
City's wastewater are recycled for various uses, such as Irrigation. The LADWP s pursuing the development of 
alternative, viable water supply options to enhance current supjl!ies. Such options include "alot bansre1s, acawale1 
desalination additional conservation measures, additional recvollng measures, imd bimeficlal reuse of urban runoff. 

3. Re~lse Comment 13-3 on page 85 of the Comments and Response to Comments, to read as follows: 

(Tile Pfamthtg Bepaatmcnt's eet tifieatlon, .. ln its cttncnt fGJm "Iutc:t estcd Patties" ... ) 
The comment pertains to the ability of interested parties to comment on the Draft BIR. The comment states an 
opinion but does not state a specific concern and coes not provide facts assumptions based on facts, or expert 
opinion supported by facts in support of its position. In accordance wiib Sect!on!S202 of the Guidelines for CBQA, 
tlie Initial Study and Checklist ana the Draft BIR were made available to the public for review and comment. 

S. Revise Comment22·2 on Page 132 of the Comments and Response to Comments, to road as follows: 

6. Revise Comment 25-4 on Paga 176 of the Comments and Response to Comments, to road as follows: 

than 

8. Revise typographical and formattlng errors as necessary in the Comments and Responses to Comments. 
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1 \ TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
!.· ' CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

FILE NO. 08-1933 

Your PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 
and 

HOUSING, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Committees 

report as follows: 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT and HOUSING, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITIEES' REPORT and RESOLUTION relative to the Update to the Housing Element 
for the period 2006-2014 as an Element of the City's General Plan. . 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. CONCUR In the July 21, 2008, Mayor's approval, and the City Planning Commission's (CPC) 
determination, dated June 30, 2008, (including the City Planning Commission determination letter, Staff 
Reports dated June 12, 2008 and June 26, 2008, and amendments approved by the CPC). 

2. ADOPT the June 30, 2008 FINDINGS of the Director of Planning as the Findings of the City Council. 

3. ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION dated July 29, 2008, which indicates that the City prior to 
adoption of the Update to the Housing Element of the General Plan will consider the following 
attachments on the Council File No. 08-1933: 

a. Housing Element Final Environmental impact Report 

b. Adoption ofthe Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

c. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

4. ADOPT the Update to the Housing Element for the period '2006-2014, amending the Generai·Pian of 
the City of Los Angeles, as approved by the CPC on June 26, 2008, with the following amendments (as 
reflected in the attachments to the Committees' report as follows: 

a. "Department of City Planning Recommended Changes to the Housing Elemenf' dated July 29, 
2008. (Exhibit A) 

b. Amendments recommended by the Director of Planning in a letter dated July 28, 2008 
addressing Los Angeles Housing Department Changes to the Housing Element, as revised. 
(Exhibit B) 

c. Recommended Modifications, as approved in a Joint Special Meeting of the Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee, and Housing, Community and Economic Development 
Committee, on July 29, 2008, as shown in the attachment to the Committees' report. (Exhibit C) 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The CPC reports that there Is no General Fund Impact. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

summarv: 

At a joint special meeting held July 29, 2008, the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) and Housing, 
Community and Economic Development (HCED) Committees considered the adoption of the Update to the 
Housing Element, an Element of the City's General Plan. The Housing Element is required by State law and 
must be updated every five to seven years. (Consideration of the Final Environmental Impact Report; . 

1 
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adoption ofthe Mitigation Monito ...... and Reporting Program, and the l:>"'..ement of Overriding 
Considerations were not considered at this joint hearing, but will be scheduled for consideration at the 
time this matter Is scheduled In Council). 

Staff from the Planning Department (staff) and the Chair of the PLUM Committee clarified what the Housing 
Element Is and what it is not. Staff explained that the Housing Element establishes the City's goals, objectives, 
and policies regarding housing issues and Identifies the programs various departments will undertake in order 
to implement those goals, objectives, and policies. The Housing Element also shows, as required by State 
law, that Los Angeles has an adequate number of sites that can accommodate Its share of the State's housing 
burden without the need for any rezoning. Los Angeles' share ofthe housing burden has been set at 112,876 
units between 2006 and 2014, which Is known as the Regional Housing Needs Assessment or RHNA 
allocation. In addition, staff from the Planning Department described the City Planning Commission's (CPC's) 
action on the matter. It was also noted that an EIR has been prepared as the environmental clearance for the 
Housing Element and that the Anal EIR will be considered by the City Council. 

Sixty-four speaker cards were submitted by interested parties and individuals representing various agencies 
(One speaker 'card was submitted after the close of public comment). Many individuals testified in support of 
the CPC determinallons and the various issues related to the Housing Element T estlmony was provided in 
support of the CPC action relative to the Housing Element. In addition, opposition to the Housing Element was 
also provided in that; it was suggested that the public needed more time to review "last minute• re~tlsions. 
Testimony was also provided regarding such Issues as affordable housing, rent control, housing preservation, 
condominium conversions, and demolition. The Deputy Mayor for Housing and Economic Development' made 
recommendations for revisions relative to the Transfer of Floor Area Rights (TFAR) Ordinance, and 
recommendations to the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance. The Committee then proposed a number of amendments 
In response to the Issues raised at the hearing and those posed by other members of the Committees. The 
Director of Planning and Planning Department staff provided input regarding the proposed amendments and 
modified versions were approved. 

After careful consideration of the documents on file and of the testimony provided at the hearing, the PLUM 
and HCED Committees' considered additional testimony from experts from both sides and Planning 
Department staff- and recommended that Council adopt the Housing Element Update, subject fo the· 
amendments approved by the PLUM and HCED Committees. 

The matter Is hereby submitted to Council for consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 

~rrp~ 
Q..?t- . 

ADOPTED 
~ A~u~.~ ~00~ ·»- ~~~~NAs ~~ 
LOS ANGELES CITY COUIICIL ~~mt ~~ENT 

BG . ~'t"''~·O..•;%Mo~ 
07/20/08 , .... ~ ,..,Q •• ~ &" ~~ ~~t,..o..SL 
Attachments: Resolution and Attachments A and B ~OR"'HWJfi• 

and Exhibits A. B and C T' , 1 1·n 

HUIZAR: 
WEISS: 

#081933 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Sections 65580-65589.9 require cities to 
prepare a Housing Element as a component of each city's General Plan and to revise it 
regularly on a schedule set forth in the law; and 

WHEREAS, this revised Housing Element covers the period 2006 to 2014; and replaces 
the Housing Element which covered the period 1998 to 2005; and 

WHEREAS the Housing Element (2006-2014) sets forth the housing policies for the 
City, facilitates the preservation and development of housing, and establishes programs to 
accommodate the City's share of the regional housing need in Southern California; and 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element (2006-2014) complies with the requirements of State 
law; and 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element (2006-2014) is consistent with all Elements of the 
City's General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles has been assigned an allocation of 112,876 new 
housing units as its share of the regional housing need assessment (RHNA) in Southern 
California; and 

WHEREAS, there was extensive public participation in the development of the Housing 
Element (2006-2014), including a Task Force of housing experts which held public 
meetings over the course of four months, and seven public workshops and several public 
meetings were held to solicit public input; and 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, on June 26, 2008,· and the City Council 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee and Housing, Community and 
Economic Development Committee, on July 29, 2008, each held a public heating 
regarding the Housing Element (2006-20 14) in accordance with the City's Charter and 
Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, on June 26, 2008, recommended that the 
Mayor approve and the City Council adopt the Housing Element (2006-2014) with 
amendments to replace the 1998-2005 Housing Element, and transmitted its 
recommendation pursuant to the City Charter and the Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Los Angeles City Charter, the Mayor and 
the City Planning Commission have transmitted their recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, under CEQA Guidelines section 15153, the City of Los Angeles reviewed 
the proposed project with an initial study (ENV -2007 -5270-EAF) and determined that the 
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan 
Framework Element (Framework Element FEIR) (EIR 94-0212, State Clearinghouse 

CPC 200S·212Q-GPA 
CFOS·I933 

Page 1 of3 
July 29, 2008 
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Number 1994071 030) would adequately describe the environmental setting, impacts, 
alternatives, and mitigation measures of the Housing Element (2006-2014); and 

WHEREAS, the initial study (ENV-2007-5270-EAF) and Framework Element FEIR 
were circulated for public comments, responses were prepared to comments received 
during the review period, and public hearings were held; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Housing Element (2006-2014) be 
adopted to replace the 1998-2005 Housing Element of the General Plan and'that it be 
submitted to the California Department of Housing and Community Development for a 
determiuation of compliance with State law. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council: 

1. Has considered the information in the Framework Element FEIR including comments 
received during the review period and responses to those comments; 

2. Finds the Framework Element FEIR is adequate for the Housing Element (2006-
2014); 

3. Finds that none of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 to 
require a subsequent or supplement EIR to the Framework Element FEIR apply; 

4. (a) Certifies that the Fiamework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006·2014) 
has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (b) Has reviewed and considered the 
information in the Framework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014); and 
(c) Finds that the Framework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014) · 
reflects the City Council's independent judgment and analysis; 

5. Finds that mitigation measures have been incorporated through the re-adoption of the 
Framework Element's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that avoid or 
substsntially lessen the significant environmental effects identified in the Framework 
FEIR as specified in the Framework FEIR; 

6. Re-adopts the Mitigation Monitoring Program attached as Attachment A to this 
Resolution; 

7. Specifies the location and custodian of the record of proceedings as Mark Lopez, 
Automated Records and Files; Room 575, City Hall; 

8. Adopts the statement of overriding considerations attached as Attachment B to this 
Resolution; and 

9. Instructs that a Notice of Determination be filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15094. 

CPC 2008·2120-GPA 
CFOS-1933 

Page2 of3 
July 29, 2008 
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MOVED __ ~----------------

SECONDED ________________ __ 

CPC 2008·2120-GPA 
CF 08-1933 

CF08·1933 

Page3 of3 
July 29, 2008 
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RESOLUTION A'ITACHMENT A 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

2008 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program was adopted by the City Council on December 11, 1996, in 
conjunction with the adoption of the Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, its 
accompanying Final Environmental Impact Report (FElR No.1994071030) and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. The Mitigation Monitoring Program is required by Section 21 081.6 
of the California Public Resources Code. 

The following document is the "General Plan Framework Element Mitigation Monitoring 
Program" adopted by the City Council in 1996. This Mitigation Monitoring Program is being re
adopted as part of the environmental documentation for the 2006-2014 Housing Element Update. 
It consists of a description of the program and a matrix which lists each specific program and 
mitigation measure that was adopted by the City Council in order to implement the General Plan 
Framework, and the department( s) responsible for implementation. A current status of measures 
and programs is maintained by the Department of City Planning and reflects the monitoring and 
evaluating of the progress various city departments and agencies responsible for implementation 
have made with regard to implementation. 

CPC 2008·2120-GPA 
CF08·1933 
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TXB GEl!IERAL PLAN FIUI.MEWORX BLBMEm! 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

In compliance wi.th section 2181.6 of the california Public 
Resources Code, public agencies approving projects which have the 
potential to cause significant environmental impact must adopt a 
Reportinq and Monitoring Program or require changes to the proposed 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant impacts. While the 
General Plan Framework Element the city's General Plan incorporates 
policies and programs to mitigate most environmental impacts, 
:snvironmental I111p~ct Report # 94071030 identifies some cases in 
wb,icll proposed policies and programs does not sufficiently mitiqate 
si'qnif:!-cant environmental 'impacts, should. the city's population 
continue to increase as forecast. In those oases, additional 
lllitigation measures were recommended and those adopted are included 
in this action. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65103 (c), 
local officials must implement the adopted plan and the policies 
and programs it contains. The Mitiqation ~onitoring Plan cohsists 
of ~wo annua; reports to the city Council. · 

COMPOlfENT 1, The first component is the Annual Report on Qro'Wth 
and Infrastructure which presents the amount and distribution of 
actual growth of population and residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses; growth in households; qrowth in jobs to the 
extent that this information. ·is .available; the actuai capital 
investment funds allocated to infrastructure projects1 and ·other 
factors directly. related to qrowth. This allows. the city to 
compare actual growth in the City with projections and to identify 
trends and the need for updated projections andfor estimates for 
population, land use, jobs, and housing units. . · ... 
qpMPQlfENT 2. The second component is. an Annual Report: o.l:! Status o:f 
th!!' General PJ.a:n. Illlplement:ation .Programs. . 'l'his report will be 
compiled by monitoring and evaluating the. status of eaCh 
illlplementation ~rogram and additional mitiqation measure, and 
coJIIparinq this information with component one. If appropriate, the 
status report will recommend any modifications that appear 
necessary to adjust the Framework Element (or any of the programs) 
in order to achieve the results desired •. 

To prepare the Mitigation Reportinq and Monitoring Proqram,.every 
year the Planninq Department will collect information on each 
implementation proqram and mitigation identified herein, and will 
evaluate the status of each for co111pliance with the General Plan 
Framework EJ,ement. In. addition, the Planning Department will 
collect additional information fro111 the various city departments 
and other agencies Which reflects actual indicators of qrowth and 
infrastructure investment. These two sets of information will 
provide the basis for an analysis of Whether or not the. 'prograu 
are resulting- in the beneficial impacts desired and for 
·recommendation regarding any appropriate chanqes •. 
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RESOLUTION ATTACHMENT B 

2006-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 
AN ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
2008 

The Council of the City of Los Angeles finds that the unavoidable significant project-specific 
effects, any potentially significant project-specific adverse effects on.air quality (ROO, NOx, 
SOx) and transportation due to the infeasibility of the TIMP and FEIR mitigation measures, and 
the unavoidable cumulative adverse environmental effects of the growth accommodated in the 
Framework Element are acceptable when balanced against the Framework Element's social, 
economic, and other benefits as described below: 

A. The adverse impacts identified in the Environmental Impact Report are substantially 
the impacts of growth which is projected to occur with or without the Framework 
Element, not the impacts of implementing the plan. While the General Plan 
Framework Element does not advocate this level of growth, should it occur the 
implementation of the Framework Element functions as mitigation for that growth. It 
provides the City with policies and mechanisms which will allow the City to manage 
the growth that occurs and to substantially reduce the impacts to the maximum extent 
feasible. Although there are still significant and unavoidable impacts derived from 
this growth, implementation of the policies and programs of the Framework Element 
will have fewer and less severe impacts than any other reasonable alternative. 

B. The Framework Element strengthens the City's role as the hub of the regional 
transportation network by providing a comprehensive array of transportation 
mitigation measures that enhance regional access to jobs located in the City, enhance 
mobility on City streets, arterials, and freeways, focus transit improvements in the 
City, and provide for ridesharing, transportation demand management, and 
transportation systems management programs that increase the efficiency of the 
City's transportation network relative to the rest of the region. The Framework 
Element, along with the Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program 
(TIMP), includes policies and programs designed to provide the transportation 
network with adequate capacity to accommodate forecasted and planned growth, 
including mechanisms to monitor and maintain acceptable mobility. · 

CPC 2008-2120-GPA 
CF 08·1933 
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C. The Framework Element and TIMP enhance the City's effectiveness in competing for 
state and federal transportation infrastructure funding in the following ways: 

Through its land use policies, the Framework Element reflects the Land 
Usetrransportation Policy endorsed by the LACMTA Board in 1994 and is fully 
congruent with the livable cities and smart growth initiatives of SCAG, the State 
of California, and the federal govemment. · 

Through the TIMP and its analysis the Framework Element enables the City to 
more strategically plan transportation investments based on its congested corridor 
focus and its integrated toolkit of transportation improvements and programs, 
thereby maximizing the City's returns on transportation investments. 

D. The Framework Element strengthens the City's economic base, providing expanded 
employment opportunities for City residents, especially those who live in 
economically disinvested neighborhoods, by providing a comprehensive array of 
economic development goals, objectives, policies, and programs that will serve to 
maintain the City's 1990 ratio of jobs to housing through year2010. 

E. The Framework Element includes measures to streamline the City's development 
approval process, thus making it easier for businesses to locate in the City. An 
expanded economic base will greatly assist the City in its efforts to secure the 
revenues necessary to provide public services essential to maintaining the quality of 
life in Los Angeles and to attract new and retain existing businesses. 

F. The Framework Element protects the character of single-family and other low-density 
residential neighborhoods by encouraging growth to locate in centers, districts, and 
mixed use boulevards with a sense of place and identity thet respond to the unique 
cultural and other needs of surrounding communities. 

' G. The Framework Elament encourages the creation of pedestrian amenities in centers, 
districts, .and mixed use boulevards and improves the quality of life in multi-family 
residential neighborhoods through quality development standards. 

H. The Framework Element encourages the creation of a citywide greenways network 
thet would connect existing parks, major recreational areas, and landscaped median 
strips. Existing rail rights-of-way and drainage channels would be landscaped and 
also connected to the greenways network. The Framework Element includes 
measures thet encourage the· provision of additional recreational facilities and open 
space areas within centers, districts, and mixed-use boulevards through the use of 
school yards as parks, small urban parks developed with mixed-use structures, and 
community facilities. 

I. The Framework Element revives and improves the City's commercial districts 
through incentives and development standards thet encourage the quality 
development of boulevards with mixed residential/commercial development, 

CPC 2008-2120..0PA 
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institutional, office/retail and other land uses oriented towards walking and transit 
use. 

J. The Framework Element provides sufficient capacity to accommodate the future 
housing needs of the City, providing incentives for a variety of different housing 
types, including mixed use residential and commercial development, for a culturally 
and economically diverse population. 

K. The Framework Element promotes the goal of adequate infrastructure systems and 
public services through a policy that seeks to correlate the type, amount, and location 
of development with the provision of ade!iuate supporting infrastructure and public 
services. 

L. The Framework Element reduces air quality impacts by as much as 13% from what 
would otherwise occur under the policies established in the existing set of adopted 
community plans. These reductions are accomplished through an integrated set of 
land use and transportation policies, including mixed use development, that 
discourage single-occupancy automobile use and encourage use of alternative travel 
modes, including ridesharing, transit, walking, and bicycle use. 

M. The Framework Element is an environmentally superior alternative from a regional 
perspective. The City of Los Angeles is in a better position to accommodate regional 
growth than outlying, underdeveloped areas of Southern California, for the following 
reasons: 

One, the City of Los Angeles has a more developed transit infrastructure than any 
other city or area in the region. The City of Los Angeles is the site for a greater share 
of Metro Rail and other transit improvements than any other city or area in the region. 
This transit infrastructure provides greater opportunities for a mode shift from the 
private automobile to transit than areas of the region where alternatives to automobile 
use are not as available, or, in some cases, non-existent. 

Single-occupant automobile trips and associated traffic congestion and air pollution 
would be reduced. 

Two, growth in the City of Los Angeles reduces costly and environmentally 
destructive regional urban sprawL Los Angeles has a significant inventory of urban 
in-fill sites that can accommodate additional growth without as substantial and as 
expensive of infrastructure investments as would be required to provide public 
services to presently underdeveloped areas of the region. 

Three, growth in the City of Los Angeles helps reduce regional open space impacts to 
the extent that growth is diverted away from desert, agricultural, and other open space 
areas to already urbanized areas. 

CPC 2008·2120-GPA 
CPOS-1933 
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N. The General Plan Framework policies, along with the Framework EIR mitigation 
measures where appropriate and feasible, will reduce potential significant impacts to 
levels of insignificance or will substantially lessen or avoid those impacts; in 
addition, the City will continue to require project-level environmental reviews of 
individual development projects pursuant to the City's CEQA Guidelines and to 
enforce zoning and building code compliance as a condition of building permit 
issuance. 

CPC2008·2i20-GPA 
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IT .MNo. 21- 4 
MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of Planning and Land Use Management and Housing, Community and 
Economic Development Committees' Report and Resolution relative to theUpdate to the Housing Element 
for the period 2006-2014 as an Element of the City's General Plan, Item 21 on to day's Council Agenda (CF 
08-1933), BE AMENDED, to include and approve the following two additional recommendations: 

1. Substitute the following language to Program F of Policy 3.2.1: 

"F. RSO Tenant/Landlord Outreach and Education Program 

Educate landlords , brokers, property managers and tenan1;s on the RSO and SCEP programs, as well as their 
rights and responsibilities through a combination of state of the art technology and traditional community
based outreach methods. Distribute information through print materials and media outlets. 

Develop a program to ensure that buyers of real property subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance are 
aware of the city's regulations by requiring sellers ofRSO bnildings at the tirne of a sale, to disclose that the 
building is subject to the RSO and to provide the RSO regulations to the buyer and the buyer's 
representative. 

Lead Agency: 
Funding Sources: 
Objective: 

Schedule: 

LAHD 
.RSO Fees SCEP Fees 
Complete development of training materials 
Distribute information 
2008-2014" 

2. Add a new Program A to Policy 1.2.8 (and re-letter the subsequent programs) to read as follows: 

"A. Rent Stabilization Training Program 

Require first tirne buyers and managers of RSO properties to complete the property management training 
program within 180 days of registration. 

Lead Agency: 
Funding Source: 
Objective: 
Schedule: 

AUt! . . :·. 

LAHD 
General Fund 
Develop mechanism to assure disclosure 
2009 • Report to Council 
2010- Adopt new measure" 

.J'A-~ 
ADOPTEtfRESENTED BY 

P.,\lG 1 3 'l008 

LOS ANGELES C\1'1 COUNCIL 

fQ~1'H'IJ\~ECONDED BY 

~w 
Coun ilman, 6oh District 

I . I 
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MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of Planning and Land Use Management and Housing, 
Community and Economic Development Committees' Report and Resolution relative to the 
Update to the Housing ~lement for the period 2006·2014 as an Element of the City's General 
Plan, Item 21 on today's Council Agenda (CF 08-1933), BE AMENDED, to change Program H of 
Policy 1.1.4 to read as follows: 

H. Coordination oflnfrastructure Improvements 

IdentifY infrastructure needs, target infrastructure investments in neighborhoods that support 
housing (i.e. parks, roads, transit, schools, libraries, police and fire stations); conduct regular 
coordinating meetings with departments responsible for infrastructure planning to monitor 
implementation. Explore incorporating facilities fmancing plans within each Community Plan 
update. Explore the feasibility and efficacy of allocating a percentage of budgets for parks, street 
and sidewalk improvements, and tree trimming to a fund exclusively for projects in areas where 
affordable housing has been built or planned. ~ A • d_ 

PRESENTEDBY /!~ 

August 13,2008 

RMB 

/ Bernard C. Parks 
Councllmember 8'" District 

SECONDED BY__jfl===· Gb!!:=i!/''=--

~~ 

ADOPfd 
$\llltl ~: 2608 

~.C!lY COUNCIL 

FORTHWlTtl 

i 
i 
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MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of Planning and Land Use Management and Housing, 
Community and Economic Development Committees' Report and Resolution relative·to the 
Update to the Housing Element for the period 2006-2014 as an Element of the City's General 
Plan, Item 21 on today's Council Agenda (CF 08-1933), BE AMENDED, to add a new program 
to Policy 1.2.6 to read as follows: 

E. Neighborhood Stabilization Program 

To implement the provisions ofHR 3221, (The American Housing Rescue and Forecloswe 
Prevention Act of 2008 and the Emergency Assistance Provision, Public Law No: 11 0-289}, by 
acquiring, rehabilitating, and reselling/renting foreclose~ properties to qualified buyers/renters. 

Lead Agency: 
Funding Source: 
Objective: 

Schedule: 

August 13, 2008 

LAHD 
Federal Funds 
1,000 units at 120 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) or below 
25percent of all funding at 50 percent of AMl and below. 
2009-2014 

'PRESENTElD BY !:G n::... 

M.~ 
ADOPTED 

t>.UG 1 S 2008 

Eric Garcettl 
Councilmember. 

\.OS 1\,NG'El.ES ttrf COUNCI\. 

FORtHW\11"\ 

\ 

I 
SAU04182 



21D 

MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of Planning and Land Use Management and Housing, 
Community and Economic Development Committees' Report and Resolution relative to the 
Update to the Housing Element for the period 2006-2014 as an Element of the City's General 
Plan, Item 21 on today's Council Agenda (CF 08-1933), BE AMENDED, to include and approve 
the recommendations proposed by the Planning Department, as listed on the attached document. 

August 13, 2008 

i 

~I 
RMB 

PRESENTED BY ~14-JI-.-,;;,. 
EdP.Reyes 
Councilmember 1" District 

V'1-k._.... 

ADOPTED 
:k AUG 1 3 2008 

LOskeL~ 
"?.$..e- ALk .. t .. J1.. ~~ 

FORT,HWilli 
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VERBAL MOTION 

I HEREBY MOVE that Council AMEND Motion 21 D (Reyes - Wesson) in connection with 
the Update to the Housing Element for the period 2006·2014 as an Element of the City's 
General Plan, as follows: 

Amend Polley 1.2.2 to read as follows: 

Encourage and lncentivize the preservation of affQrdable housing to ensure that 
demolitions and conversions do not result In net loss of the City's stock of decent safe, 
healthy, sanitary or affordable housing. Encourage but not require one-for-one 
replacement of demolished affordable units, except as mandated by law or ordinance. 

August 13, 2008 

CF 08-1933 

PRESENTED BY_-=--:=-c==---
EOP. REYES 
Councllmember, 1st District 

SECONDEDBY __ ~~~~~~~--
HERB J. WESSON, JR. 
Councilmember, 10!1:1 District 

AilOP'fED 
AUG 1 3 2008 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

o:\docs\councll agendaslmk\08·1933a.mot.doc 
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Char ~o the Proposed Housing Element T" • 'te 

Pursuant to a comm,ent submitted by a resident, amend the second paragraph on page 4 of the Executive Summary to 
correct a typographical error as follows: 

"Th~, Housing Element tilllills this strategy, as reflected in the overall housing goal established In Cbeplct 9 Chapter 
6, ••• 

2. Amend Policy 1.2.2 to read as follows: 

Encourage and incentlvlze the preservation of affordable housing to ensure that demolitions and conversions do not 
result in net loss of the City's stock of decen~ ssfe, healthy sanitary, or affordable housing. Encourage but not require 
one-for-one replacement of demolished affordable units. 

3. Add milestones to the schedules of various programs In the Housing Element Update by amending each of the 
following programs: 

{a) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.1.1, Program H to read as follows: 
Schedule: Developer Workshop· 2010 

Simplified forms and proeedures· 2011 
Individual developer consultations-2006 • 20 14(b) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.1.3, Program 

C to reed as follows: . 
Schedule: Establish Task Force to review City Codes • 2009 

Task Force report and recommendations • 20 I 0 
Revised regulations. 2011 
Individual aeveloper consultations - 2006 • 2014 

{c) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.1.4, Program A to reed as follows: 
Schedule: Report on impediments ana analysis of requiring affordable component· 2009 

Revised ordinance • 20 I 0 
Facilitate proposed developments -2006 • 2014 

(d) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.1.4, Program C to read as follows: 
·Schedule: lnduslrialland survey· 2007 

Jdentizy housing potential· 2008 
Industrial land use recommendations In 16 Community Plans. 2009- 2014 

{e) Amend the Schedule ofPollcr 1.1.4,.J>rogram B to read as follows: 
Schedule: IdentitY potential LAuSD sites· 2006-2008 

Secure entitlements for housing on 2 LAUSD sites • 2008 • 20 II 
Propose 5-sites to LAUSD Board· 2010-2014 

(I) Amend the Schedule ofPolley 1.1.4, Program F to read as follows: 
Schedule: ldentizy software needs ana costs· 2011 

Create pilot onZIMAS • 2012 

(R) Amend the Schedule ofPoliey 1.1.4, Program H to read as follows: 
SChedule: Develop template for community plan-specific lnfrasttucture needs • 2009 

Matrix oflnftaslnlcture costs· 2010 
Create financing methodology and adopt with new Plans· 2011 -2014 

(h) Amend the Schedule of PolicY. 1.1.6 Program A to read as follows: 
SChadule: D~ State Bwldln!l COde amendments for robotic parking structures • 2010 

Amend State Buildmg Code for robotic parking structures· 2012 
Robotic parking for IOprojects-2010-2014 . 

(I) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.1.7, Program A to read as follows: 
Schedule: Identify roles; program structure, fees; train staff· 2007 • 2009 

Individual developer consultations - 2006 • 2014 

II) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.2.2, Program 0 to read as follows: 
Schedule: Council motion to amend relocation assistance ordinance • 2008 

Adopt revised ordinance • 2009 

(k) Amend the Schedule QfPoliey 1.2.7, Program B to read as follows: 
Schedule: Establish interdepartmental working group to identify potential incentives· 2010 

Report to Council on Incentives· 20fl 
Incentives established and posted· 2012 

(1) Amend the Schedule of Policy 1.3.1, Program H to read as follows: 
Schedule: Create multi-department systems working group • 2009 

D~ of new tracking system • 2010 
Final tracking systam developed; pilot cracking· 2011 
Track affordable housing; post results quarterly • 2011· 2014 

{m) Amend the Schedule ofPoliey 1.4.1, Program B to read as follows: 
Schedule: Adopt ordinance • 2007 

Post on web site and disseminate to developers • 2008 • 2014 
Individual developer consultations • 2008- 2014 

SAU04185 



(n) Amend the Schedule ofPolicy l.S.J, Program C to read as follows: 
Scbedule: Issue reguest for proposal for consultant • 2008 

Fae study completed and approved by Council- 2009 
Ordinance adopted with new faes • 2010 
Streamlined procedures designed by interde~ental working group-2008·2009 
System for condition clearance des1gned, tested, implemented. 2009-2014 

(o) Amend the Schedule ofPolicy 2.2.3 ProflTillll B to read as follows: 
Schedule: Complete TOD plan i'or LaCienegal1efferson TOD. 2007 

Council authorization to fund 9 TOD plans • 2007 
Contracts approved for consultant teams • 2008 
Complete 9 TOD plans; adopt ordinances- 2009-2010 

(p) Amend the Schedule ofPolicy 2.4.2, Program C to read as follows: 
Schedule: Develop template for urban design chapter of Community Plans • 2008 

Incorporate futo plans and tailor to each community· 2008- 2014 

(q) Amend the Schedule of Policy 2.4.3, Program B to read as follows: 
Sc"'hedule: Adopt ordinance for nat lands· 2 008 

Adopt ordinance for hillsides • 2009 

4. The PLUM/HCBD Committees inadvertently recommended approval of changes to two programs in two separate 
actions, which were inconsistent with one another. In order to reconcile the inconsistencies, amend the objectives of 
the following 2 progrems: 

Amend the objective of Program B of Polley 1.1.2 to read as follows: 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) for New Rental Housing 

Provide loans and grants for predevelopment activities, site aciisition1 new constraction, rehabilitation and other 
activities that contribute to an mcreased supply of affordable hous • Mamtain federal and local funding sources in the 
AHTF for funding these loans and grants. Set target to have $10 million/year in new revenues for the Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund by 2013. . 

Lead Agency: 
Funding Sources: 

Objective: 

Schedule: 

LAHD 
HOME, General Fund, Tax Increment, LADWP, State and 
Federal grant fUnds 
psy~ low income units 

79 ow mcome units 
2oo6- 2014 

Amend the objective ofProJ!!:IIIII C of Polley 1.1.5 to read as follows: 
Affordable Housing Public Benefit Fee 

Study the feasibllity of an Affordable Housing Public Benefit Fee that is assessed citywide on aU commercial and 
residential development, industrial to residential zone changes and condominium conversfons for the purpose of creating 
a permanent fundmg stream for the Affordable Housing Trust Fund and/or infrastructUre improvements that may be 
necessl!l)' to accommodate the development Complete the required nexus study for establishing such a fee:- and report 
the findings to the City Council and Mayor. 

Lead Agency: DCP, CRAILA, LAHD 
Funding Sources: General Fund. 
Objective: Complete nexus study to establish a Public Benefit Fee 

Adopt amendments to the Zoning Code to implement a 
PubUc Benefit Fee 
iffo'l~t $20 Million In fees collected to support 

able housing development and/or 
infrastracture improvements 

Schedule: Nexus Study • 2009 
Adopt Ordinance- 2010 
CollectFees· 2010-2014 

S. Delete the following recommendation in the PLUMIHCBD report, as no staff report was before the Committee for 
its consideration and no proposed amendment has been identified: 

"Amend the Staff report related to comments by HCD to Include reference to the So/o of funds the CRAILA contributes 
to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTP)." 

6. Amend Chapter 2, Section C2, paragreph 1 on page 2·32 as follows: 

SAU04186 



7. Amend Chapter 2, Section C2, paragraph 5 on page 2·33 as follows: 

8. Amend Chapter I, page 1-12 as follows: 

9. Amend Chapter I, page I-IS as follows: 
, . ,Of these large family households, S 12,799 ( 40%) own their homes and 771,325 (60%) are renters. 

10. Amend Chapter I, page 1·16 as follows: 

their 

II. Amend Program B ofPolicy 1.2.2 of the Housing Element Update as follows: 

B. Residential Hotel and Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Hotel Preservation 

Lead Agencies: 
Funding Sources: 

Objective: 

Schedule: 

CRAILA, DCP LADBS 
CDBG, LlHTC, State Bond Proceeds, Tax Increment, 
LMIHF, AHTF, PSHP 
Acquisition and rehabilitation of SRO hotels ilt ate Skid Ro ,.. 
::~~~itt3!:"mhtg pctiod at dtc alliotdablllt) Je.cb 

2008-20 4 
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VERBAL MOTION 

I HEREBY MOVE that Council AMEND the Planning and Land Use and Housing and 
Economic Development Committees' report (Item No. 21, CF 08-1933) relative to the Update to 
the Housing Element for the period 2006-14 as an Element of the City's General Plan, as 
follows: 

DIRECT the Planning Department to Include "TOPA" as a strategy In Program 1.2.5 c. 

August 13, 2008 

CF OB-1933 

PRESENTEDBY __ ~~~~~------
JANICEHAHN 
Councilmember, 15th District 

SECONDEDBY __ ~~~~~------
EDP. REYES 
Councilmember, 1st District 

\ 

~ 

ADOPTED 
AUG 1 3 2008 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

FORTHW~ffl 

o:ldocs\councll agendas\mk\OB-1933.motdoc 
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2006-2014 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 
AN ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

2008 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program was adopted by the City Council on December II, 1996, in 
conjunction with the adoption of the Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, its 
accompanying Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR No.l994071 030) and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. The Mitigation Monitoring Program is required by Section 21081.6 
of the California Public Resources Code. 

The following document is the "General Plan Framework Element Mitigation Monitoring 
Program" adopted by the City Council in 1996. This Mitigation Monitoring Program is being re
adopted as part of the environmental documentation for the 2006-2014 Housing Element Update. 
It consists of a description of the program and a matrix which lists each specific program and 
mitigation measure that was adopted by the City Council in order to implement the General Plan 
Framework, and the department(s) responsible for implementation. A current status of measures 
and programs is maintained by the Department of City Planning and reflects the monitoring and 
evaluating of the progress various city departments and agencies responsible for implementation 
have made with regard to implementation. 

CPC 2008-2120-GPA 
CF08·1933 
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THB GENERAL PLAN FlUIMEWORK ELJilMBNT 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

May 7, 199 6 

In compliance with Section 2181.6 of the California Public 
Resources Code, public a9encies approvin9 projects which have the 
potential to cause significant environmental impact must adopt a 
Reporting and Monitoring Program or require chan9es to the proposed 
project which miti9ate or avoid the significant impacts. While the 
General Plan Framework Element the City's General Plan incorporates 
policies and programs to miti9ate most environmental impacts, 
Environmental Impact Report # 94071030 identifies some cases in 
Which proposed policies and programs does not sufficiently mitigate 
significant environmental impacts, should. the city's population 
continue to increase as forecast. In those cases, additional· 
mitigation measures were recommended and those adopted· are included 
in this action. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65103 (c), 
local officials must implement the adopted plan and the policies 
and programs it contains. The Miti9ation Monitorin9 Plan consists 
of tWO annua~ reports to the City Council. 

COMPONENT 1. The first component is the Annual Report on Growth 
and Infrastructure which presents the amount and distribution of 
actual growth of population and residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses; growth in households; growth in jobs to the 
extent that this information is available; the actual capital 
investment funds allocated to infrastructure projects; and ·Other 
factors directly related to growth. This allows the city to 
compare actual growth in the City with projections and to identify 
trends and the need for updated projections and/or estimates for 
population, land use, jobs, and housin9 units. 

COMPQNENT 2 • The second component is. an Annual Report on status of 
th.e General Plan Implementation Programs • . This report will be 
compiled by monitoring and evaluatin9 the status of each 
implementation program and additional mitigation measure, and 
cojllparing this information with component one. If appropriate, the 
status report will recommend any modifications that appear 
necessary to adjust the Framework Element (or any of the programs) 
in order to achieve the results desired. 

To prepare the Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program,. every 
year the Planning Department will collect information on each, 
implementation program and mitigation identified herein, and will 
evaluate the status of each for compliance with the General Plan 
Framework Element. In addition, the Planning Department will 
collect additional information from the various City departments 
and other agencies which reflects actual indicators of growth and 
infrastructure investment. These two sets of information will 
provide the basis for an analysis of whether or not the 'programs 
are resulting in the beneficial impacts desired and for 
recommendation regarding any appropriate changes •. 

SAU04!62 
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CITY OF L.OS ANGELES 

KAREN e. KAI.FAYAN 
City-

Whon mokln!l tnqulrt" 
retauve to thla matter, 
ptoaae rerer to th11 CouncU 
FltoNo. 

OB-1933 

COs All 

August 18, 2008 ... 
All Councllmembers 
Office of the Mayor 
City Administrative Officer 
Chief Legislative Analyst 
City Planning 
Attn: Beatrice Pacheco 

L6s Angeles Police Department 
Cultural Affairs Department 

cALIFORNIA 

ANYONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

Community Development Department 
Community Redevelopment Department 

om.:eoftha 
CITYCUiRK 

Council and Public Sorvicoa 
Room 395, ell)' Hall 

Loo Angel .. , CA SOll1% 
Genorallnfomu~Uon • (213)978·1133 

Fax: (213) &78·1040 

CLAUDIA M. DUNN 
Ch1ot', CoVncll and PvbUc SCtVlcu Division 

Bureau of Engineering 
Department of Transportation 
Traffic/Planning Secllons 

Department of Water and Power 
Fire Department 

Los Angeles County Assessor 
Kenneth Hahn Hall Administration 
500 West Temple Street, Room 225 
Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

RE: UPDATE TO THE HOUSING ELEMENT FOR THE PERIOD 2006·14 AS AN ELEMENT OF THE CITY'S 
GENERAL PLAN 

At the meeting of the Council held AUGUST 13~ 2008, the following action was taken: 

Attached report adopted ...... 11 ........ Ill ... I .... II .... !II ...... ~ Ill ........ !II ............................. I ........ 1 ..... 1 ...... ~....... X 
Attached motion (Reyes • Huizar) adopted as amended.................................................................. X 
Attached motion (Reyes· Wesson) adopted..................................................................................... X 
Attached motion (Parks· Garcetti) adopted...................................................................................... X 
Attached motion (Garcetti- Perry) adopted....................................................................................... X · 
Attached motion (Reyes· Wesson) adopted as amended............................................................... X 
Attached. motion (Reyes· Wesson) adopted..................................................................................... X 
Attached motion (Hahn- Reyes) adopted......................................................................................... X 
Attached resolution adopted.............................................................................................................. X 
Attached resolution (Cardenas· Huizar) adopted............................................................................. X 
FORTHWITH !!!Ill ..... IIIII! ...... II" ...... Ill! .... II ................ """' .................... II !!IIIII .................. II.................. X 
Mitigated Monitoring and Reporting Program.................................................................................... X 
Final Environmental Impact Report .................. ....................... ........................................................ X 
Statement of Overriding Consideration adopted............................................................................... X . 
Findings adopted . . ... ......... ........... ... . . . . . ... .. . . ... .. . ........... ... .......... ..... .. . .... . .. ..... .. ..... ..... ............... ...... .. .. X 

City Clerk 
kw 

AN EQUAL EMPl.OYMitNT OrPORTUHITV- AFP'IRMATIVK ACTION ftM,.LOYI:R 
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! 
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VERBAL MOTION 

I HEREBY MOVE that Council ADOPT the following recommendations of the Mayor and Director 
of Planning (Item No. 49, CF 08-1933) relative to the update to the Housing Element for the period 2006-
14 as an Element of the City's General Plan: 

1. CERTIFY that the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR No. 94-0212; State Clearing 
House No. 1994071030) (Framework Element FEIR) for the Housing Element has been 
completed In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the State 
Guidelines and the City Guidelines .and that the Council has reviewed. the Information 
contained therein for the Housing Element (2006·14) and considered It along With other 
factors related to this project; that this determination reflects the Independent judgment 
of the lead agency In the City of Los Angeles; and that the documents constituting ttie 
record of proceedings In this matter are located In Council file No. 08·1933 In the custody 
of the City Clerk and In the files of the Department of City Planning In the custody of the 
Automated Records and Files Section; and ADOPT the Final Environmental Impact Report. 

2. ADOPT the FINDINGS that the Framework Element FEIR is adequate for the Housing 
Element (2006·14). 

3. ADOPT the FINDINGS made pursuant to and In accordance with Section 21081 of the Public 
Resources Code and the Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared by the City 
Planning Department and attached to Council file No. 08-1993. 

4. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Director of Planning as the Findings of the Council as well as 
environmental findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and attached 
to Council file No. 08·1993. 

5. DIRECT the Department of City Planning staff to file the Notice of Determination after 
Council-approves the project. CPC 2008·2120 GPA 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The City Planning Commission reports that there Is no General Fund 
Impact. 

Communitv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

(Planning and Land Use Management and Housing, Community and Economic Development 
Committees waived consideration of the above matter) 

V\.A..o ~-~-= .... ·--. 
ADOPTED PRESENTEDBY __ ~~~~--------

EDP. REYES 
Councllmember, 1st District 

~G 132008 

~ANGELE~ SECONDED BY JOSE HUIZAR 

F9RlHwrrH~ Councllmember, 14th District 
August 13, 2008 ~ ~ ~ i· . .... ~,~-~~ 
CF 08-1933 t{;).~.:. ~~:......._..~-

-~~Q . 

o:ldocs\councll agendas\mk\081933a.moldoc 

SAU04165 



MOTION 

I MOVE that the matter of Communications from the Mayor, Director of Planning, Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations relative to the Update to the Housing Element for the 
period 2006-2014as an Element of the City's General Plan, Item 49 on today'.s Council Agenda 
(CF 08-1933), BE AMENDED, to direct the staff of the Planning Department to make 
corrections to the environmental documentation for the Final EIR for the Housing Element 
Update as noted in the attached document. 

PRFamEDB~= 
EdP.Reyes 
Councilmember 1" District 

August 13, 2008 

~t.. .......... · __ 

ADOPTED 
AUG! 3 2008 

LOS ANGELES CllY COUNCIL 

FORTHwmt 
i 

i 
I . 
I i 
! I 
I 
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Corrections and Revisions to the Final Envirorunental Impact Report 
For the Proposed Housing Element Update (2006-20 14) 

I. Revl~e paragraph A of Attachment B of the Draft EIR Initial Study and Checklist regarding section XIV. 
Recreatoon on page 32, to read as fOllows: 

2. Revise the third paragraph ofParagraph D of the Draft EJR Initial Study and Checklist regarding Section XVI. 
Utilities on page 42, to read as follows: 

The Los Angeles !4ueduct, groundwater, and purchased water from MWD are the primal")' sources of water supply 
ror the City. The City also r~cles water to tertiary quality. Currently, almost 65!000 acre feet per year (AFY) of the 
City's wastewater are recycled for various uses, such as iriigstion. The LADWP s puprulng the development of 
alternative, viable water supply options to enhance current supP.Iies, Such options include ~~~~·• bausfou, soa~ateo 
desalbmlo11 additional ccnservatoon measures, additional recycling measures, and beneficial reuse of urban runoff. 

3. Re~lse Comment I 3-3 on page 85 of the Comments and Response to Comments, to read as follows: 

('file Plaonthll! Bcpmtmcut'o CCI tilicollom ... h1 if3 cmJMI fuJm "mte1 estcd Pftlties'' ... ) 
The comment pertains to the ability of interested t>&rtles to comment on the Draft EIR. The comment states an 
opinion but does not state a specific concern and ooes not provide facts assumptions based on fac(s, or expert 
opinion supported by facts in SUPP.Ort of its position. In accordance with Sectl0nl5202 of the Guidelines for CEQA. 
tlie Initial Study and Checklist ani! the Draft EIR were made available to the public for review and comment. 

S. Revise Comment22·2 on Page 132 of the Comments and Response to Comments, to read as follows: 

6. Revise Comment 25-4 on Page 176 of the Comments and Response to Comments, to read as follows: 

than 

of 

8. Revise typographical and formatting errors as necessary In the Comments and Responses to Comments. 
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l \ TO THE COUNCil. OF THE 
I-·' CITY OF I.OS ANGELES 

FII.E NO. 08-1933 

Your PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 
and 

HOUSING, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Committees 

report as follows: 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT and HOUSING, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEES' REPORT and RESOLUTION relative to the Update to the Housing Element 
for the period 2006-2014 as an Element of the City's General Plan. 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. CONCUR In the July 21, 2008, Mayor's approval, and the City Planning Commission's (CPC) 
determination, dated June 30, 2008, (Including the City Planning Commission determination letter, Staff 
Reports dated June 12, 2008 and June 26, 2008, and amendments approved by the CPC). 

2. ADOPT the June 30, 2008 FINDINGS of the Director of Planning as the Findings of the City Council. 

3. ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION dated July 29, 2008, which indicates that the City prior to 
adoption of the Update to the Housing Element of the General Plan will consider the following 
attachments on the Council File No. 08-1933: 

a. Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report 

b. Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

c. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

4. ADOPT the Update to the Housing Element for the period '2006-2014, amending the Generat·Ptan of 
the City of l.os Angeles, as approved by the CPC on June 26, 2008, with the following amendments (as 
reflected in the attachments to the Committees' report as follows: 

a. "Department of City Planning Recommended Changes to the Housing Elemenf' dated July 29, 
2008. (Exhibit A) 

b. Amendments recommended by the Director of Planning In a letter dated July 28, 2008 
addressing l.os Angeles Housing Department Changes to the Housing Element, as revised. 
(Exhibit B) 

c. Recommended Modifications, as approved in a Joint Special Meeting of the Planning and Land 
Use Management Committee, and Housing, Community and Economic Development 
Committee, on July 29, 2008, as shown In the attachment to the Committees' report. (Exhibit C) 

Fiscal Impact Statement: The CPC reports that there is no General Fund Impact. 

Communltv Impact Statement: None submitted. 

Summary: 

At a joint special meeting held July 29, 2008, the Planning and Land Use Management (PI.UM) and Housing, 
Community and Economic Development (HCED) Committees considered the adoption of the Update to the 
Housing Element, an Element of the City's General Plan. The Housing Element Is required by State law and 
must be updated every five to seven years. (Consideration of the Final Environmental Impact Report; . 

1 
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adoption elf the Mitigation Monito. "•cl and Reporting Program, and the ::.u .. ement of Overriding 
Conslder'dtions were not considered at this joint hearing, but will be scheduled for consideration at the 
time this matter Is scheduled In Council). 

Staff from the Planning Department (staff) and the Chelr of the PLUM Committee clarified what the Housing 
Element Is and what it is not. Staff explained that the Housing Element establishes the City's goals, objectives, 
and policies regarding housing Issues and Identifies the programs various departments .will undertake In order 
to Implement those goals, objectives, and policies. The Housing Element also shows, as required by State 
law, that Los Angeles has an adequate number of sites that can accommodate its share of the State's housing 
burden without the need for any rezoning. Los Angeles' share of the housing burden has been set at 112,876 
units between 2006 and 2014, which is known as the Regional Housing Needs Assessment or RHNA 
allocation. In addition, staff from the Planning Department described the City Planning Commission's (CPC's) 
action on the matter. It was also noted that an EIR has been prepared as the environmental clearance for the 
Housing Element and that the Final EIR will be considered by the City Council. 

Sixty-four speaker cards were submitted by Interested parties and Individuals representing various agencies 
(One speaker ·card was submitted after the close of public comment). Many Individuals testified in support of 
the CPC detennlnations and the various Issues related to the Housing Element. T estlmony was provided In 
support of the CPC action relative to the Housing Element. In addition, oppositron to the Housing Element was 
also provided In that; It was suggested that the public needed more time to review "last minute' revisions. 
Testimony was also provided regarding such Issues as affordable housing, rent control, housing preservation, 
condominium conversions, and demolition. The Deputy Mayor for Housing and Economic Development' made 
recommendations for revisions relative to the Transfer of Floor Area Rights (TFAR) Ordinance, and 
recommendatrons to the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance. The Committee then proposed a number of amendments 
In response to the Issues raised at the hearing and those posed by other members of the Committees. The 
Director of Planning and Planning Department staff provided input regarding the proposed amendments and 
modified versions were approved. 

After careful consideration of the documents on file and of the testimony provided at the hearing, the PLUM 
and HCED Committees' considered additional testimony from experts from both sides and Planning 
Department staff- and recommended that Council adopt the Housing Element Update, subject fo the · 
amendments approved by the PLUM and HCED Committees. 

The matter Is hereby submitted to Council for consideration. 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 

MEMBER 
REYES: 
HUIZAR: 
WEISS: 

~f'~ 
Q..?+- . 

ADOPTED 
.I. AUG 1 3 zoos REYES YES 
'f::: A!:> ~· • g • ..9, CARDENAS YES 
LOS ANGELeS CITY COUNCIL ~~fll ~ENT 

BG ~'1"'1 ~·P··~ Mo~ 
07/20/08 \-"'~~ ....&• ' • 6" ""~ ~(ft,....SL 
Attachments: Resolution and Attachments A and B ~OR"'HWI'fli. .. 

and Exhibits A. B and C T' , 1 fT1 
#OB193a 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Sections 65580-65589.9 require cities to 
prepare a Housing Element as a component of each city's General Plan and to revise it 
regularly on a schedule set forth in the law; and 

WHEREAS, this revised Housing Element covers the period 2006 to 2014; and replaces 
the Housing Element which covered the period 1998 to 2005; and 

WHEREAS the Housing Element (2006-2014) sets forth the housing policies for the 
City, facilitates the preservation and development of housing, and establishes programs to 
accommodate the City's share of the regional housing need in Southern California; and 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element (2006-20 14) complies with the requirements of State 
law; and 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element (2006-2014) is consistent with all Elements of the 
City's General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles has been assigned an allocation of 112,876 new 
housing units as its share of the regional housing need assessment (RHNA) in Southem 
California; and 

WHEREAS, there was extensive public participation in the development of the Housing 
Element (2006-2014), including a Task Force of housing experts which held public 
meetings over the course of four months, and seven public workshops and several public 
meetings were held to solicit public input; and 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, on June 26, 2008, and the City Council 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee and Housing. Community and 
Economic Development Committee, on July 29, 2008, each held a public hearing 
regarding the Housing Element (2006-2014) in acC<?rdance with the City's Charter and 
Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission, on June 26, 2008, recommended that the 
Mayor approve and the City Council adopt the Housing Element (2006-2014) with 
amendments to replace the 1998-2005 Housing Element, and transmitted its 
recommendation pursuant to the City Charter and the Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Los Angeles City Charter, the Mayor and 
the City Planning Commission have transmitted their recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, under CEQA Guidelines section 15153, the City of Los Angeles reviewed 
the proposed project with an initial study (ENV -2007-5270-EAF) and determined that the 
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan 
Framework Element (Framework Element FEIR) (EIR 94-0212, State Clearinghouse 

CPC 2008·2120-QPA 
CFOl-1933 

Page I of3 
July 29, 2008 
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Number 1994071 030) would adequately describe the environmental setting, impacts, 
alternatives, and mitigation measures of the Housing Element (2006-2014); and 

WHEREAS, the initial study (ENV -2007-5270-EAF) and Framework Element FEIR 
were circulated for public comments, responses were prepared to comments received 
during the review period, and public hearings were held; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Housing Element (2006-2014) be 
adopted to replace the 1998-2005 Housing Element of the General Plan and.that it be 
submitted to the California Department of Housing and Community Development for a 
determination of compliance with State law. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council: 

1. Has considered the information in the Framework Element FEIR including comments 
received during the review period and responses to those comments; 

2. Finds the Framework Element FEIR is adequate for the Housing Element (2006-
2014); 

3. Finds that none of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 to 
require a subsequent or supplement EIR to the Framework Element FEIR apply; 

4. (a) Certifies that the Framework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014) 
has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (b) Has reviewed and considered the 
information in the Framework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014); and 
(c) Finds that the Framework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014) · 
reflects the City Council's independent judgment and analysis; 

5. Finds that mitigation measures have been incorporated through the re-adoption of the 
Framework Element's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects identified in the Framework 
FEIR as specified in thii Framework FEIR; 

6. Re-adopts the Mitigation Monitoring Program attached as Attachment A to this 
Resolution; 

7. Specifies the location and custodian of the record of proceedings as Mark Lopez, 
Automated Records and Files; Room 575, City Hall; 

8. Adopts the statement of overriding considerations attached as Attachment B to this 
Resolution; and 

9. lnstructs that a Notice of Determination be filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15094. 

CPC2008-2120-GPA 
CFOS-1933 

Page2of3 
July 29, 2008 
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MOVED----------

SECONDED __________ __ 

CPC 2008-2120-GPA 
CF 08-1933 

CFOS-1933 

Page3 of3 
July 29, 2008 
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RESOLUTION ATIACHMENT A 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

2008 

The Mitigation Monitoring Program was adopted by the City Council on December 11, 1996, in 
conjunction with the adoption of the Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, its 
accompanying Final Enviromnentallmpact Report (FEIR No.1994071030) and Statement of 
OverridingConsiderations. The Mitigation Monitoring Program is required by Section 21081.6 
of the California Public Resources Code. 

The following document is the "General Plan Framework Element Mitigation Monitoring 
Program" adopted by the City Council in 1996. This Mitigation Monitoring Program is being re
adopted as part of the enviromnental documentation for the 2006-2014 Housing Element Update. 
It consists of a description of the program and a matrix which lists each specific program and 
mitigation measure that was adopted by the City Council in order to implement the General Plan 
Framework, and the department(s) responsible for implementation. A current status of measures 
and programs is maintained by the Department of City Planning and reflects the monitoring and 
evaluating of the progress various city departments and agencies responsible for implementation 
have made with regard to implementation. 

CPC 2008-2120-GPA 
CFOS-1933 



,.· 

.- . 
. . 

TD GENERAL PL.liN FlUI.MEWORX lilLl!lME!r.l! 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

In cOliiPliance with section 2181.6 of the california Public 
Resources Code, public agencies approving projects which have the 
potential to cause significant environmental impact must adopt a 
Reporting and Monitoring Program or require changes to the proposed 
project which mitigate or avoid the significant impacts. While the 
General Plan Framework Element the City's General Plan incorporates 
policies and programs to 111itigate most environmental impacts, 
Environmental Imp~ct Report # 94071030 identifies some cases in 
w}\ich proposed policies and pr~gralUS does not sufficiently mitigate 
si-gnificant environmental 'impacts, should the city's population 
continue to increase as forecast. rn tl:i.ose cases, additional 
mitigation measur.es were recol1ll!lended and those adopted are incl.uded 
in this action. PUrsuant to Government Code Section 65103 (c), 
local. official.s must implement the adopted pl.an and the policies 
and programs it contains. The Mitigation l)l:onitoring Plan consist:s 
of two annua~ reports to the city Council. · 

COMPON'E!i'l' 1. The first component is the Annual Report: on GroWth 
and Infrastructure which presents the amount and distribution of 
actual growth of population and residential., col11l11ercial, and 
industrial land uses; growth in households; growth in jobs to the 
extent that this informatiol'\ ·is .available; the actuai capital. 
investment funds allocated to infrastructure projects; and ·other 
factors directJ.y. related to qrowth. This all.ows. the City to 
compare actual. growth in the city with projections and to identify 
trends and the need for updated projections andfor estimates for 
POJ??.lation, land use, jobs, and housing units. . · 

coMPONENT 2, The second component is. an Annual Report: oh Status or 
th,e General P~a:n Imp~ementat:.i.on PJ:ogra:ms. . lrhis report will J:>e 
compiled by monitoring and evaluating the. status of each 
implementation J?rogrem and additional mitigation measure, and 
COJ!Iparing this information with component one. If appropriate, the 
status report wil.l recommend any modifications that appear 
necessary to adjust the Frlllllework ElE1111ent (or any of the programs) 
in order to achieve the results desired •. 

To prepare the Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program,. every 
year the Planning Department will collect information on each 
impl.ementation program and mitigation identified herein, and will 
evaluate the status of each for compliance with the General Plan 
Ftamework BJ,ement. In addition, thei Planning Department will 
collect additional information from the various city departments 
and other agencies which reflects actual indicators of growth and 
infrastructure investment. These two sets of information will 
provide the: basis for an analysis of whether or not the. 'programs 
are resulting in the beneficial impacts desired and for 
·recommendation regarding any appropriate changes •. 
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1 ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney (SBN: 125465X) 
JERI L BURGE, Assistant City Attorney (SBN: 1 02630) 

2 TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney (SBN: 137182) 
700 City Hall East 

3 200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

4 Telephone: (213) 978-8248 
Facsimile: (213) 978-8214 

5 E-Mail: terrv.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org 

6 Attorneys for Respondents 

7 CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 

8 LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

12 LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual, and 
LA BREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION, a 

13 California unincorporated association; 
14 LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

ASSOCIATION OF HOLLYWOOD, a 
15 California unincorporated association; SAN 

16 
PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS 
UNITED, INC., a California tax-exempt 

17 corporation; GRANADA HILLS ALLIANCE 
fOR SMART GROWTH, a California 

18 unincorporated association; HOLLYWOOD 

19 HERITAGE, INC., a California tax-exempt 
corporation; OLD GRANADA HILLS 

20 RESIDENTS' GROUP, a California tax
exempt corporation; Residents Against Cut-

21 thru (ReACT), a California unincorporated 

22 association; SAN PEDRO PENINSUAL 
HOMEOWNERS COALITION, a California 

23 unincorporated association; R 
NEIGHBORHOODS ARE 1, a California 

24 . uni_nc;orporated <ll>l>Ociation; V\jESrvvOOD 
25 SOUTH OF SANTA MONICA BLVD. 

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 
26 California tax-exempt corporation; 

27 

28 VS. 

Petitioners, 

Case No.: BS 115435 

Assigned to the Honorable James C. 
Chalfant, Dept 85 

Action Filed: June 20, 2008 

RESPONDENT AND DEFENDANT CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES' RESPONSES TO 
PETITIONER!PLAINTIFF LUCILLE 
SAUNDERS' FORM 
INTERROGATORIES (SET ONE) 

I 

RESPONDENT CITY'S ANSWER TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' FORM INTERROGATORIES 
(SET ONE) 



CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
1 OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

Res ondents. 

5 PROPOUNDING PARTY: Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles 

One 

6 RESPONDING PARTY: 

7 SET NO. 

8 

9 Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, including City Council of Los Angeles and 

1° City of Los Angeles Department of Planning ("City'') responds to Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille 

11 

12 

13 

Saunders Form Interrogatories, Set One as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These answers and objections are made solely for the purpose of this action. Each 

14 response is subject to all objections as to competence, relevance, materiality, proprietary and 

15 admissibility, and any other objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of any 

16 response herein as if made by a witness present testifying in Court, all of which objections 

17 and grounds are reserved and may be interposed at the time of trial. 

18 No incident or implied admissions are intended hereby. The fact that City has 

19 responded to these interrogatories should not be taken that City accepts or admits the fact(s) 

20 set forth or assumed by these interrogatories, or that such response constitutes admissible 

21 

22 

evidence. 

While these responses are based upon a diligent exploration and investigation by City 

23 and its counsel, they reflect the current state of City knowledge respecting these matters. 

24 . City has not yet had.aoopportunityto completeinvestig'ltionof.theJ'lt:;ts mlatillgtqJhis 

25 action, to identify <lnd meet with all relevant witness, or to locate all documents which 

26 conceivably could relate to the subject matter of this lawsuit. Accordingly, City has not been 

27 able to ascertain all relevant facts herein, and these answers are not intended to be final 

28 and/or conclusive. City reserves the right to amend, supplement, delete from, alter, modify, 
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1 or otherwise change any answer herein as further discovery may make appropriate, and 

2 when City has ascertained all relevant facts. 

3 This Preliminary Statement is incorporated by this reference into each of the 

4 responses set forth below. 

5 CONTINUING OBJECTIONS 

6 City objects to these form interrogatories on the grounds that some or all of the issues 

7 raised in this litigation should have been raised at the time of the adoption of the General 

8 Plan Framework Element and certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 

9 General Plan Framework Element and therefore are barred by the statute of limitations. 

10 City objects to these form interrogatories on the grounds that some or all of the issues 

11 raised in this litigation were raised in Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., et at. v. City 

12 of Los Angeles, et at. (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon 

13 Assoc., et at. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252 and, therefore, are 

14 barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

15 City objects to these form interrogatories on the grounds that the General Plan 

16 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the 

17 doctrine of separation of powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its 

18 discretion in any particular manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate 

19 as a matter of law. 

20 City objects to these form interrogatories on the grounds that the General Plan 

21 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

· 22 with discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program 

23 or a Transportation Database, and/or to prepare the referenced Report, Program or Database 

24 in any particular format or manner, and/or complete the Report, Program or Database at any 

25 particular time. 

26 City objects to these form interrogatories to the extent that they seek disclosure of 

27 information that is protected by that attorney-client privilege or the attorney work product 

28 doctrine. 
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1 

2 

FORM INTERROGATORIES 

3 FORM INTERROGATORY NO, 1.1: 

4 State the name, ADDRESS, telephone number, and relationship to you of each 

5 PERSON who prepared or assisted in the preparation of the response to these 

6 interrogatories, (Do not identify anyone who simply typed or reduced the responses.) 

7 RESPONSE TO FORM INTERROGATORY NO. 1.1: 

8 The responses of City were prepared under the direction and supervision of counsel. 

9 To the extent that this interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the 

10 attorney work-product doctrine, and on the additional grounds that the interrogatory calls for 

11 information protected from disclosure by the attorney work-product doctrine, and on the 

12 additional grounds that the interrogatory is overly broad and seeks information that is neither 

13 relevant to the subject matter of this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

14 of admissible evidence. 

15 Subject to and without waiving any objections: 

16 1. Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

17 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. 

18 Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through counsel 

19 forCity. 

20 2. Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los 

21 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding 

22 Party through counsel for City. 

23 3. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 

24 90015, (213) 485-4906. Mr. Haug may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 
--·----···--... - ,,_ " ' " '" . ""' . " .... '. .. .. ' .. . ... " " " - - -. 

25 through counsel for City. 

26 4. Adel Hagekhalil, Asst. Dir. Of Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway. 9th Floor, 

27 Los Angeles, CA 90015, (213) 485-2210. Mr. Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by 

28 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 
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1 5. Jim McDaniel, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Water, 111 N. Hope Street, Los 

2 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted directly by 

3 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

4 6. Aram Benyamin, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Power, 111 N. Hope Street, Los 

5 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. Benyamin may only be contacted directly by 

6 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

7 7. Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel 

8 for Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, 

9 and City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

10 8. Kim Rodgers Westhoff, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel for 

11 Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, and 

12 City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

13 FORM INTERROGATORY N0.15.1: 

14 Identify each denial of a material allegation and each special or affirmative defense in 

15 your pleadings and for each state: 

16 (a) state all facts upon which you base the denial or special or affirmative defense; 

17 (b) state the names, ADDRESSES, and telephone numbers of all PERSONS who 

18 have knowledge of those facts; and 

19 (c) identify all DOCUMENTS and other tangible things that support your denial or 

20 special or affirmative defense, and state the name, ADDRESS and telephone number of the 

21 PERSON who has each DOCUMENT. 

22 RESPONSE TO FORM INTERROGATORY N0.15.1: 

23 The responses of City were prepared under the direction and supervision of counseL 

24 To the extent that this interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the 
. .. . . .. ........ .. . .. ... '.. .. .. '".... .. .. . .. .... . -" " . . . '' '. '" .. " -- . . . " . . . '' .. . ...... " .. . . . . 

25 attorney work-product doctrine, and on the additional grounds that the interrogatory calls for 

26 information protected from disclosure by the attorney work-product doctrine, and on the 

27 additional grounds that the interrogatory is overly broad and seeks information that is neither 

28 relevant to the subject matter of this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 
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of admissible evidence. 

2 Subject to and without waiving any objections: 

3 (a) 

4 City's response to each denial of a material allegation set forth in paragraphs 1-

5 66, inclusive and collectively, and to Affirmative Defenses, Nos. 1 - 4, to the First 

6 Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive 

7 Relief, is as follows: 

8 (b) 

9 The General Plan Framework Element is a strategy for long-term growth which sets a 

10 citywide context to guide the update of the community plan and citywide elements. It 

11 contains a purpose statement, as well as goals, policies, objectives and programs. The 

12 General Plan Framework Element speaks for itself. Notably, however, the General Plan 

13 Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are specified to implement 

14 the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of 

15 adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10- Implementation 

16 Programs (at page 10-1), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on 

17 the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic 

18 conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and 

19 other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where 

20 necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and 

21 sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of 

22 programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework 

23 Element." Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner 

24 and/or timing of same, is disc:reti()nary and does not impose any mandatory duty on the City. 

25 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

26 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

27 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

28 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 
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1· report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

2 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

3 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

4 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

5 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

6 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

7 copy report in the near future." 

8 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

9 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

I 0 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

11 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

12 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

13 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

14 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

15 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

16 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

17 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

18 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

19 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

20 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

21 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level(there are 35 such areas). 

22 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

23 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

24 978-1381, Thepopulationandemploymentprojections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

25 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

26 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

27 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

28 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

7 

RESPONDENT CITY'S ANSWER T 0 PETITIONER SAU N-D::-:E:::R::-:S::c, -:::F:::O-:::R::-M-;-1::-N:=T=E=R=R::O-:::G-:-A::T::::O::R::I E::Sc---
(SET ONE) 



1 are attached to these Responses. 

2 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MT A, a regional 

3 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

4 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

5 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

6 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

7 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

8 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

9 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

10 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

11 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

12 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

13 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

14 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

15 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

16 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

17 mil.lion people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

18 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

19 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

20 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

21 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

22 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

23 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

24 community plan update prowam. Ina reportpresented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

25 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

26 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

27 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

28 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 
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1 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

2 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and a1135 community plans will 

3 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

4 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

5 City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A copy of theApril10, 2008 power point 

6 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

7 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

8 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

9 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

10 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

II community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

12 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

13 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

14 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

15 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

16 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

17 funding sources to meet the needs. 

18 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

19 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA). 

20 The City has prepared an Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan; 

2! however, it was previously called the following prepared elements: 

22 "City-Owned Power Transmission Rights of Way" (Adopted 1-2-69); 

23 "Power System" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

24 ''$\Olwerag('l" (,L\dopted 11-26~68); 

25 "Water System" (Adopted 1-14-69); 

26 "City-Collected Refuse Disposal" (Adopted 1-5-72). 

27 A related element is the Safety Element, previously called the following prepared 

28 elements: 
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1 "Drainage" (Adopted 9-19-68); 

2 "Fire Protection" (Adopted 1-16-79); 

3 "Safety'' (Adopted 9-19-75); and 

4 "Seismic Safety" (Adopted 9-10-75). 

5 The Infrastructure Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have been allocated 

6 in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 

7 The City has prepared a Public Facilities and Services Element; however it was previously 

8 called the following prepared elements: 

9 "Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

10 "Public Libraries" (Adopted 11-4-68); 

11 "Public Recreation" (Adopted 10-9-80); 

12 "Public Schools" (Adopted 11-4-68). 

13 The Public Facilities and Services Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have 

14 been allocated in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 

15 The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

16 (CMP), as mandated by the MTA, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

17 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MT A. The CMP 

18 contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical City 

19 intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

20 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

21 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

22 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

23 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

24 cooductipgtraffic; counts andcalcul(lting the Level of Service (LO?)at each ofthe . 

25 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

26 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

27 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

28 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 
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acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

2 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metro link stops, and (3) 

3 light and heavy rail stops. 

4 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

5 (MTA). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

6 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

7 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

8 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

9 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

10 The Transportation Element identifies the CMP as one of the components of the 

11 Transportation Element Evaluation Report. 

12 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

13 new Community Plan update program. 

14 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, has initiated, implemented, 

15 expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, projects and studies, in 

16 an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Transportation 

17 Element, including but not limited to the .following: 

18 DASH and Commuter Express Services- Objective 1 

19 Hail a Cab Pilot Program- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

20 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

21 Downtown Street Car (underway)- Policies 2.20 and 3.8 

22 LADOT Transit Priority System developed for 23 MTA's Rapid Bus Corridors- Policies 2.14, 

23 2.15,2.21and2.35 

24 ATSAC. <'IOdATeS prqgrams - policy 2,22 

25 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

26 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway)- Policies 3.15 and 10.1 

27 TOM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

28 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 
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LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic (FAST) Initiative- Policy 2.2 

2 Parking Policy Update with City Planning (underway)- Policies 2.24 and 2.25 

3 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane - Policy 2.23 

4 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

5 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28.and 2.29 

6 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects- Policy 2.26 

7 LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) - Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

8 3.3, 3.4, 3. 7, 3.8, 3.11' 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

9 LADOT's participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

10 3.13and6.13 

11 LADOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program - Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

12 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program- Policy 5.12 

13 US DOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 

14 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway)- Policy 5.13 

15 LADOT's membership and participation with the National Association of City Transportation 

16 Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6.7 

17 LADOT's membership and participation at the Regional Development and Transportation 

18 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

19 SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway)- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 

20 2.20 and 6.12 

21 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade- Policies 2.24 and 2.35 

22 LADOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects- Policy 9.1 

23 Safe Routes to School Program - Policy 10.6 

24 .. The Hollywood Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, including 

25 EIR preparation and numerous public workshops, and is scheduled to go to the City Planning 

26 Commission in the calendar year 2009. 

27 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

28 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 
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I presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

2 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

3 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

4 will be updated by the year 2017. 

5 The Department of Transportation has numerous transportation databases, including 

6 but not limited to the following: 

7 The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) chapter in each 

8 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

9 Annual Screen line summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

10 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screenlines throughout the City; 

II Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

12 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

13 assumptions (from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions (from regional 

14 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

15 mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions; 

16 • Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

17 approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

18 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

19 LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

20 and street segments} throughout the City, an on-line database; 

21 • Intersection accident data, available via an internal database called 

22 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

23 

24 

• 

• 

Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 

ATSAC loop dE'ltE'lctor d9tabase atinters('Jctions (currently being developed 

25 using a grant from SCAG). 

26 The City has adequate systems to handle the waste water, storm water, water supply, 

27 solid waste, power supply, and street lighting needs. 

28 
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1 (c) 

2 1. Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

3 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted 

4 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

5 2. Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los 

6 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding 

7 Party through counsel for City. 

8 3. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 

9 90015, (213) 485-4906. Mr. Haug may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

I 0 through counsel for City. 

11 4. Adel Hagekhalil, Asst. Dir. Of BureCiu of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway. 9th Floor, 

12 Los Angeles, CA 90015, (213) 485-2210. Mr. Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by 

13 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

14 5. Jim McDaniel, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Water, 111 N. Hope Street, Los 

15 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted directly by 

16 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

17 6. Aram Benyamin, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Power, 111 N. Hope Street, Los 

18 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. Benyamin may only be contacted directly by 

19 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

20 7. Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel 

21 for Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, 

22 and City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

23 8. Kim Rodgers Westhoff, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel for 

24 . Respondentsm.efendCints City ofL9s Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, and 

25 City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

26 (d) 

27 General Plan Framework Element, and Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

28 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 
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1 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

2 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

3 Preliminary Staff Draft Community Facilities and Infrastructure Chapter for the 

4 Community Plan Updates; 

5 Structure of the General Plan; 

6 Council File Index printouts for Moratorium, Interim Control Ordinances, !COs; 

7 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Building and Housing 

8 Construction Activity; 

9 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Population and 

10 Employment Projections and Estimates; 

11 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, New Community Plan Program 

12 Power Point Presentation to the City Planning Commission, Apr!l10, 2008; 

13 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Annual Screenline Summary 

14 Reports, 1958 to present, LADOT SURVEY Section, Lan Nguyen, (213) 972-8491; 

15 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service lnfonnation, LADOT 

16 Westchester Office, (213) 485-1062; LADOT Metro Development Review Office, Tomas 

17 Carranza, (213) 972-8476; 

18 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database, Public Work's Navigate LA intranet website 

19 Community Plan TIMP chapters, http://cityplanning.Jacity.org/ 

20 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

21 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

22 Waste Water Capital Improvement Program Report (see below) 

23 Integrated Resource Plan, Quarterly and Monthly Reports, and Environmental Impact 

24 Report, forBur.eau.of.Sanitation (see below) 

25 integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program (see below) 

26 Integrated Resource Plan, Department of Water and Power (see below) 

27 Urban Water Management Plan (see below) 

28 
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(a) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES, NOS. 5·6 

2 (b) Some or all of the issues raised in this litigation were raised in some or all of the 

3 issues raised in this litigation were raised in Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. 

4 v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and 

5 Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th .1252 and, 

6 therefore, are barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

7 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. 

8 Main Street, City Hall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

9 (d) Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. 

I 0 (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of 

11 Los Angeles, eta/. (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252 and, therefore, are barred by res judicata 

12 and/or collateral estoppel. 

13 SEVENTH THROUGH NINTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

14 (a) Affirmative Defenses 7, 8, and 9 

15 (b) Some or all of the issues raised in this litigation should have been raised at the 

16 time of the adoption of the General Plan Framework Element and certification of the 

17 Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the General Plan Framework Element and therefore 

18 are barred by the statute of limitations, and the failure to comply with Public Resources Code 

19 section 21167 et seq. 

20 Some or all of the issues raised in this litigation were raised in Federation of Hillside 

21 and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, et at. (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and 

22 Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2000) 83 

23 Cai.App.4th 1252 and, therefore, are barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

24 .(c)TerryP. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City ofl.,os Ameles, 200 N. Main 

25 Street, City Hall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

26 (d) City Council determination adopting the General Plan Framework Element and 

27 certification of the EIR, and any administrative record prepared in connection thereto; 

28 Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2004) 126 
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1 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, 

2 eta/. (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252. 

3 TENTH THROUGH ELEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

4 (a) Affirmative Defenses 10-11 

5 (b)- {d) Investigation regarding these affirmative defenses is ongoing and City will 

6 supplement these responses with any subsequently discovered evidence. 

7 FORM INTERROGATORY N0.17.1: 

8 Is your response to each request for admission served with these interrogatories an 

9 unqualified admission? If not, for each response that is not an unqualified admission: 

10 (a) state the number of the request; 

11 (b) state all facts upon which you base your response; 

12 (c) state the names, ADDRESSES, and telephone numbers of all PERSONS who 

13 have knowledge of those facts; and 

14 (c) identify all DOCUMENTS and other tangible things that support your denial or 

15 special or affirmative defense, and state the name, ADDRESS and telephone number of the 

16 PERSON who has each DOCUMENT 

17 RESPONSE TO FORM INTERROGATORY NO. 17.1; 

18 The responses of City were prepared under the direction and supervision of counsel. 

19 To the extent that this interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the 

20 attorney work-product doctrine, and on the additional grounds that the interrogatory calls for 

21 information protected from disclosure by the attorney work-product doctrine, and on the 

22 additional grounds that the interrogatory is overly broad and seeks information that is neither 

23 relevant to the subject matter of this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

24 Qf?drnissibleevidence. 

25 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections 

26 or any other objections, City responds as follows: 

27 REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS, NOS. 1·11, 13-15, 17-18, 20, 22-25,27-36 

28 (a) Nos. 1-11, 13-15,17-18,20,22-25,27-36 
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1 (b) The General Plan Framework Element is a strategy for long-term growth which 

2 sets a citywide context to guide the update of the community plan and citywide elements. It 

3 contains a purpose statement, as well as goals, policies, objectives and programs. The 

4 General Plan Framework Element speaks for itself. Notably, however, the General Plan 

5 Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are specified to implement 

6 the General Plan Framework Element Their timing is contingent on the availability of 

7 adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation 

8 Programs (at page 10-1 ), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on 

9 the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic 

10 conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and 

11 other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where 

12 necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and 

13 sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of 

14 programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework 

15 Element." Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner 

16 and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any mandatory duty on the City. 

17 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

18 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

19 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

20 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

21 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

22 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

23 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

24 . p!ac.ed on the lnternetas theY <Jri3Jei39Y, to maketheinformation as timely aspossible. 

25 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

26 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

27 copy report in the near future." 

28 
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1 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

2 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

3 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

4 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

5 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

6 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

7 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

8 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

9 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

10 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

11 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

12 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

13 updated quarterly, as Well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

14 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

15 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

16 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

17 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

18 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

19 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

20 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

21 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

22 are attached to these Responses. 

23 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MT A, a regional 

24 agency <1nd 3 propriet<Jry age11Gies) is compiledannually into a single document, entitled. 

25 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

26 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

27 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

28 
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The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

2 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

3 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

4 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

5 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

6 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

7 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

8 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

9 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

10 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

11 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

12 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

13 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

14 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

15 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

16 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

17 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

18 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

19 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

20 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

21 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

22 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

23 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

24 .always be. in the. process of.updatingJ2 CornrnLJnityPians, .. and all 35_communityplanswill __ 

25 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

26 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

27 City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point 

28 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 
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The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

2 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

3 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

4 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

5 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

6 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

7 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

8 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

9 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

10 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

11 funding sources to meet the needs. 

12 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

13 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

14 The City has prepared an Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan; 

15 however, it was previously called the following prepared elements: 

16 "City-Owned Power Transmission Rights of Way" (Adopted 1-2-69); 

17 "Power System" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

18 "Sewerage" (Adopted 11-26-68); 

19 "Water System" (Adopted 1-14-69); 

20 "City-Collected Refuse Disposal" (Adopted 1-5-72). 

21 A related element is the Safety Element, previously called the following prepared 

22 elements: 

23 "Drainage" (Adopted 9-19-68 ); 

24 "Fire Protection" {Adopted.1c16c79); 

25 "Safety" (Adopted 9-19-75); and 

26 "Seismic Safety'' (Adopted 9-10-75). 

27 The Infrastructure Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have been allocated 

28 in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 
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The City has prepared a Public Facilities and Services Element; however it was previously 

2 called the following prepared elements: 

3 "Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

4 "Public Libraries" (Adopted 11-4-68); 

5 "Public Recreation" (Adopted 1 0-9-80); 

6 "Public Schools" (Adopted 11-4-68). 

7 The Public Facilities and Services Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have 

8 been allocated in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 

9 The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

10 (CMP), as mandated by the MTA, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

11 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MT A. The CMP 

12 contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical City 

13 intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

14 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

15 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

16 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

17 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

18 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

19 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

20 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

21 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

22 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

23 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

24 city's. major. bus stops that .are on designated transit corridor!>, (2) mE)troHnk stops,and (3) 

25 light and heavy rail stops. 

26 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

27 (MTA). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

28 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 
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1 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

2 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

3 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

4 The Transportation Element identifies the CMP as one of the components of the 

5 Transportation Element Evaluation Report. 

6 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

7 new Community Plan update program. 

8 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, has initiated, implemented, 

9 expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, projects and studies, in 

I 0 an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Transportation 

II Element, including but not limited to the following: 

12 DASH and Commuter Express Services- Objective 1 

13 Hail a Cab Pilot Program- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

14 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

15 Downtown Street Car (underway)- Policies 2.20 and 3.8 

16 LADOT Transit Priority System developed for 23 MTA's Rapid Bus Corridors- Policies 2.14, 

17 2.15, 2.21 and 2.35 

18 ATSAC and ATCS Programs- Policy 2.22 

19 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

20 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway)- Policies 3.15 and 10.1 

21 TOM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

22 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 

23 LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic (FAST) Initiative- Policy 2.2 

24 Parking Policy Updatewith City Planning (underway)- Policies .2.24 and 2.25 

25 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane- Policy 2.23 

26 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

27 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28 and 2.29 

28 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects- Policy 2.26 

23 

RESPONDENT CITY'S ANSWER TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' FORM INTERROGATORIES 
(SET ONE) 



LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) -Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

2 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

3 LADOTs participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

4 3.13and6.13 

5 LA DOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

6 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program - Policy 5.12 

7 US DOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 

8 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway)- Policy 5.13 

9 LADOT's membership and participation with the National Association of City Transportation 

10 Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6.7 

11 LADOT's membership and participation at the Regional Development and Transportation 

12 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

13 SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway)- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 

14 2.20 and 6.12 

15 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade- Policies 2.24 and 2.35 

16 LADOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects- Policy 9.1 

17 Safe Routes to School Program- Policy 10.6 

18 The Hollywood Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, including 

19 EIR preparation and numerous public workshops, and is scheduled to go to the City Planning 

20 Commission in the calendar year 2009. 

21 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

22 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

23 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

24 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update .12 community 

25 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

26 will be updated by the year 2017. 

27 The Department of Transportation has numerous transportation databases, including 

28 but not limited to the following: 
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The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) chapter in each 

2 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

3 Annual Screenline summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

4 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screen lines throughout the City; 

5 Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

6 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

7 assumptions (from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions (from regional 

8 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

9 mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions; 

10 • Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

II approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

12 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

13 LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

14 and street segments) throughout the City, an on-line database; 

15 • Intersection accident data. available via an internal database called 

16 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

17 

18 

• Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 

A TSAC loop detector database at intersections (currently being developed 

19 using a grant from SCAG). 

20 The City has adequate systems to handle waste water, stonm water, water supply, 

21 solid waste, power supply, and street lighting needs. 

22 (c) 

23 1. Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

24 721. Los Angeles, CA 900:12, (213) 978-1372 .. Ms .. Blumenfeld m?Y only be contacted 

25 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

26 2. Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los 

27 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding 

28 Party through counsel for City. 
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1 3. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 

2 90015, (213) 485-4906. Mr. Haug may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

3 through counsel for City. 

4 4. Adel Hagekhalil, Asst. Dir. Of Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway. 9th Floor, 

5 Los Angeles, CA 90015, (213) 485-2210. Mr. Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by 

6 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

7 5. Jim McDaniel, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Water, 111 N. Hope Street, Los 

8 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted directly by 

9 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

10 6. Aram Benyamin, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Power, 111 N. Hope Street, 

11 Room 921, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-0421. Mr. Benyamin may only be contacted 

12 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

13 7. Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel 

14 for Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, 

15 and City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

16 8. Kim Rodgers Westhoff, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel for 

17 Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, and 

18 City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

19 (d) 

20 General Plan Framework Element, and Administrative Record prepared thereto; 

21 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

22 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

23 Administrative Record prepared thereto; 

24 · · Preliminary StaffDraft Community Facilities and-Infrastructure Chapter for the. 

25 Community Plan Updates; 

26 Structure of the General Plan; 

27 Council File Index printouts for Moratorium, Interim Control Ordinances, !COs; 

28 
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1 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Building and Housing 

2 Construction Activity 

3 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Report on Population and 

4 Employment Estimates and Projections; 

5 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, New Community Plan Program 

6 Power Point Presentation to the City Planning Commission, April 10, 2008; 

7 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Annual Screen line Summary 

8 Reports, 1958 to present; 

9 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service Information 

10 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database 

11 Community Plan TIMP chapters 

12 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

13 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

14 Waste Water Capital Improvement Program Report 

15 Integrated Resource Plan, Quarterly and Monthly Reports, and Environmental impact 

16 Report, for Bureau of Sanitation 

17 Integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program 

18 Integrated Resource Plan, Department of Water and Power 

19 Urban Water Management Plan 

20 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12 

21 (a} No. 12 

22 (b) At the time of the adoption of the Framework Element, Los Angeles' public schools 

23 were extremely overcrowded, many were operating on a year-round calendar, and no new 

24 schools had been buiiHor approximately 20 years, Beginning in 1998,. however, voters . 

25 approved five state and local bond measures. totaling approximately $35 billion for the 

26 construction of new schools as well as the modernization and rehabilitation of existing 

27 schools. The funding has produced the largest public works program in the country and a 

28 multi-year comprehensive program to relieve overcrowding in the LAUSD schools, return 
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1 students to a traditional two-semester calendar, and replace or expand athletic and play 

2 space at school sites. The school construction program is composed of 343 overall projects 

3 which include 132 new schools, 65 additions, 7 new early education centers and a variety of 

4 other projects. When complete, the construction program will produce approximately 165,000 

5 two-semester classroom seats at an estimated cost of $12.6 billion, including new K-12 

6 seats, full-day kindergarten seats, continuation high school seats, and early education center 

7 seats. All LAUSD schools will be neighborhood schools, on a two-semester calendar, without 

8 involuntary busing, and operating full-day kindergarten where applicable. 

9 As of 2008, LA US D's school infrastructure has been increased as follows: 

10 • 233 projects have been completed, including 69 new school projects and 58 addition 

11 projects 

12 • 79,336 new classroom seats have been created 

13 • 3,070 classrooms have been completed 

14 • 41 projects are under construction 

15 • 29 early education center expansions have been completed 

16 • 279 projects are designed or in design 

17 • 475 schools have achieved occupancy for full-day kindergarten 

18 Additionally, the new schools have all incorporated sustainable design features into 

19 their construction. For the past seven years, all schools have been designed to be 

20 Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) compliant. Future schools are intended 

21 to generate electricity onsite, reduce their carbon footprints, and use high efficiency 

22 components. In light of the massive school construction program, the annual report on 

23 growth and infrastructure no longer needs to track or assess the adequacy of the school 

24 infrastructtJre, 

25 (c) Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. 

26 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

27 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

28 
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1 (d) Los Angeles Unified School District website (LAUSD.net), identifying various 

2 documents providing the data and statistics about the accomplishments of the new 

3 construction program and each of the bonds. 

4 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15 

5 {a) No. 15 

6 (b) The City has determined the progress of the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 

7 2010 Master Facilities Program. 

8 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

9 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

10 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

11 Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through 

12 counsel for City. 

13 (d) The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") adopted in or about November of 2006, the 

14 Quarterly and Monthly Reports, the Environmental Impact Report and the Waste Water 

15 Capital Improvement Program reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. Tim 

16 Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 

17 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. 

18 Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. Mssrs. Haug and 

19 Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

20 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16 

21 (a) No. 16 

22 (b) The City produces a Waste Water Capital Improvement Program report which 

23 reviews projects, project status and needs yearly. This report is published 

24 annually. 

25 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S.Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

26 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

27 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

28 Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through 
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counsel for City. 

2 (d) Capital Improvement Program. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. 

3 Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, 

4 Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, 

5 California 90015 (213) 485-2210. Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly 

6 by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

7 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19 

8 (a) No. 19 

9 (b) City is informed and believes that issues raised in this action may have been 

10 litigated on behalf of some or all of the petitioners or their privies in Federation of Hillside and 

11 Canyon Associations et al. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/., (2004) 126 Cal.App.4th 1180 and 

12 Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/., (2000) 83 

13 Cal.App.4th 1252 and, therefore are barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

14 Investigation and discovery is ongoing and may lead to additional information in support of 

15 the City's denial. 

16 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Dep. City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. Main 

17 Street, City Hall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

18 (d) Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/., 
i 

19 (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations eta/. v. 

20 City of Los Angeles, eta/., (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252 

21 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21 

22 (a) No. 21 

23 (b)- (d) Investigation and discovery on this affirmative defense is ongoing and may 

24 -lead to additional information in support ofthe City's .denial.and .City will supplementthese . 

25 responses with any subsequently discovered evidence. 

26 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22 

27 (a) No. 22 

28 
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1 (b) The City has adequate systems to handle the waste water, storm water, water 

2 supply, solid waste, power supply, street lighting needs. 

3 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

4 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

5 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210; 

6 Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

7 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 N. 

8 Hope Street, Room 1250, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 367-0421; Jim McDaniel, Sr. 

9 Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 

10 (213) 367-1022. Mssrs. Haug, Hagekhalil, Benyamin and Packer may only be contacted 

11 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

12 (d) The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") adopted in or about November of 2006, the 

13 Quarterly and Monthly Reports, the Environmental Impact Report and the Waste Water 

14 Capital Improvement Program reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. Prior 

15 to adoption of the IRP there was the "Integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program" ("IPWP"). 

16 The IPWP reflects a process which began in 1999. In December 2007, The Los Angeles 

17 Department of Water and Power adopted its own "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") (this IRP 

18 is different from the IRP adopted with regard to waste water, storm water and solid waste.) 

19 This document was adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the Department of Water and 

20 Power and presented to the City Council. Prior to December 2007 the Department of Water 

21 and Power relied on an IRP adopted on or about August 15, 2000 by the Board of 

22 Commissioners of the Department of Water and Power and the City Council. The "Urban 

23 Water Management Plan" document which is done every 5 years. The most recent document 

24 . was .adopted. December. 20, .2005; the prior do.cument was adopted Dec:eml:Jer. 5,. 2000. The 

25 Urban Water Management Plan cross references the IRP prepared by the Bureau of 

26 Sanitation. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

27 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

28 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-221 0; 
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1 Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

2 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 

3 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 (213) 367-1022. 

4 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26 

5 (a) No. 26 

6 (b) The Los Angeles City Planning Commission meets twice each month. The 

7 Director of Planning regularly reports to the Commission at each meeting on a great variety of 

8 planning and land use issues, including but not limited to, the Housing Element update, the 

9 Community Plan program update, and the Director's walking tours throughout various 

10 neighborhoods in the City, and relating to the relationship between population, employment, 

11 housing growth and plan capacities, City-wide and at the community plan level, including but 

12 not limited to the Silverlake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan. 

13 (c) Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. 

14 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

15 Propounding Party through counsel for City; S. Gail Goldberg, Director of Planning, City Hall, 

16 200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 9781271. Ms. Goldberg may 

17 only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through Counsel for City. 

18 (d) City is still in the process of reviewing documents that may be responsive to this 

19 request, and will supplement this response as soon as it has completed its investigation on 

20 the information requested. 

21 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34 

22 (a) No. 34 

23 (b) The demand does not exceed the supply of water. 

24 (c) Jim McDaniel,_ Sr.AssistantGeneral Manager for Water 111 N, Hope Street,. 

25 Los Angeles, California 90012 (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted 

26 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

27 {d) The "Urban Water Management Plan" document which is done every 5 

28 years. The most recent document was adopted December 20, 2005; the prior 
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1 document was adopted December 5, 2000. The Urban Water Management Plan 

2 cross references the IRP prepared by the Bureau of Sanitation. Jim McDaniel, Sr. 

3 Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 

4 (213) 367-1022. 

5 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35 

6 (a) No. 35 

7 (b) Wastewater flows from the City of Los Angeles have not exceeded the Waste 

8 Water Treatment Capacity. 

9 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

I 0 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

11 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

12 Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through 

13 counsel for City. 

14 (d) The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") produced in or about November 2006, the 

15 Quarterly and the Monthly Reports and the Waste Water Capital Improvement Program 

16 reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. These reports are communications 

17 made available to the Planning Department. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. 

18 Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, 

19 Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, 

20 California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

21 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36 

22 (a) No. 36 

23 (b) The demand for power does not exceed the power supply. 

24 (c) Aram Benyamin, Sr: Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope. 

25 Street, Room 921, Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, 

26 Electrical Engineer, 111 N. Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, California 

27 90012, (213) 367-0421. Mssrs. Benyamin and Packer may only be contacted directly 

28 by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 
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1 (d) In December 2007 the Department of Water and Power adopted its own 

2 "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") (this IRP is different from the IRP adopted with regard to 

3 waste water, storm water and solid waste.) This document was adopted by the Board of 

4 Commissioners of the Department of Water and Power and presented to the City Council. 

5 Prior to December 2007 the Department of Water and Power relied on an IRP adopted on or 

6 about August 15, 2000 by the Board of Commissioners of the Department of Water and 

7 Power and the City Council. A ram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 

8 N. Hope Street, Room 921, Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, 

9 Electrical Engineer, 111 N. Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 

10 367-0421. 

11 

12 
Dated: January 26, 2009 

13 
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ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO. City Attorney 
JERI L BURGE, Assistant City Attorney 
TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney 

By~~~~_n~9?&U~~L~~ 
T 

Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
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I ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney (SBN: 125465X) 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney (SBN: 1 02630) 

2 TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney (SBN: 137182) 
700 City Hall East 

3 200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

4 Telephone: (213) 978-8248 
Facsimile: (213) 978-8214 

5 E-Mail: terry.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org 

6 Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 

7 CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 

8 LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

12 LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual, and 
LA BREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION, a 

13 California unincorporated association; 

14 LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION OF HOLLYWOOD, a 

15 California unincorporated association; SAN 
PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS 

16 UNITED, INC., a California tax-exempt 

17 corporation; GRANADA HILLS ALLIANCE 
FOR SMART GROWTH, a California 

18 unincorporated association; HOLLYWOOD 
HERITAGE, INC., a California tax-exempt 

19 corporation; OLD GRANADA HILLS 

2o RESIDENTS' GROUP, a California tax
exempt corporation; Residents Against Cut-

21 thru (ReACT), a California unincorporated 
association; SAN PEDRO PENINSUAL 

22 HOMEOWNERS COALITION, a California 
23 unincorporated association; R 

NEIGHBORHOODS ARE 1, a California 
24 unincorporated association; WESTWOOD 

· SOUTHOFSANTAMONICABLVD. 
25 HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 
26 California tax-exempt corporation; 

27 Petitioners, 

28 VS. 

Case No.: BS 115435 

Assigned to the Honorable James C. 
Chalfant, Dept 85 

Action Filed: June 20, 2008 

RESPONDENT AND DEFENDANT CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES' RESPONSES TO 
PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF LUCILLE 
SAUNDERS' FIRST SET OF REQUESTS 
FOR ADMISSION PROPOUNDED TO 
RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
1 OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

ondents and Defendants. 

5 PROPOUNDING PARTY: Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles 

One 

6 RESPONDING PARTY: 

7 SET NO. 

. 8 Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, including City Council of Los Angeles and 

9 · City of Los Angeles Department of Planning ("City") responds to Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille 

10 Saunders ("Plaintiff') Requests for Admission, Set one (1) as follows: 

11 

12 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. These responses are made solely for the purpose of this action. Each response is 

13 subject to all appropriate objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of any 

14 statement contained herein if any request were asked or response were made by a witness 

15 present and testifying in court. All objections and grounds are expressly reserved and may 

16 be interposed at the time of trial. 

17 2. City has not yet completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action, its 

18 discovery in this action, or its preparation for trial of this action. Consequently, these 

19 responses are given without prejudice to the right of City to produce at the time of trial any 

20 and all subsequently discovered evidence relating to the proof of presently known materials 

21 facts, and produce all evidence, whenever discovered, relating to the proof of subsequently 

22 discovered material facts. 

23 GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

24 City objects to these Requests for Admissions on the grounds that some or all of the 

25 issues raised in this litigation should have been raised at the time of the adoption of the 

26 General Plan Framework Element and certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

27 for the General Plan Framework Element and therefore are barred by the statute of 

28 limitations: 
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1 City objects to these Requests for Admissions on the grounds that some or all of the 

2 issues raised in this litigation were raised in Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta!., 

3 v. City ofLos Angeles (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon 

4 Assoc., eta!., v: City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252 and, therefore, are barred 

5 by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

6 City objecis to these special interrogatories on the grounds that the General Plan 

7 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the 

8 doctrine of separation of powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its 

9 discretion in any particular manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate 

10 as a matter of law. 

11 City· objects to these Requests for Admissions on the grounds that the General Plan 

12 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

13 with discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program 

14 or a Transportation Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program or Database in 

.15 any particular format or complete the Report, Program or Database at any particular time. 

16 City objects to these requests to the extent that they seek disclosure of information 

17 that is protected by that attorney-client privilege or the attorney work product doctrine. 

18 City objects to these requests to the extent that they seek information not within the 

19 responding parties' knowledge, possession or control. 

20 City objects to these requests to the extent that the terms are vague, ambiguous, 

21 unclear and capable of multiple interpretations. 

22 City objects to these requests to the extent that they seek information not reasonably 

23 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

24 City objects to these request to the extent that they are unreasonably oppressive, 

25 burdensome and/or seek information which is already available to the propounding party. 

26 City objects to these requests to the extent that they seek to impose discovery 

27 obligations on the responding parties that are contrary to or exceed those set forth in the 

28 California Code of Civil Procedure. 
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1 The foregoing general objections are incorporated into the City's responses to these 

2 discovery demands where applicable, whether or not express references are made to these 

3 general objections in response to a particular request. Discovery in this matter is continuing. 

4 City's responses are based on information currently available to it. Further investigation and 

5 discovery may lead to additional information potentially responsive to these discovery 

6 requests. City responds to these discovery requests to the best of their ability based on that 

7 information currently available to them. 

8 

9 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 

10 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.1 

11 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

12 INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 1999. (For purposes of these requests ""YOU or YOURS" 

13 refers to Responding Party named above, including any agents, departments, employees, 

14 representatives, consultants, investigators, attorneys or anyone else acting on your behalf; 

15 "PUBLISHED" shall mean PREPARED and issued printed material for public distribution; 

16 "PREPARED" shall mean drafted or composed in writing, whether or not distributed to the 

17 public; "ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE" shall mean the report 

18 of the same title identified in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT; "FRAMEWORK ELEMENT" shall 

19 mean the document with the same name that comprises a portion of the CITY OF LOS 

20 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN; "CITY OF LOS ANGt:lES' GENERAL PLAN" or "GENERAL 

21 PLAN" shall mean the document mandated by California Government Code§ 64300 that 

22 serves as foundation for all the City of Los Angeles' land use development decisions.) 

23 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1 

24 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement and 

25 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

26 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

27 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

28 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
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1 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

2 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

3 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

4 any particular time. 

5 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

6 City responds as follows: Deny. 

7 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.2 

8 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

9 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2000. 

10 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.2 

11 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

12 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

13 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

14 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

15 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

16 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

17 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

18 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

19 any particular time. 

20 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

21 City responds as follows: Deny. 

22 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3 

23 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

24 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2001. 

25 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3 

26 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

27 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

28 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 
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1 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

2 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

3 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

4 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

5 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

6 any particular time. 

7 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

8 City responds as follows: Deny. 

9 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.4 

10 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

II GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2002. 

12 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.4 

13 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

14 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

15 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

16 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

17 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

18 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

19 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

20 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

21 any particular time. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City responds as follows: Deny. 

24 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5 ..................... ······· = ······ 
25 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

26 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2003. 

27 

28 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.5 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

3 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

4 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

5 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

6 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

7 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

8 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

9 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

10 any particular time. 

11 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

12 City responds as follows: Deny. 

13 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6 

14 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

15 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2004. 

16 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.6 

17 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

18 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

19 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

20 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

21 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

22 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

23 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

24 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

25 any particular time. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City responds as follows: Deny. 

28 
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1 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7 

2 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

3 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2005. 

4 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7 

5 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

6 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

7 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

8 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

9 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

10 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

11 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

12 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

13 any particular time. 

14 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City responds as follows: Deny. 

16 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.8 

17 Admitthat YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

18 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2006. 

19 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.8 

20 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

21 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

22 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

23 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

24 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

25 admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

26 mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced 

27 Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at 

28 any particular time. 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: Deny. 

3 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO.9 

4 Admit that YOU have not PUBLISHED or PREPARED an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

5 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE for the year 2007. 

6 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9 

7 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

8 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

9 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISHED" and 

10 "PREPARED" as defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

1 Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

12 admissible evidence the General Plan Framework Elem.ent does not impose any mandatory 

l3 duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced Report, 

14 and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete the Report at any 

15 particular time. 

16 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

17 City responds as follows: Deny. 

18 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.10 

19 Admit that YOU have not ESTABLISHED a MONITORING PROGRAM. (For the 

20 purpose of these requests, "ESTABLISHED" shall mean bring about, generate, or put into 

21 force; "MONITORING PROGRAM" shall mean the program of the same title described in the 

22 FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, Chapter 10, Plan P42.) 

23 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10 

24 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

25 General Oblections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

26 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "ESTABLISHED" as 

27 defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds 

28 that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because 
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the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and 

2 provides the City with discretion, to establish the referenced Monitoring Program, and/or to 

·3 conduct and/or carry out the Monitoring Program in any particular manner. 

4 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

5 City responds as follows: Deny. 

6 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11 

7 Admit that YOU have not ESTABLISHED a CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION 

8 DATABASE. (For the purpose of these requests, "CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION 

9 DATABASE" shall mean the database of the same title described in the FRAMEWORK 

10 ELEMENT, Chapter 10, Plan P44.) 

11 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11 

12 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

13 General Objections and incorporates both ofthose into its Response as though fully set forth 

14 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "ESTABLISHED" as 

15 defined therein is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds 

16 that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because 

17 the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and 

18 provides the City with discretion, to prepare the referenced establish the referenced Citywide 

19 Transportation Database and/or to establish the Database in any particular manner, and/or 

20 complete the Database at any particular time. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

22 City responds as follows: Deny. 

23 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12 

24 Admit that YOU have not identified, based on consultation with the Los Angeles 

25 Unified School District, the deficit of classroom seats in the City of Los Angeles. 

26 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12 

27 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

28 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 
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1 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the phrase "deficit of 

2 classroom seats" is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the 

3 grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence 

4 because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the 

5 City, and provides the City with discretion, to consult with Los Angeles Unified School District 

6 regarding any purported deficit of classroom seats, in any particular manner. City further 

7 objects on the grounds that the City has no duty to make an inquiry for information from an 

8 independent public entity. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City responds as follows: Deny. 

11 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13 

12 Admit that YOU have not "assess[ed] the status of land development activity and 

13 supporting infrastructure and public services within the City of Los Angeles," as set forth in 

14 the Petition, paragraph 28, since YOU PUBLISHED an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH 

15 AND INFRASTRUCTURE on or around Apnl, 2000. 

16 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.13 

17 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement and 

18 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

19 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "assessed," "land 

20 development activity," and "supporting infrastructure and public services" are overbroad, 

21 vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not 

22 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

23 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

24 discretion, to assess "the status of land development activity and supporting infrastructure 

25 and public services within the City of Los Angeles" in any particular format, and/or in any 

26 particular manner, and/or within any particular period of time. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City responds as follows: Deny. 
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27 

28 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14 

Admit that YOU have not "determine[ d) the City's progress toward attainment of 

citywide transportation objectives," as set forth in the Petition, paragraph 28, since YOU 

PUBLISHED an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE on or around 

April, 2000. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14 

City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "progress," 

"attainment," and "objectives" are vague, overbroad and ambiguous. City further objects to 

this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to assess "determine the 

City's progress toward attainment of citywide transportation objectives" in any particular 

format, and/or in any particular manner, and/or within any particular period of time. 

Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

City responds as follows: Deny. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15 

Admit that YOU have not "determine[ d) the progress of the Los Angeles County 

Sanitation District 2010 Master Facilities Program," as set forth in the Petition, paragraph 28, 

since YOU PUBLISHED an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE on 

or around April, 2000. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15 

City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 
········ .. 

General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "progress" is vague 

and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because the General Plan 
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1 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

2 with discretion, to determine "the progress of the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 2010 

3 Master Facilities Program" in any particular format, and/or in any particular manner, and/or 

4 within any particular period of time. 

5 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

6 City responds as follows: Deny. 

7 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.16 

8 Admit that YOU have not "determine[ d) the progress of ... any ... capital improvement 

9 projects which could affect their ability to collect City wastewater and provide full secondary 

10 treatment for that wastewater," as set forth in the Petition, paragraph 28, since YOU 

11 PUBLISHED an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE on or around 

12 April, 2000. 

13 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16 

14 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

15 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its· Response as though fully set forth 

16 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "progress" and the 

17 phrase "affect their ability" are vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on 

18 the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible because 

19 the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and 

20 provides the City with discretion, to determine "the progress of ... any ... capital improvement 

21 projects which could affect their ability to collect City wastewater and provide full secondary 

22 treatment for that wastewater," in any particular format, and/or in any particular manner, 

23 and/or within any particular period of time. 

24 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

25 City responds as follows: Deny. 

26 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17 

27 Admit that YOU have not "identif[ied] existing or potential ... deficiencies of City 

28 infrastructure in meeting existing and projected demand.," as set forth in the Petition, 
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1 paragraph 28, since you PUBLISHED an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

2 INFRASTRUCTURE on or around April, 2000. 

3 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17 

4 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

5 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

6 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the phrases "existing or 

7 potential ... deficiencies" and "existing and projected demand" are vague and ambiguous. 

8 City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

9 to the discovery of admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does 

10 not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to 

11 determine "the progress of ... any ... capital improvement projects which could affect their 

12 ability to collect City wastewater and provide full secondary treatment for that wastewater," in 

I 3 any particular format, and/or in any particular manner, and/or within any particular period of 

14 time. 

15 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

16 City responds as follows: Deny. 

17 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18 

18 Admit that YOU have not presented an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

19 INFRASTRUCTURE to the Los Angeles City Council between the dates of January 1, 2001 

20 through October 30, 2008. 

21 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18 

22 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

23 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

24 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "presented" is vague 

25 and ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

26 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because the General Plan 

27 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

28 
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with discretion, to prepare the referenced Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any 

particular format and/or complete the Report at any particular time. 

Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

City responds as follows: Deny. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19 

Admit that YOU have no evidence to support YOUR contention in YOUR Sixth 

Affirmative Defense, that "Petitioners are barred by the doctrine of res judicata and collateral 

estoppel." 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19 

City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

herein. 

Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

City responds as follows: Deny. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20 

Admit that YOUR duty to PUBLISH an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE is one which YOU are required to perform without any exercise of 

judgment or opinion concerning whether the duty should be performed. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20 

City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "PUBLISH" and 

"duty" and the phrase "without any exercise of judgment or opinion" is vague and ambiguous. 

City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 
..... 

to the discovery of admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework Element does 

not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with discretion, to prepare 

the referenced Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or complete 

the Report at any particular time. 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: Deny. 

3 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21 

4 Admit that you have no evidence to support YOUR contention that some or all of 

5 Petitioners lack any beneficial interest in any of the matters alleged therein" as stated in 

6 YOUR Tenth Affirmative Defense. 

7 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21 

8 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

9 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

10 herein. City further objects on the grounds that the Request seeks information protected by' 

11 the attorney work product doctrine. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City responds as follows: Deny. 

14 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22 

15 Admit that YOU have no evidence to support the contention that the City of Los 

16 Angeles' INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES SYSTEMS are meeting the City of 

17 Los Angeles; actual DEMAND for such infrastructure and services. (For purposes of these 

18 requests, "INFASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES SYSTEMS" means and includes 

19 those systems handling the City of Los Angeles' transportation, wastewater, stormwater, 

20 water supply, solid waste, police, fire, libraries, parks, power supply, schools, 

21 telecommunications, street lighting, and urban forest, as addressed in Chapter 9 of the 

22 FRAMEWORK ELEMENT; "DEMAND" shall mean the need to make use of infrastructure or 

23 service.) 

24 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22 
... ......... . ................... ·········· ..... ········ 

25 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

26 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

27 herein. City further objects on the grounds that the Request seeks information protected by 

28 the attorney work product doctrine. City further objects on the grounds that the Request is 
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I compound, conjunctive and disjunctive as it references a variety of systems including 

2 transportation, waste water, storm water, water supply, solid waste, police, fire, libraries, 

3 parks, power supply, schools, telecommunications, street lighting, and urban forest, each of 

4 which is a separate and distinct system. City further objects to this Request on the grounds 

5 that the phrase "actual DEMAND" is vague and ambiguous. 

6 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

7 City responds as follows: Deny. 

8 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23 

9 Admit that YOU PUBLISHED in June, 1998, an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH 

10 AND INFRASTRUCTURE covering the years 1994 to 1996. 

II RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23 

12 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

13 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

14 herein. City further objects on the grounds that the term "PUBLISHED" is vague and 

15 ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

16 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because the General Plan 

17 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

18 with discretion, to prepare the referenced Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any 

19 particular format and/or complete the Report at any particular time. 

20 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

21 City responds as follows: Admit. 

22 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24 

23 Admit that YOU PUBLISHED in April, 2000, an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH 

24 AND INFRASTRUCTURE covering the years 1996 to 1998. 

25 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24 

26 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

27 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

28 herein. City further objects on the grounds that the term "PUBLISHED" is vague and 
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I ambiguous. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

2 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because the General Plan 

3 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

4 with discretion, to prepare the referenced Report, and/or to prepare the Report in any 

5 particular format and/or complete the Report at any particular time. 

6 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

7 City responds as follows: Admit. 

8 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25 

9 Admit that YOU have not UPDATED the HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN since 

I 0 1988. (For purposes of these requests, "UPDATED" shall mean revised and brought up to 

II date; "HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS 

12 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same title.) 

13 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25 

14 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

15 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

16 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated 

17 to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because neither state or local law, or the 

18 General Plan Framework Element, impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provide the 

19 City with discretion, to prepare and/or update the Hollywood Community Plan at any 

20 particular time. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

22 City responds as follows: Deny. 

23 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26 

24 Admit that the Director of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has not reported to the City 

25 of Los Angeles Planning Commission "on the relationship between population, employment, 

26 housing growth and plan capacities," as required by the SILVERLAKE-ECHO PARK-

27 ELYSIAN VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, page 11-5. 

28 
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I RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

3 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

4 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated 

5 to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because neither state or local law, or the 

6 General Plan Framework Element, impose a mandatory duty, and provide the Director of 

7 Planning with discretion, to report to the City Planning Commission regarding matters 

8 contained in the Silverlake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan and because the 

9 Request goes beyond the scope of the lawsuit, at all, or within any particular time or in any 

I 0 particular manner. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term 

II "reported" is vague and ambiguous. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City responds as follows: Deny. 

14 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27 

15 Admit that the implementation of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

16 affects decisions RELATING TO the protection of Los Angeles City residents from natural 

17 and human-made hazards. (For purposes of these requests, the term "IMPLEMENT" shall 

18 mean to fulfill, accomplish and put in operation; "REFER TO," "REFERRING TO," "RELATE 

19 TO" or "RELATING TO" shall mean and include, concerning, bearing upon, commenting 

20 upon, reflecting, constituting, evidencing, pertaining to, describing or depicting.) 

21 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27 

22 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

23 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

24 herein. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "implementation" 

25 and the phrase "relating to" are vague and ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the 

26 Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that 

27 the lawsuit challenges whether the General Plan Framework Element imposes certain 

28 mandatory duties on the part of the City. City further objects to this Request on the grounds 
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1 that the Los Angeles General Plan, including the policies, goals and objectives set forth 

2 therein, speaks for itself. 

3 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

4 City responds as follows: Deny. 

5 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 28 

6 Admit that the implementation of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

7 guides decisions RELATING TO the protection of environmental resources. 

8 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 28 

9 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

10 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

11 herein. City further objects that the terms "implementation" and "guides" are vague and 

12 ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably calculated to lead 

13 to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges whether the General 

14 Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part of the City. City 

15 further objects to this Request on the grounds that the Los Angeles General Plan, including 

16 the policies, goals and objectives set forth therein, speaks for itself. 

17 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

18 City responds as follows: Deny. 

19 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 29 

20 Admit that the implementation of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

21 affects decisions RELATING TO the welfare of residents of the City of Los Angeles. 

22 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 29 

23 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

24 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

25 herein. City further objects that the terms "implementation" and "affects" are vague and 

26 ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably calculated to lead 

27 to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges whether the General 

28 Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part of the City. City 
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1 further objects to this Request on the grounds that the Los Angeles General Plan, including 

2 the policies, goals and objectives set forth therein, speaks for itself. 

3 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

4 City responds as follows: Deny. 

5 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30 

6 Admit that the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN articulates YOUR 

7 intentions with respect to the rights of residents, property owners, prospective investors and 

8 business interests of the City of Los Angeles. 

9 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30 

10 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement and 

11 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

12 herein. City further objects that the terms "intentions," "rights," "prospective investors," and 

13 "business interests" are vague and ambiguous. City further objects on the grounds that the 

14 Request is compound, conjunctive and disjunctive as it references several distinct groups. 

15 City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information subject to the 

16 mental and deliberate process privileges. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not 

17 reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit 

18 challenges whether the General Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties 

19 on the part of the City. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the Los 

20 Angeles General Plan, including the policies, goals and objectives set forth therein, speaks 

21 for itself. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City responds as follows: Deny. 

24 

25 Admit that the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN communicates what is 

26 expected of the City of Los Angeles government to meet the objectives in the CITY OF LOS 

27 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN. (For purposes of these requests, "COMMUNICATION" means 

28 and includes the conveyance to or exchange of information of any kind or messages with any 
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1 PERSON for any purpose by any written, oral, or electronic means or method.) 

2 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 31 

3 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

4 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

5 herein. City further objects that the terms "communicates," "expected of," and "meet" are 

6 vague and ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably 

7 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges 

8 whether the General Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part 

9 of the City. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the Los Angeles General 

10 Plan, including the policies, goals and objectives set forth therein, speaks for itself. 

11 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

12 City responds as follows: Deny. 

13 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32 

14 Admit that the implementation of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

15 contributes to the physical health and safety of the people who live and work in the City of 

16 Los Angeles. 

17 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32 

18 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

19 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

20 herein. City further objects that the terms "implementation" and "contributes" are vague and 

21 ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably calculated to lead 

22 to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges whether the General 

23 Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part of the City. City 

24 further objects to this Request on the grounds that the Los Angeles General Plan, including 

25 the policies, goals and objectives set forth therein, speaks for itself. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City responds as follows: Deny. 

28 
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1 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33 

2 Admit that without up -to-date information from an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH 

3 AND INFRASTRUCTURE, the Los Angeles City Council cannot be certain that the City of 

4 Los Angeles' INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES will serve and protect 

5 Petitioners at all times. 

6 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33 

7 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

8 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

9 herein. City further objects that the terms "up-to-date" and "serve and protect" are vague and 

10 ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably calculated to lead 

11 to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges whether the General 

12 Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part of the City and 

13 because the General Plan Framework Element does not impose a mandatory duty, and 

14 provides the City with discretion, to prepare the Report in any particular format and/or 

15 complete the Report at any particular time. 

16 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

17 City responds as follows: Deny. 

18 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34 

19 Admit that water supply serving the City of Los Angeles has been at times exceeded 

20 by DEMAND from the City of Los Angeles between January 1, 1998 and the present. 

21 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34 

22 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

23 . General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

24 herein. City further objects that the phrase "has been at times exceeded by DEMAND" is 

25 vague and ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably 

26 calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges 

27 whether the General Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part 

28 of the City. 
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I Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: Deny. 

3 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35 

4 Admit that the WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY serving the City of Los 

5 Angeles has been at times exceeded by WASTEWATER FLOWS from the City of Los 

6 'Angeles between January 1, 1998 and the present. (For purposes of these requests, 

7 "WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY" shall mean the ability to treat WASTEWATER 

8 FLOWS prior to their discharge into the Santa Monica Bay or rivers and streams; 

9 ·:wASTEWATER FLOWS" shall mean and include waste matter or excrement carried away in 

10 sewers or drains, including STORMWATER.) 

II RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35 

12 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

13 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

14 herein. City further objects that the phrase "has been at times exceeded by WASTEWATER 

15 FLOWS" is vague and ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not 

16 reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit 

17 challenges whether the General Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties 

18 on the part of the City. 

19 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

20 City responds as follows: Deny. 

21 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36 

22 Admit that power supply serving the City of Los Angeles has been at times exceeded 

23 by DEMAND from the City of Los Angeles between January 1, 1998 and the present. 

24 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36 

25 City objects to this Request on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

26 General Objections and incorporates both of those into its Response as though fully set forth 

27 herein. City further objects that the phrase "has been at times exceeded by DEMAND" is 

28 vague and ambiguous. City objects on the grounds that the Request is not reasonably 

24 

RESPONDENT CITY'S RESPONSES TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' 
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 



calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that the lawsuit challenges 

2 whether the General Plan Framework Element imposes certain mandatory duties on the part 

3 of the City. 

4 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

5 City responds as follows: Deny. 

6 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
.l OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

Respondents. 

5 PROPOUNDING PARTY: Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles 

One 

6 RESPONDING PARTY: 

7 SET NO. 

8 

9 Respondents City of Los Angeles, City Council of Los Angeles and City of Los 

l 0 Angeles Planning Department (collectively "City'') respond to Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille 

11 Saunders' First Set of Special Interrogatories to Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, 

12 Set One, as follows: 

13 

14 

15 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These answers and objections are made solely for the purpose of this action. Each 

response is subject to all objections as to competence, relevance, materiality, proprietary and 

16 admissibility, and any other objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of any 

17 response herein as if made by a witness present testifying in Court, all of which objections 

18 and grounds are reserved and may be interposed at the time of trial. 

19 No incident or implied admissions are intended hereby. The fact that City has 

20 responded to these interrogatories should not be taken that City accepts or admits the fact(s) 

21 set forth or assumed by these interrogatories, or that such response constitutes admissible 

22 evidence. 

23 While these responses are based upon a diligent exploration and investigation by City 

24 and its counsel, they reflect the current state of City kn()wled913 respectin(.l these matters:. 

25 City has not yet had an opportunity to complete investigation of the facts relating to this 

26 action, to identify and meet with all relevant witnesses, or to locate all documents which 

27 conceivably could relate to the subject matter of this lawsuit. Accordingly, City has not been 

28 able to ascertain all relevant facts herein, and these answers are not intended to be final 
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1 and/or conclusive. City reserves the right to amend, supplement, delete from, alter, modify, 

2 or otherwise change any answer herein as further discovery may make appropriate, and 

3 when City has ascertained all relevant facts. 

4 This Preliminary Statement is incorporated by this reference into each of the 

5 responses set forth below. 

6 CONTINUING OBJECTIONS 

7 City objects to these special interrogatories on the grounds that some or all of the 

8 issues raised in this litigation should have been raised at the time of the adoption of the 

9 General Plan Framework Element and certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

10 for the General Plan Framework Element and therefore are barred by the statute of 

l 1 limitations. 

12 City objects to these special interrogatories on the grounds that some or all of the 

13 issues raised in this litigation were raised in Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. 

14 v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and 

15 Canyon Assoc., eta!. v. City of Los Angeles, eta!. (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252 and, 

16 therefore, are barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

17 City objects to these special interrogatories on the grounds that the General Plan 

18 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the 

19 doctrine of separation of powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its 

20 discretion in any particular manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate 

21 as a matter of law. 

22 City objects to these special interrogatories on the grounds that the General Plan 

23 Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City 

24 with discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program 

25 or a Transportation Database, and/or to prepare the referenced Report, Program or Database 

26 in any particular format or manner, and/or complete the Report, Program or Database at any 

27 particular time. 

28 
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1 City objects to these special interrogatories to the extent that they seek disclosure of 

2 information that is protected by that attorney-client privilege or the attorney work product 

3 doctrine. 

4 City objects to these special interrogatories to the extent that they seek information not 

5 within the responding party's knowledge, possession or control. 

6 City objects to these special interrogatories to the extent that the terms are vague, 

7 ambiguous, unclear and capable of multiple interpretations. 

8 City objects to these special interrogatories to the extent that they seek information not 

9 reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

10 City objects to these special interrogatories to the extent that they are unreasonably 

11 oppressive, burdensome and/or seek information which is already available to the 

12 propounding party. 

13 City objects to these special interrogatories to the extent that they seek to impose 

14 discovery obligations on the responding party that are contrary to or exceed those set forth in 

15 the California Code of Civil Procedure. 

16 The foregoing continuing objections are incorporated into City's responses to these 

17 special interrogatories where applicable, whether or not express references are made to 

!8 these continuing objections in response to a particular special interrogatory. Discovery in this 

19 matter is continuing. City's responses are based on information currently available to this 

20 responding party. 

21 Further investigation and discovery may lead to additional information potentially 

22 responsive to these special interrogatories. City responds to these special interrogatories to 

23 the best of the responding party's ability based on that information currently available to the 

24 responding party. 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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SPECIFIC RESPONStS AND OBJECTIONS 

2 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.1 

4 Please IDENTIFY each ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

5 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has PUBLISHED since 2001. (For purposes of these 

6 interrogatories, the term "IDENTIFY" when referring to a PERSON means: (a) each and 

7 every present name of the PERSON; (b) each and every alias and previous name of the 

8 PERSON; (c) each and every address of the PERSON; AND (d) each and every job 

9 description or job title of the PERSON. The term "IDENTIFY" when referring to a 

lO DOCUMENT means: (a) the name, business affiliation AND last known address of the 

11 PERSON or PERSONS who prepared it AND of the PERSON or PERSONS who signed it 

12 OR over whose name it was issued; (b) the name, business affiliation AND last known 

13 Address of each PERSON to whom it was addressed: (c) the nature AND substance of the 

14 DOCUMENT with sufficient particularity to enable the same to be identified, including its title 

15 AND date, if any' (d) the portion thereof which bears upon the subject inquired of in the 

16 interrogatory in question; (e) the name, business affiliation AND address of each PERSON 

17 who presently has custody of the DOCUMENT OR any copy of it; (f) the location of the 

18 DOCUMENT AND each copy of it; AND (g) whether YOU will voluntarily make the 

19 DOCUMENT OR a copy of it available for inspection AND copying without a court order. At 

20 YOUR option, YOU may attach a copy of any DOCUMENT mentioned in YOUR answers in 

21 which case YOU may omit items (c) through (f) of the foregoing; 

22 "PERSON" or "PERSONS" means and refers to any individual, company or business entity of 

23 whatever formation or designation, or governmental organization; 

24 "DOCUMENT" or "WRITING" means and refers to all written, typed or other graphic material 

25 of any kind or nature, and any other tangible thing by which infonnation or data is stored, 

26 including, without limitation, any writing, drawing, film, graph, chart, photograph, phone 

27 record, mechanical or electrical sound recording, or transcript thereof any retrievable data, 

28 whether in computer storage, carded, punched, taped, coded or stored electrostatically, 
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I electromagnetically, or otherwise, and any other data compilation for which information can 

2 be obtained. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the term "DOCUMENT" shall 

3 include all contracts, forms, correspondence, letters, telegram messages, telephone 

4 messages, telephone statements of bills, checks, receipts, notices, notes of conversations, 

5 memoranda, reports, diaries, minutes, recitals, statements, worksheets, abstracts, resumes, 

6 summaries, notes, jottings, books, journals, ledgers, audits, maps, charts, diagrams, drafts, 

7 newspapers, appointment books, desk calendars, expense reports, tape recordings, video 

8 recordings, agreements, appraisals, financial statements, calendars, analyzes and other 

9 tangible writings, including all partial and complete copies, drafts and final versions thereof, 

10 and attachments and enclosures therewith, as defined in California Evidence code §250; 

II ."ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE" shall mean the report of the 

12 sarne title identified in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT: 

13 "FRAMEWORK ELEMENT" shall mean the document with the same name that comprises a 

14 portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN; 

15 "CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN" OR "GENERAL PLAN" shall mean the 

l6 document mandated by California Government Code§ 65300 that serves as a foundation for 

17 all the City's land use development decisions; 

l8 "PLANNING DEPARTMENT" shall mean the City of Los Angeles, Department of Planning; 

19 "PUBLISHED" shall mean PREPARED and issued printed material for public distribution; 

20 "PREPARED" shall mean drafted or composed in writing, whether or not distributed to the 

21 public.) 

22 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.1 

23 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

24 

25 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

26 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

27 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

28 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 
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referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

2 particular time. 

3 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PUBLISHED is 

4 vague and ambiguous. 

5 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

6 City responds as follows: 

7 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

8 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element Their timing is contingent on 

9 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10-

10 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

11 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

12 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

13 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

14 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

15 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

16 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

17 General Plan Framework Element" Based on this language, program implementation, 

18 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

19 any mandatory duty on the City. 

20 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

21 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

22 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

23 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

24 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

25 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

26 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

27 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

28 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 
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1 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

2 copy report in the near future." 

3 Each ofthe three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

4 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

5 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

6 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

7 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

8 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

9 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

10 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

11 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

12 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

13 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

14 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

15 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

16 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

17 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

18 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

19 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

20 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

21 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

22 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

23 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

24 are attached to these Responses. 

25 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

26 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

27 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

28 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 
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1 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

2 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

3 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

4 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

5 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

6 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

7 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

8 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

9 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

10 million pe'ople until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

11 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

12 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

13 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

14 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

15 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

16 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

17 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

18 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

19 community plan update progr<Jm. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

20 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

21 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

22 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

23 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

24 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

25 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

26 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

27 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

28 City Planning Commission on April10, 2008. A copy of the Apri110, 2008 power point 
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1 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

2 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

3 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

. 4 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

5 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

6 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

7 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

8 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

9 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

I 0 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

11 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

12 funding sources to meet the needs. 

13 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

14 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.2 

16 Please IDENTIFY each ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

17 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has PREPARED since 2001. 

18 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.2 

19 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

20 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

21 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

22 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

23 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

24 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

25 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

26 particular time. 

27 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED is 

28 vague and ambiguous. 
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I Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: 

3 The General Plan Framework Element {at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

4 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

5 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10-

6 Implementation Programs {at page 10-1), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

7 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

8 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

9 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

10 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

11 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

12 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

13 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

14 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

15 any mandatory duty on the City. 

16 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

17 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

18 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

19 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

20 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

21 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

22 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

23 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

24 Already land development activity {building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

25 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

26 copy report in the near future." 

,27 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

28 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 
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1 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

2 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

3 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

4 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

5 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

6 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

7 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

8 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

9 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

10 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

11 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

12 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

13 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

14 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

15 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

16 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

17 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

18 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the . 

19 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

20 are attached to these Responses. 

21 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MT A, a regional 

22 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

23 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

24 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

25 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

26 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

27 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

28 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. A !the 
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1 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

2 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

3 the. year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

4 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, Joss of jobs, and an 

5 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

6 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

7 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

8 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

9 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

10 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

II the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

12 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

·13 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

14 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

15 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

16 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

17 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

18 program, , each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

19 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

20 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

21 always be in the process of updating 1 i Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

22 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

23 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

24 City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A copy of the Apri11 0, 2008 power point 

25 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

26 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

27 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

28 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 
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1 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

2 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

3 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

4 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

5 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

6 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

7 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

8 funding sources to meet the needs. 

9 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

10 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 3 

12 Please state whether YOU have at any time PREPARED an INFRASTRUCTURE 

13 SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the GENERAL PLAN? (For purposes of these interrogatories, the 

14 term "YOU" shall mean the City of Los Angeles including any department, agency, bureau, 

15 commission or subdivision thereof, or any person or entity, whether public or private, acting 

16 under the authority of the City of Los Angeles; "INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT" 

17 shall mean the same as that term is used in the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN.) 

18 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.3 

19 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

20 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

21 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

22 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

23 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

24 discretion, to prepare an Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan, and/or to 

25 prepare or update the referenced Element in any particular format or manner and/or complete 

26 the Element at any particular time. 

27 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED, as 

28 defined, is vague .and ambiguous. 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: 

3 The City has prepared an Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan; 

4 however, it was previously called the following prepared elements: 

5 "City-Owned Power Transmission Rights of Way'' (Adopted 1-2-69); 

6 "Power System" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

7 "Sewerage" (Adopted 11-26-68); 

8 "Water System" (Adopted 1-14-69); 

9 "City-Collected Refuse Disposal" (Adopted 1-5-72). 

10 A related element is the Safety Element, previously called the following prepared 

11 elements: · 

12 "Drainage" (Adopted 9-19-68); 

13 "Fire Protection" (Adopted 1-16-79); 

14 "Safety" (Adopted 9-19-75); and 

15 "Seismic Safety" (Adopted 9-10-75). 

16 The Infrastructure Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have been allocated 

17 in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 

18 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan is attached to these special interrogatories. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.4 

20 If the answer to Special interrogatory number 3 is in the negative, please state the 

21 reasons why an INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' 

22 GENERAL PLAN has not been PREPARED. 

23 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.4: 

24 Not applicable. 

25 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.5: 

26 If the answer to Special Interrogatory number 3 is in the affirmative, please state the 

27 most recent date the INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS 

28 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN was PREPARED. 
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1 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 5; 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

6 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

7 discretion, to prepare an Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan, and/or to 

8 prepare or update the referenced Element in any particular format or manner and/or complete 

9 the Element at any particular time. 

10 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED, as 

11 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City responds as follows: 

14 The City has prepared an Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan; 

15 however, it was previously called the following prepared elements: 

16 "City-Owned Power Transmission Rights of Way" (Adopted 1-2-69); 

17 "Power System" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

18 "Sewerage" (Adopted 11-26-68); 

19 "Water System" (Adopted 1-14-69); 

20 "City-Collected Refuse Disposal" (Adopted 1-5-72). 

21 A related element is the Safety Element, previously called the following prepared 

22 elements: 

23 "Drainage" (Adopted 9-19-68); 

24 "Fire Pr(Jtection" (Adopted 1-16~79); 

25 "Safety" (Adopted 9-19-75); and 

26 "Seismic Safety" (Adopted 9-10-75). 

27 The Infrastructure Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have been allocated 

28 in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 
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1 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan is attached to these special interrogatories. 

2 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 6 

3 Please state whether YOU have at any time PREPARED a PUBLIC FACILITIES AND 

4 SERVICES ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN. (For purposes of 

5 these interrogatories, the term "PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT' shall mean 

6 the same as that term is used in the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN. 

7 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.6 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

11 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

12 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

13 discretion, to prepare a Public Facilities and Services Element of the General Plan, and/or to 

14 prepare or update the referenced Element in any particular format or manner and/or complete 

15 the Element at any particular time. 

16 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPAR!::D, as 

17 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

18 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

19 City responds as follows: 

20 The City has prepared a Public Facilities and Services Element; however it was 

21 previously called the following prepared elements: 

22 "Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

23 "Public Libraries" (Adopted 11-4-68); 

24 "Public Recreation" (Adopted 1 0-9-80); 

25 "Public Schools" (Adopted 11-4-68). 

26 The Public Facilities and Services Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have 

27 been allocated in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 

28 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan is attached to these special interrogatories. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 7 

2 If the answer to Special Interrogatory number 6 is in the negative, please state the 

3 reasons why a PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS 

4 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN has not been PREPARED. 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.7 

6 Not applicable. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.8 

8 If the answer to Special Interrogatory number 6 is in the affirmative, please state the 

9 most recent date the PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS 

10 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN was PREPARED. 

11 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 8: 

12 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

13 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

14 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

15 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

16 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

17 discretion, to prepare a Public Facilities and Services Element of the General Plan, and/or to 

18 prepare or update the referenced Element in any particular format or manner and/or complete 

19 the Element at any particular time. 

20 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED, as 

21 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City responds as follows: 

24 The City has prepared a Public Facilities and Services Element; however it was 

25 previously called the following prepared elements: 

26 "Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

27 "Public Libraries" (Adopted 11-4-68); 

28 "Public Recreation" (Adopted 1 0-9-80); 
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1 "Public Schools" (Adopted 11-4-68). 

2 The Public Facilities and Services Element is slated to be updated, but no funds have 

3 been allocated in the approved Planning Department budget at this time. 

4 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan is attached to these special interrogatories. 

5 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.9 

6 Between 1998 and the present, have YOU allocated general funds for the purpose of 

7 PREPARING an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE? 

8 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.9 

9 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

10 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

11 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

12 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

13 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

14 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

15 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

16 particular time. 

17 City further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected by 

18 the mental or deliberative process privilege. City further objects to this interrogatory on the 

19 grounds that the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

20 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate a set aside of 

21 funds for the Planning Department to prepare the referenced Report. 

22 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the tenn PREPARING, as 

23 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

24 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

25 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

26 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -

27 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

28 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 
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1 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

2 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

3 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

4 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

5 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

6 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

7 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

8 any mandatory duty on the City. 

9 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

10 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

11 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

12 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

13 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

14 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

15 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

16 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

17 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

18 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

19 copy report in the near future." 

20 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

21 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

22 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

23 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

24 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

25 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

26 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

27 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

28 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, ancj building 
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permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

2 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

3 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

4 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

5 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

6 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

7 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

8 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

9 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

10 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

11 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

12 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

13 are attached to these Responses. 

14 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

15 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

16 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

17 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

18 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

19 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

20 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

21 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

22 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

23 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

24 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

25 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

26 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

27 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

28 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 
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million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

2 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

3 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

4 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

5 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

6 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

7 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

8 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

9 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that !he City Council adopt a ten-year 

10 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

11 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

12 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

13 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

14 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

15 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

16 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

17 City Planning Commission on April10, 2008. A copy of the Apri110, 2008 power point 

18 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

19 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

20 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

21 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

22 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

23 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

24 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

25 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

26 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

27 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

28 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan. and potential 
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1 funding sources to meet the needs. 

2 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

3 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

4 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

5 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

6 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

7 the Los Angeles Planning Department, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative 

8 Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on 

9 the City's website. 

10 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 10 

11 If the answer to Special Interrogatory number 9 is in the affirmative, please state the 

12 dollar amount allocated for the purpose of PREPARING each ANNUAL REPORT ON 

13 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE and the date each dollar amount was allocated. 

14 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 10 

15 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement and 

16 Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

17 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

18 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

19 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

20 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

21 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

22 particular time. 

23 City further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected by 

24 the mental or deliberative process privilege. City further objects to this interrogatory on the 

25 grounds thatthe allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

26 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate a set aside of 

27 funds for the Planning Department to prepare the referenced Report. 

28 
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I City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARING, as 

2 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

3 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

4 City responds as follows: 

5 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

6 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

7 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

8 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

9 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

10 City's website. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

fiscal year 2001? (For purposes of interrogatories, "DEVELOPER FEES" shall mean those 

fees charged to any person by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT for land use development 

approval, including, but not limited to, application fees, miscellaneous fees appeal fees, land 

and development counseling fees, and processing fees.) 

RESPONSE TO SPECIAUNTERROGATORY No.11 

City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

particular time and because, under state law, Government Code section 66000 et seq., 

developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services provided, i.e., as defined in this 

Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, appeal fees, land 

development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other purpose and, in 
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1 addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those services. 

2 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 12 

3 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

4 fiscal year 2002? 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 12 

6 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement 

7 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

8 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

9 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty to 

10 prepare the referenced Report and because, under state law, Government Code section 

II 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services provided, i.e., as 

12 defined in this Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, 

13 appeal fees, land development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other 

14 purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those 

15 services. 

16 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 13 

17 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

18 fiscalyear2003? 

19 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 13 

20 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement 

21 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

22 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

23 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

24 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

25 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

26 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any . 

27 particular time and because, under state law, Government Code section 66000 et seq., 

28 developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services provided, i.e., as defined in this 
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1 Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, appeal fees, land 

2 development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other purpose and, in 

3 addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those services. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.14 

5 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

6 fiscal year 2004? 

7 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 14 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 ·and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

11 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

12 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

13 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

14 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

15 particular time and because, under state law, Government Code section 66000 et seq., 

16 developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services pro~tided, i.e., as defined in this 

17 Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, appeal fees, land 

18 development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other purpose and, in 

19 addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those services. 

20 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 15 

21 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

22 fiscal year 2005? 

23 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.15 

24 

25 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

26 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

27 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

28 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 
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I discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

2 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

3 particular time and because, under state law, Government Code section 66000 et seq., 

4 developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services provided, i.e., as defined in this 

5 Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, appeal fees, land 

6 development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other purpose and, in 

7 addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those services. 

8 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 16 

9 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

1 0 fiscal year 2006? 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 16 

City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

particular time and because, under state law, Government Code section 66000 et seq., 

developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services provided, i.e., as defined in this 

Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, appeal fees, land 

development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other purpose and, in 

addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those services. 

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.17 
. . ....... ..... . ......................... . 

How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

26 fiscal year 2007? 

27 

28 
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RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 17 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

6 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

7 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

8 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

9 particular time and because, under state law, Government Code section 66000 et seq., 

10 developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services provided, i.e., as defined in this 

11 Interrogatory to include "application fees, filing fees, miscellaneous fees, appeal fees, land 

12 development counseling fees, and processing fees" and not for any other purpose and, in 

13 addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs associated with those services. 

14 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.18 

15 For fiscal year 1998, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

16 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

17 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

18 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.18 

19 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

20 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

21 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

22 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

23 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

24 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

25 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

26 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City responds as follows: 
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1 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

2 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

3 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

4 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

5 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

6 City's website. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.19 

8 For fiscal year 1999, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

9 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

10 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

11 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.19 

12 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

13 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

14 burdensome .and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

15 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

16 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

17 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

18 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

19 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

20 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

21 City responds as follows: 

22 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

23 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

24 _Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

25 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

26 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

27 City's website. 

28 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 20 

2 For fiscal year 2000, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

3 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

4 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 20 

6 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

7 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

8 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

9 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

10 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

11 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

12 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

13 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

14 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City responds as follows: 

16 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

17 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

18 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

19 the los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief legislative Analyst 

20 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

21 City's website. 

22 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 21 

23 For fiscal year 2001, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

24 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

25 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

26 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 21 

27 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

28 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
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1 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

2 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

3 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

4 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

5 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

6 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

7 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

8 City responds as follows: 

9 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

10 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

11 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

12 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

13 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

14 City's website. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 22 

16 For fiscal year 2002, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

17 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

18 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

19 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 22 

20 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

21 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

22 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

23 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

24 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

25 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

26 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

27 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

28 
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Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: 

3 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

4 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

5 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

6 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

7 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

8 City's website. 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 23 

10 For fiscal year 2003, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

11 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

12 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

13 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 23 

14 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

15 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

16 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

17 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

18 Element does not impose any mandatont duty on the City, and provides the City with 

19 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

20 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

21 particular time or to allocate any portion df the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City responds as follows: 

24 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

25 the City to make a compilation or summa:·y of information contained in the records. The 

26 Planning Department budgets for the pre::.ent year and prior years are available for review at 

27 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

28 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 
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City's website. 

2 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 24 

3 For fiscal year 2004, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

4 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

5 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

6 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 24 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

8 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

9 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

10 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

11 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

12 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

13 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

14 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

15 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

16 City responds as follows: 

17 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

18 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

19 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

20 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

21 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

22 City's website .. 

23 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 25 

24 For fiscal year 2005, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

25 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

26 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

27 

28 
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1 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 25 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

6 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

7 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

8 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

9 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

10 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

11 City responds as follows: 

12 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

13 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

14 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

15 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

16 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

17 City's website. 

18 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 26 

19 For fiscal year 2006, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

20 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

21 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

22 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 26 

23 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

24 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
...... ....... . .. . 

25 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

26 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

. 27 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

28 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 
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1 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

2 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

3 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

4 City responds as follows: 

5 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

6 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

7 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 

8 the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

9 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

10 City's website. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 27 

12 For fiscal year 2007, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

13 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

14 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

15 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 27 

16 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

17 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

18 burdensome and oppressive because it is cine of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

19 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

20 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

21 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

22 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

23 particular time or to allocate any portion of the Planning Department's budget to the Report. 

24 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

25 City responds as follows: 

26 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

27 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

28 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 
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the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

2 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

3 City's website. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 28 

5 To date, how much money has been spent by YOU for the purpose of 

6 IMPLEMENTING the MONITORING PROGRAM. (For the purposes of these interrogatories, 

7 the term "IMPLEMENT' shall mean to fulfill, accomplish and put in operation; "MONITORING 

8 PROGRAM" shall mean the program of the same title to monitor the status of development 

9 activity, capabilities of infrastructure and public services to provide adequate levels of service 

10 and environmental impacts (e.g., air emissions), identifying critical constraints, deficiencies 

11 and planned improvements, as described in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, Chapter 10, Plan 

12 P42.) 

13 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 28 

14 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

15 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

16 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

17 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

18 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

19 discretion, to establish a monitoring program, and/or to establish the referenced program in 

20 any particular format or manner and/or within any particular time or to allocate any portion of 

21 the Planning Department's budget to the program. 

22 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term "IMPLEMENT' is 

23 vague and ambiguous. 

24 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

25 City responds as follows: 

26 The information requested is equally available to the Propounding Party and requires 

27 the City to make a compilation or summary of information contained in the records. The 

28 Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available for review at 
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I the Los Angeles Planning Department, the Office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst 

2 and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line each year on the 

3 City's website. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 29 

5 Please IDENTIFY all PERSONS by name and title whom are responsible for preparing 

6 the ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE from 1998 to the present. 

7 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 29 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

II reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

12 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

13 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

14 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

15 particular time. 

16 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term "preparing" is 

17 vague and ambiguous. 

18 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

19 City responds as follows: 

20 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

21 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

22 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

23 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

24 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. The supervisor of Mr. Cherene and Mr. Tsao 

25 (since July, 2001) is Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 
i 

26 Rm. 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. 

27 

28 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 30 

2 Please IDENTIFY each of YOUR INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES 

3 SYSTEMS which are, to date, OVERBURDENED by public demand and use. (For purposes 

4 of these interrogatories, 'INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES SYSTEMS" means 

5 and includes systems providing transportation, wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment 

6 and management, water supply, solid waste treatment, police, fire, libraries, parks, power 

7 supply, schools, telecommunications, street lighting, and urban forest, as those terms are 

8 used in Chapter 9 of the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, "OVERBURDENED" means subjected to 

9 an excessive burden or strain; overtaxed or overloaded.) 

10 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 30 

11 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

12 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

13 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

14 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

15 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

16 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

17 references a variety of systems including transportation, waste water, storm water treatment 

18 and management, water supply, solid waste treatment, police, fire, libraries, parks, power 

19 supply, schools, telecommunications, street lighting, and urban forest, each of which is a 

20 separate and distinct system. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

22 City responds as follows: None. 

23 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 31 

24 ... I[)ENTIFY each PERSON who has PREPARED any ANNUAL REPORT ON 

25 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE since May 1, 2000. 

26 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 31 

27 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

28 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
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1 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

2 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

3 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

4 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

5 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

6 particular time. 

7 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term "preparing" is 

8 vague and ambiguous. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

City responds as follows: 

The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. The supervisor of Mr. Cherene and Mr. Tsao 

(since July, 2001) is Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 

Rm. 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. 

SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 32 

For each PERSON IDENTIFIED in Special Interrogatory No. 31, please describe his or 

her responsibilities with respect to PREPARING the ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE. 

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 32 

City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and! or to prepare the 
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referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

2 particular time. 

3 · Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

4 City responds as follows: 

5 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

6 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

7 978-1381. The building permit activity is derived from permits issued by the Los Angeles 

8 Department of Building and Safety. Mr. Cherene analyzes the information provided by the 

9 Department of Building & Safety for each building for which a permit was issued. He 

10 identifies permits issued for new buildings, eliminating those issued for structures that are not 

11 buildings, such as signs, swimming pools, and retaining walls. He identifies permits issued 

12 for new construction, adaptive re-use (commercial or industrial buildings converted to 

13 residential use), and the revision of previously issued permits. He analyzes all permit 

14 revisions to distinguish those that affect floor space from those that reflect technical or 

15 administrative corrections by the Department of Building & Safety. He then creates records 

16 identifying each building permit issued for a building in which there is a change in the floor 

17 area, the number of housing units, or the use of the building. The new records include the 

18 project use, location, description, number of housing or light housekeeping units, and 

19 buildings or units removed from each property. Each building permit is linked to the site for 

20 which the permit was issued, so that it can be mapped on the city's geo-coded mapping 

21 systems. The records created by Mr. Cherene are produced quarterly and annually in hard 

22 copy and posted on the Planning Department's web site. His records are also provided 

23 annually to the State Department of Finance for its use in the development of population 

24 estimates for California cities and counties and for use in the calculation of various 

25 subvention funding formulas. The population and employment projections and estimates are 

26 prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. 

27 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978~1367. Population estimates are 

28 derived from the development of mathematical models based on a variety of data sources. 
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1 The primary components include the census, building permits, Los Angeles Department of 

2 Water and Power meter information, Los Angeles Unified School District school enrollment 

3 data for grades K-12 and group quarter population estimates. Population estimates are 

4 provided on both the citywide level and the "Area Planning Commission" level (seven 

5 geographic areas used for planning purposes). The City's population estimates are provided 

6 to SCAG and most city departments for their use in their specific decision-making capacities. 

7 Population projections are developed using population cohort survival component modeling. 

8 These components are derived from census data relating to birth rates, death rates, and 

9 migration data. The city's population projections are provided to SCAG for use in the State-

10 mandated Regional Transportation Plan and Regional Housing Needs Assessment and to 

11 MWD and DWP to assist in their water supply and demand analyses. 

12 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 33 

13 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from April1, 2000 to the present between 

14 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Planning Commission RELATING 

15 TO any ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. (For purposes of these 

16 interrogatories, "COMMUNICATION" means and includes the conveyance to or exchange of 

17 information of any kind or messages with any PERSON for any purpose by any written, oral, 

18 or electronic means or method; "REFER TO," "REFERRING TO," RELATE TO" or 

19 "RELATING TO" shall mean and include, concerning, bearing upon, commenting upon, 

20 reflecting, constituting, evidencing, pertaining to, describing or depicting;). 

21 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 33 

22 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

23 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

24 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

25 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

26 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

27 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

28 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 
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1 particular time. 

2 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

3 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Planning Commission meets twice a month and, 

4 since April 1, 2000, has received potentially tens of thousands of "COMMUNICATIONS" from 

5 the Planning Department during that time which would need to be reviewed. City further 

6 objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and 

7 ambiguous. 

8 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 34 

9 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from January 1, 2001 to the present 

10 between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 

11 RELATING TO the absence of an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

12 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

13 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 34 

14 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

15 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

16 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

17 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

18 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

19 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

20 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

21 particular time. 

22 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

23 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Planning Commission meets twice a month and, 

24 since April1, 2000, has received potentially tens of thousands of "COMMUNICATIONS" from 

25 the Planning Department during that time which would need to be reviewed. City further 

26 objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and 

27 ambiguous. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the phrase, 

28 "RELATING TO the absence of' is vague and ambiguous. 
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I SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 35 

2 Please !DENT! FY all COMMUNICATIONS from April 1, 2000 to the present between 

3 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Council RELATING TO any 

4 ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

5 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 35 

6 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

7 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

8 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

9 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

10 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

11 . discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

12 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

13 particular time. 

14 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome and 

15 oppressive in that the City Council meets three times a week and, since April 1, 2000, has 

16 received potentially tens of thousands of "COMMUNICATIONS" from the Planning 

17 Department during that time which would need to be reviewed. City further objects to this 

18 Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible 

19 evidence because there is no mandatory duty to prepare the referenced Report. City further 

20 objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and 

21 ambiguous. 

22 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 36 

23 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from January 1, 2001 to the present 

24 between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Council RELATING TO 

25 the absence of an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

26 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 36 

27 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

28 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
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burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

. 2 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

3 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

4 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

5 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

6 particular time. 

7 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome and 

8 oppressive in that the City Council meets three times a week and, since April1, 2000, has 

9 received potentially tens of thousands of "COMMUNICATIONS" from the Planning 

10 Department during that time which would need to be reviewed. City further objects to this 

11 Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible 

12 evidence because there is no mandatory duty to prepare the referenced Report. City further 

13 objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and 

14 ambiguous. 

15 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the phrase, "RELATING 

16 TO the absence of' is vague and ambiguous. 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 37 

18 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

19 and the Department of Public Works, from January 1, 2004 to present, RELATING TO 

20 OVERBURDENED WASTEWATER TREAMENT CAPACITY. ('WASTEWATER 

21 TREATMENT CAPACITY" shall mean the ability to treat, prior to discharge into the Santa 

22 Monica Bay or any rivers or streams, waste matter or excrement carried away in sewers or 

23 drains; "DEMAND" shall mean the need to make use of a service.) 

24. RESPONSETOSPECIAL.INTERROGATORY No. 37 .. 

25 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

26 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

27 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

28 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 
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1 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

2 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

3 references the ability to treat, prior to discharge into the Santa Monica Bay or any rivers or 

4 streams, waste matter or excrement carried away in sewers or drains all of which are 

5 different and none of which have been defined herein. 

6 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "COMMUNICATIONS," 

7 "OVERBURDENED," and "WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY" are vague, ambiguous 

8 and overbroad. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City responds as follows: None. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 38 

12 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

13 and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board from January 1, 2004 to present 

14 RELATING TO OVERBURDENED WASTEWATER TREAMENT CAPACITY. 

15 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 38 

16 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement 

17 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

18 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

19 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

20 information that goes beyond the scOpe of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

21 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

22 references the ability to treat, prior to discharge into the Santa Monica Bay or any rivers or 

23 streams, waste matter or excrement carried away in sewers or drains all of which are 

24 . dJfferent .Clnd.JWne ofwhJch have been definedherein, 

25 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "COMMUNICATIONS," 

26 "OVERBURDENED," and "WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY" are vague, ambiguous 

27 and overbroad. 

28 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: None. · 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 39 

4 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

5 and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, from January 1, 2004 to present 

6 RELATING TO power supply for the City of Los Angeles not meeting the DEMAND for power 

7 in the City of Los Angeles 

8 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 39 

9 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

10 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

II burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

12 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

13 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

14 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

15 references the conveyance to or exchange of information of any kind or messages with any 

16 PERSON for any purpose by any written, oral or electronic means or method which are 

17 different and compound. 

18 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "COMMUNICATION," and 

19 "DEMAND" are vague, ambiguous and overbroad. 

20 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

21 City responds as follows: None. 

22 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 40 

23 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

24 and the LosAnf]eles CountyDepartmentof Public Works, from January 1, 2006 to present, 

25 RELATING TO STORMWATER RUNOFF causing SEWAGE SPILLS. ("STORMWATER 

26 RUNOFF" shall mean the water derived from rains falling within the tributary basin, flowing 

27 over the surface of the ground or collected in channels or conduits; "SEWAGE SPILLS" 

28 means raw and untreated sewage entering any water of the State of California or water of the 
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1 United States.) 

2 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 40 

3 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

4 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

5 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

6 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

7 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

8 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

9 references water derived from rains falling within the tributary basin, flowing over surface of 

10 the ground or collected in channels or conduits each of which is a different source of water. 

11 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "COMMUNICATIONS," 

12 "STORMWATER RUNOFF," and "SEWAGE SPILLS" are vague, ambiguous and overbroad. 

13 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

14 City responds as follows: 

15 The "Integrated Resource Plan" (IRP) produced in or about November 2006, the 

16 Quarterly and the Monthly Reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. These 

17 reports are communications made available to the Planning Department. This information 

18 was obtained from Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los 

19 Angeles, California 90015, (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the 

20 Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015, (213) 485-

21 2210. 

22 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 41: 

23 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

24 .. and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, from January 1, 2004 to present, 

25 RELATING TO STORMWATER RUNOFF CAUSING SEWAGE SPILLS. 

26 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 41 

27 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

28 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
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burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

2 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

3 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

4 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

5 references water derived from rains falling within the tributary basin, flowing over surface of 

6 the ground or collected in channels or conduits each of which is a different source of water. 

7 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "COMMUNICATIONS," 

8 "STORMWATER RUNOFF," and "SEWAGE SPILLS" are vague, ambiguous and overbroad. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City responds as follows: 

11 The "Integrated Resource Plan" (IRP) produced in or about November 2006, the 

12 Quarterly and the Monthly Reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. These 

13 reports are communications made available to the Planning Department. This information 

14 was obtained from Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los 

15 Angeles, California 90015, (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the 

16 Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015, (213) 485-

17 2210. 

18 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 42 

19 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

20 and the Department of Water and Power, from January 1, 2004 to present, RELATING TO 

21 water supply not meeting DEMAND for water in the City of Los Angeles. 

22 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 42 

23 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

24 . §lnd(;ontinljing()biections~ Cityfurther objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is · 

25 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

26 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

27 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

28 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 
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1 references the conveyance to or exchange of information of any kind or messages with any 

2 PERSON for any purpose by any written, oral or electronic means or method which are 

3 different and compound. 

4 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "DEMAND" and 

5 "COMMUNICATION" are vague, ambiguous and overbroad. 

6 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

7 City responds as follows: None. 

8 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 43 

9 Please IDENTIFY all water supply shortages in the City of Los Angeles at any time 

10 between January 1, 1998 and the present, and for each water supply shortage IDENTIFIED, 

11 state the dates each water supply shortage remained in effect. 

12 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 43 

13 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

14 · and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

15 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

16 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests 

17 information that goes beyond the scope of this lawsuit. This interrogatory is objected to as 

18 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f), as this interrogatory 

19 references definition of IDENTIFY which contains subparts (a) through (g) which are different 

20 and compound. 

21 City further objects on the grounds that the term "IDENTIFY" is vague, ambiguous and 

22 overbroad. 

23 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

24 City responds as follows: None. 
I .... ... ... .. ... .... . ............ ······ .. 

25 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 44 

26 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has PREPARED a 

27 TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT. (For purposes of these 

28 interrogatories, TRANSPORTATION EVALUA TJON REPORT refers to the report of the same 
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1 name referenced and described in Chapter VIII, Section D of the Transportation Element of 

2 the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN.) 

3 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 44 

4 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

5 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

6 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

7 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on 

8 the City, and the City with discretion, to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or to prepare the 

9 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

10 particular time. 

11 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

12 City responds as follows: 

13 The city's budget has not permitted staffing resources in the Planning Department to 

14 increase despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work 

15 program. As a result, in the exercise of discretion, staff has been reallocated to handle 

16 higher priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the 

17 Department's required responsibilities as set forth in the City Charter and other applicable 

18 laws. 

19 The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

20 (CMP), as mandated by the MTA, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

21 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MTA. The CMP 

22 contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical City 

23 intersections. The Transportation Element identifies the CMP as one of the components of 

24 the Transportation Element Evaluation Report. 

25 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

26 new Community Plan update program. 

27 

28 

50 

RESPONDENT CITY'S RESPONSE TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' FIRST SET OF 
SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney (SBN: 125465X) 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney (SBN: 102630) 

2 TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney (SBN: 137182) 
700 City Hall East 

3 200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

4 Telephone: (213l978-8248 
Facsimile: (213 978-8214. 

5 E-Mail: teny.kau mann-macias@lacity.org 

6 Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 

7 CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 

8 LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

12 . LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual, and 
LA BREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION, a 

13 California unincorporated association; 
14 LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

ASSOCIATION OF HOLLYWOOD, a 
I 5 California unincorporated association; SAN 

16 
PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS 
UNITED, INC., a California tax-exempt 

17 corporation; GRANADA HILLS ALLIANCE 
FOR SMART GROWTH, a California 

18 unincorporated association; HOLLYWOOD 

19 
HERITAGE, INC., a California tax-exempt 
corporation; OLD GRANADA HILLS 

20 RESIDENTS' GROUP, a California tax
exempt corporation; Residents Against Cut-

2 I thru (ReACT), a California unincorporated 

22 association; SAN PEDRO PENINSUAL 
HOMEOWNERS COALITION, a California 

23 unincorporated association; R 
NEIGHBORHOODS ARE 1, a California 

24 unincorporated association; WESTWOOD 
··soUTHOFSANTAMONICABLVD.· 

25 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 

26 California tax-exempt corporation; 

27 

28 vs. 

Petitioners, 

Case No.: BS 115435 

Assigned to the Honorable James C. 
Chalfant, Dept. 85 

Action Filed: June 20, 2008 

RESPONDENT AND DEFENDANT CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES' SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSES TO PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF 
LUCILLE SAUNDERS' FIRST SET OF 
SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 
PROPOUNDED TO 
RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 

RESPONDf:NT CITY'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' 
FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
I OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

5 

Res ondents. 

PROPOUNDING PARTY: 

6 RESPONDING PARTY: 

7 SETNO. 

Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles 

One 

8 

9 Respondents City of Los Angeles, City Council of Los Angeles and City of Los 

10 Angeles Planning Department (collectively "City") submit the following supplemental 

11 responses to Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders' First Set of Special Interrogatories to 

12 Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, Set One, as follows: 

13 

14 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These answers and objections are made solely for the purpose of this action. Each 

15 response is subject to all objections as to competence, relevance, materiality, proprietary and 

16 admissibility, and any other objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of any 

17 response herein as if made by a witness present testifying in Court, all of which objections 

18 and grounds are reserved and may be interposed at the time of trial. 

19 No incident or implied admissions are intended hereby. The fact that City has 

20 responded to these· interrogatories should not be taken that City accepts or admits the fact(s) 

21 set forth or assumed by these interrogatories, or that such response constitutes admissible 

22 evidence. 

23 While these responses are based upon a diligent exploration and investigation by City, 

24 they reflect the current state of City knowledge respectingthese matters: . City has_ not yet .• 

25 conducted its discovery. Accordingly, City has not been able to ascertain all relevant facts 

26 herein, and these answers are not intended to be final and/or conclusive. City reserves the 

27 right to amend, supplement, delete from, alter, modify, or otherwise change any answer 

28 I I I 
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1 herein as further discovery may make appropriate, and when City has ascertained all relevant 

2 facts. 

3 

4· 

SPECIFIC RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS 

5 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.1 

6 Please IDENTIFY each ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

7 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has PUBLISHED since 2001. (For purposes of these 

8 interrogatories, the term "IDENTIFY" when referring to a PERSON means: (a) each and 

9 every present name of the PERSON; (b) each and every alias and previous name of the 

10 PERSON; (c) each and every address of the PERSON; AND (d) each and every job 

11 description or job title of the PERSON. The term "IDENTIFY" when referring to a 

12 DOCUMENT means: (a) the name, business affiliation AND last known address of the 

13 PERSON or PERSONS who prepared it AND of the PERSON or PERSONS who signed it 

14 OR over whose name it was issued; (b) the name, business affiliation AND last known 

15 Address of each PERSON to whom it was addressed: (c) the nature AND substance of the 

16 DOCUMENT with sufficient particularity to enable the same to be identified, including its title 

17 AND date, if any' (d) the portion thereof which bears upon the subject inquired of in the 

18 interrogatory in question; (e) the name, business affiliation AND address of each PERSON 

19 who presently has custody of the DOCUMENT OR any copy of it; (f) the location of the 

20 DOCUMENT AND each copy of it; AND (g) whether YOU will voluntarily make the 

21 DOCUMENT OR a copy of it available for inspection AND copying without a court order. At 

22 YOUR option, YOU may attach a copy of any DOCUMENT mentioned in YOUR answers in 

23 which case YOU may omit items (c) through (f) of the foregoing; 

24 "PERSON" or "PERSONS" means and refers to any individual, company or business entity of 

25 whatever formation or designation, or governmental organization; 

26 "DOCUMENT' or 'WRITING" means and refers to all written, typed or other graphic material 

27 of any kind or nature, and any other tangible thing by which information or data is stored, 

28 including, without limitation, any writing, drawing, film, graph, chart, photograph, phone 
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1 record, mechanical or electrical sound recording, or transcript thereof any retrievable data, 

2 whether in computer storage, carded, punched, taped, coded or stored electrostatically, 

3 electromagnetically, or otherwise, and any other data compilation for which information can 

4 be obtained. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the term "DOCUMENT" shall 

5 include all contracts, forms, correspondence, letters, telegram messages, telephone 

6 messages, telephone statements of bills, checks, receipts, notices, notes of conversations, 

7 memoranda, reports, diaries, minutes, recitals, statements, worksheets, abstracts, resumes, 

8 summaries, notes, jottings, books, journals, ledgers, audits, maps, charts, diagrams, drafts, 

9 newspapers, appointment books, desk calendars, expense reports, tape recordings, video 

10 recordings, agreements,. appraisals, financial statements, calendars, analyzes and other 

11 tangible writings, including all partial and complete copies, drafts and final versions thereof, 

12 and attachments and enclosures therewith, as defined in California Evidence code §250; 

13 "ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE" shall mean the report of the 

14 same title identified in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT: 

15 "FRAMEWORK ELEMENT" shall mean the document with the same name that comprises a 

16 portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN; 

17 "CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN" OR "GENERAL PLAN" shall mean the 

18 document mandated by California Government Code§ 65300 that serves as a foundation for 

19 all the City's land use development decisions; 

20 "PLANNING DEPARTMENT" shall mean the City of Los Angeles, Department of Planning; 

21 "PUBLISHED" shall mean PREPARED and issued printed material for public distribution; 

22 "PREPARED" shall mean drafted or composed in writing, whether or not distributed to the 

23 public.) 

24 

25 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

26 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

27 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

28 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 
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1 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

2 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

3 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

4 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

5 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

6 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

7 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

8 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

9 Plan Framework Element. 

10 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PUBLISHED as 

II defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

12 method of publication, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

13 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

14 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, c:onfusing and 

15 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

16 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan · 

17 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

18 infrastructure report or present the information in one single format. 

19 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

20 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

21 Since at least 2001, the Planning Department has prepared annual growth reports 

22 covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections 

23 and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing 

24 construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with the 

25 population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level 

26 (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; 

27 link-> Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by 

28 entering the planning area of interest and the year and the user/reader can compare the 
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1 differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth information is also presented 

2 in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info link. The building permit 

3 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

4 citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

5 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

6 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and chart forms, 

7 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

8 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

9 estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building and Safety's 

10 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

11 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

12 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. 

13 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The population and 

· 14 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

15 Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

16 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

17 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-

18 outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

19 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

20 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

21 information (with the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

22 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 

23 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted 

24 by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 

25 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

26 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

27 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

28 http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 
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I of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)" in all other budget years). 

2 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound documents 

3 entitled Annual Reports on Growth and Infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-

4 1996, and 1996-1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the 

5 reports due to changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of 

6 Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, 

7 the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 

8 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take 

9 advantage of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in 

10 stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as 

11 they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development 

12 activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. 

13 Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near 

14 future." 

15 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

16 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

17 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

18 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

19 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

20 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

21 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

22 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

23 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

24 inf~astructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

25 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

26 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

27 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

28 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), 
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1 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

2 ·funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

3 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

4 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

5 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

6 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

7 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

8 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

9 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

10 mandatory duty on the City. 

11 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

12 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and 

13 infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate 

14 infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the time of the adoption of the 

15 Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected 

16 that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, 

17 Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-

18 migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such 

19 that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. 

20 The Planning Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to 

21 verify the City is well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the 

22 population for which the Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure 

23 to support. 

24 .. The PlanningDepartment has determined that, in the future, the community plan 

25 update process is the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at 

26 the community-wide level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the 

27 distribution of the city's 4.3 million population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time 

28 since the 1960's, adopted a funding policy to permit the Department of City Planning to 
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1 develop such a comprehensive community plan update program. In a report presented to the 

2 City Council in January, 2008, S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that 

3 the City Council adopt a ten-year "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding 

4 policy. She stated that under the new program, each community plan update will take 

5 approximately 3 years to complete, that the Department will work on 12 community plans at 

6 all times, and complete the update of four community plans each year (after year 3). Based 

7 on this schedule, the Department will always be in the process of updating 12 Community 

8 Plans, and all 35 community plans will be more comprehensive documents and all will be 

9 updated by the year 2017. The funding program and schedule were adopted by the City 

10 Council. A similar report was made to the City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A 

11 copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to the City Planning Commission is 

12 attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

13 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

14 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

15 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

16 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

17 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

18 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

19 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

20 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

21 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

22 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

23 funding sources to meet the needs. 

24 The Planning Department relies on the process provided by the California 

25 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the 

26 project-specific level. 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.2 

2 Please IDENTIFY each ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

3 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has PREPARED since 2001. 

4 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.2 

5 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

6 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

7 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

8 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

9 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

10 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

11 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

12 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

13 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

14 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

15 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

16 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

17 Plan Framework Element. 

18 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

19 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

20 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

21 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

22 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

23 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

24 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

25 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

26 infrastructure report or present the information in one single format. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 
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1 Since 2001, the Planning Department has prepared annual growth reports covering 

2 each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections and 

3 estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing construction 

4 activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with the population 

5 estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission .level (there are 

6 seven such areas). Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; link-> 

7 Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by entering 

8 the planning area of interest and the year and the user/reader can compare the differences 

9 amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth informatiofl is also presented in the 

10 Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info link. The building permit 

11 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

12 citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

13 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

14 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and chart forms, 

15 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

16 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

17 estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building and Safety's 

18 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

19 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

20 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. 

21 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381 .. The population and 

22 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

23 Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

24 978~1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

25 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-

26 outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

27 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

28 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

11 

RESPONDENT CITY'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' 
FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



1 information (with the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

2 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 

3 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted 

4 by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 

5 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

6 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

7 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

8 http://www.lacitv.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 

9 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)" in all other budget years). 

10 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound documents 

11 entitled Annual Reports on Growth and Infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-

12 1996, and 1996-1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the 

13 reports due to changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of 

14 Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, 

15 the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 

16 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take 

17 advantage of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in 

18 stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as 

19 they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development 

20 activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. 

21 Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near 

22 future." 

23 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

24 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

25 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

26 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

27 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

28 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 
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1 required. responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

2 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

3 and financing of preparation ofits various programs, including the annual growth and 

4 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

5 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

6 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

7 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

8 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), 

9 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

10 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

11 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

12 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

13 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

14 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

15 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

16 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

17 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

18 mandatory duty on the City. 

19 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental impact Report (EIR) 

20 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and 

21 infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate 

22 infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the time of the adoption of the 

23 Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected 

24. that.the.Cityw9l11d rea<::h apqpulationof4.3million people in the year 2010, Since that time, 

25 Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-

26 migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such 

27 that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. 

28 The Planning Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to 
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1 verify the City is well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the 

2 population fdr which the Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure 

3 to support 

4 The Planning Department has determined that, in the future, the community plan 

5 update process is the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at 

6 the community-wide level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the 

7 distribution of the city's 4.3 million population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time 

8 since the 1960's, adopted a funding policy to permit the Department of City Planning to 

9 develop such a comprehensive community plan update program. In a report presented to the 

10 City Council in January, 2008, S. Gai.l Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that 

11 the City Council adopt a ten-year "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding 

12 policy. She stated that under the new program, each community plan update will take 

13 approximately 3 years to complete, that the Department will work on 12 community plans at 

14 all times, and complete the update of four community plans each year (after year 3). Based 

15 on this schedule, the Department will always be in the process of updating 12 Community 

16 Plans, and all 35 community plans will be more comprehensive documents and all will be 

17 updated by the year 2017. The funding program and schedule were adopted by the City 

18 Council. A similar report was made to the City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A 

19 copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to the City Planning Commission is 

20 attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

21 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

22 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

23 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

24 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

25 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is· 

26 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

27 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

28 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 
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1 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

2 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

3 funding sources to meet the needs. 

4 The Planning Department relies on the process provided by the California 

5 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the 

6 project-specific level. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.3 

8 Please state whether YOU have at any time PREPARED an INFRASTRUCTURE 

9 SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the GENERAL PLAN? (For purposes of these interrogatories, the 

10 term "YOU" shall mean the City of Los Angeles including any department, agency, bureau, 

II commission or subdivision thereof, or any person or entity, whether public or private, acting 

12 under the authority of the City of Los Angeles; "INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT" 

13 shall mean the same as that term is used in the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN.) 

14 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.3 

15 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

16 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

17 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

18 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

19 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

20 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

21 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

22 Database, or an Infrastructure Systems Element and/or to prepare the referenced Report, 

23 Program, Element, or Database in any particular format, method and/or manner, and/or 

24 initiate and/or complete the Report, ProQram, Element or Database at any particular time, 

25 and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing 

26 and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking additional 

27 approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

28 Ill 
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City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the terms PREPARED and 

2 INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the GENERAL PLAN as defined and used in 

3 this interrogatory are vague, confusing and ambiguous because they are inconsistent with the 

4 City's terminology and practice with respect to adopting, naming and amending elements to 

5 its General Plan and because State law does not require the adoption of an Infrastructure 

6 Systems Element. 

7 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

8 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

9 The City has prepared the following elements, which are now known as the 

10 Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan: 

11 "City-Owned Power Transmission Rights of Way" (Adopted 1-2-69); 

12 "Power System" (Adopted 12-31-68): 

13 "Sewerage" (Adopted 11-26-68); 

14 "Water System" (Adopted 1-14-69); 

15 "City-Collected Refuse Disposal" (Adopted 1-5-72). 

16 The City has also prepared the following documents, which are part of what is now 

17 known as the Safety Element, an element related to the Infrastructure Systems Element: 

18 "Drainage" (Adopted 9-19-68); 

19 "Fire Protection" (Adopted 1-16-79); 

20 "Safety" (Adopted 9-19-75); and 

21 "Seismic Safety" (Adopted 9-10-75). 

22 The Infrastructure Systems Element, as it is now called, is slated to be updated, but no 

23 funds have been allocated in any approved Planning Department budget up to this time. 

24 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan, including the names of the adopted 

25 elements and any of their prior names, is attached to these special interrogatories. 

26 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.5: 

27 If the answer to Special Interrogatory number 3 is jn the affirmative, please state the 

28 most recent date the INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the CITY OF 
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1 LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN was PREPARED. 

2 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.5: 

3 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

4 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

5 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

· 6 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

7 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

8 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

9 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

10 Database, or an Infrastructure Systems Element and/or to prepare the referenced Report, 

11 Program, Element, or Database in any particular format, method and/or manner, and/or 

12 initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, Element or Database at any particular time, 

13 and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing 

14 and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking additional 

15 approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

16 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the terms PREPARED and 

17 INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS ELEMENT of the GENERAL PLAN as defined and used in 

18 this interrogatory are vague, confusing and ambiguous because they are inconsistent with the 

19 City's terminology and practice with respect to adopting, naming and amending elements to 

20 its General Plan and because State law does not require the adoption of an Infrastructure 

21 Systems Element. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

24 The City has prepared the following elements, which are part of what is now known as 

25 Infrastructure Systems Element of the General Plan: 

26 "City-Owned Power Transmission Rights of Way" (Adopted 1-2-69); 

27 "Power System" (Adopted 12-31-68}; 

28 "Sewerage" (Adopted 11-26-68); 
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1 "Water System" (Adopted 1-14-69); 

2 "City-Collected Refuse Disposal" (Adopted 1-5-72). 

3 The City has prepared the following elements, which are part of what is now known as 

4 the Safety Element, an element related to the Infrastructure Systems Element: 

5 "Drainage" (Adopted 9-19-68); 

6 "Fire Protection" (Adopted 1-16-79); 

7 "Safety" (Adopted 9-19-75); and 

8 "Seismic Safety" (Adopted 9-10-75). 

9 The Infrastructure Systems Element, as it is now called, is slated to be updated, but no 

I 0 funds have been allocated in any approved Planning Department budget up to this time. 

II A copy of the Structure of the General Plan, including the names of the adopted 

12 elements and any of their prior names, is attached to these special interrogatories. 

13 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.6 

14 Please state whether YOU have at anytime PREPARED a PUBLIC FACILITIES AND 

15 SERVICES ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN. (For purposes of 

16 these interrogatories, the term "PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT" shall mean 

17 the same as that term is used in the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN. 

18 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.6 

19 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

20 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

21 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

22 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

23 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

24 .the.General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, .doe.s.not mandate .th.at the. City prepare 

25 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

26 Database, or a Public Facilities and Services Element and/or to prepare the referenced 

27 Report, Program, Element, or Database in any particular format, method and/or manner, 

28 and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, Element or Database at any particular 

18 

RESPONDENT CITY'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' 
FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

2 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

3 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

4 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the terms PREPARED and 

5 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT of the GENERAL PLAN as defined and 

6 used in this interrogatory are vague, confusing and ambiguous because they are inconsistent 

7 with the City's terminology and practice with respect to adopting, naming and amending 

8 elements to its General Plan and because State law does not require the adoption of a Public 

9 Facilities and Services Element. 

10 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

11 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

12 The City has prepared the following elements, which are now known as the Public 

13 Facilities and Services Element of the General Plan: 

14 "Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

15 "Public Libraries" (Adopted 11-4-68); 

16 "Public Recreation" (Adopted 1 0-9-80); 

17 "Public Schools" (Adopted 11-4-68). 

18 The Public Facilities and Services Element, as it is now called, is slated to be updated, 

19 but no funds have been allocated in any approved Planning Department budget up to this 

20 time. 

21 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan, including the names of the adopted 

22 elements and any of their prior names, is attached to these special interrogatories. 

23 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.8 

24 If the .answer to. Spec:::i'!llnterrog?tory nurnb.er6 .i.sin. the affirfT]atiye, pleasestatethe 

25 most recent date the PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT of the CITY OF LOS 

26 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN was PREPARED. 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.8: 

2 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

3 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

4 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

5 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

6 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

7 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

8 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

9 Database, or a Public Facilities and Services Element and/or to prepare the referenced 

10 Report, Program, Element, or Database in any particular format, method and/or manner, 

11 and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, Element or Database at any particular 

12 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

13 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

14 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

15 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the terms PREPARED and 

16 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT of the GENERAL PLAN as defined and 

17 used in this interrogatory are vague, confusing and ambiguous because they are inconsistent 

18 with the City's terminology and practice with respect to adopting, naming and amending 

19 elements to its General Plan and because State law does not require the adoption of a Public 

20 Facilities and Services Element. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

22 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

23 The City has prepared the following elements, which are now known as Public 

24 Fac.iliti.es .. and. Service!? E.lementofthe G.Eineral Plan: 

25 "Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails" (Adopted 12-31-68); 

26 "Public Libraries" (Adopted 11-4-68); 

27 "Public Recreation" (Adopted 1 0-9-80); 

28 "Public Schools" (Adopted 11-4-68). 
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1 The Public Facilities and Services Element, as it is now called, is slated to be updated, 

2 but no funds have been allocated in any approved Planning Department budget up to this 

3 time. 

4 A copy of the Structure of the General Plan, including the names of the adopted 

5 elements and any of their prior names, is attached to these special interrogatories. 

6 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.9 

7 Between 1998 and the present, have YOU allocated general funds for the purpose of 

8 PREPARING an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE? 

9 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.9 

I 0 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

II calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

12 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

13 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

14 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

15 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

16 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

17 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

18 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

19 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

20 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

21 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

22 Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a 

23 discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 31 0 et seq., which does not 

24 mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department to prepare the referenced Report . 
. . 

25 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the tenn PREPARED as 

26 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

27 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

28 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 
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1 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

2 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

3 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

4 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

5 infrastructure report or present the information in one single format 

6 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

7 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

8 The City Planning Department's budget does not allocate general funds specifically to 

9 perform work on any document entitled Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure Report. 

10 Instead, preparation of any reports under the General Plan Framework Element is rolled into 

11 the Planning Department's general work program. The work program is established by the 

12 City Charter, City Council and Mayor direction, and other federal, state and local legal 

13 requirements. A good portion.of the Planning Department's work program is funded by the 

14 City's General Fund, which is approved in the City's budget each year by the Mayor and City 

15 Council. While the Department's work program consists of hundreds of specific activities, 

16 these individual work tasks are aggregated into general categories in the budget, such as 

17 "project planning program," "comprehensive planning program," and "general administration." 

18 Specific work tasks are only identified in the budget when such a task creates a change in 

19 departmental staffing, requiring a new position that was not in the previous year's budget 

20 (and resultant funding and staffing authority) or the elimination of a position that was funded 

21 in the previous year. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years 

22 are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

23 Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 

24 ·Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

25 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are posted on line 

26 each year on the City's website at http://www.lacity.orglcaolbudgets.htm. 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.10 

2 If the answer to Special Interrogatory number 9 is in the affirmative, please state the 

3 dollar amount allocated for the purpose of PREPARING each ANNUAL REPORT ON 

4 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE and the date each dollar amount was allocated. 

5 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 10 

6 Not applicable. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.11 

8 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

9 fiscal year 2001? (For purposes of interrogatories, "DEVELOPER FEES" shall mean those 

10 fees charged to any person by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT for land use development 

11 approval, including, but not limited to, application fees, miscellaneous fees appeal fees, land 

12 and development counseling fees, and processing fees.) 

13 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.11 

14 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

15 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state law, Government Code 

16 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

17 provided, not for any other purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs 

18 associated with those services. 

19 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

20 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

21 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

22 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

23 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

24 City supplements its prior response to thisJoterrogC~t()ry by interprE)tingdeveloper fees as it . 

25 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

26 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

27 deposits (hereafter"Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 

28 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additional 
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1 expenses (hereafter "Expedited Revenue"), as follows: 

2 Fiscal Year (hereafter "FY") 2001 - $5,207,948 (Processing Fees). 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 12 

4 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

5 fiscal year 2002? 

6 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 12 

7 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

8 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state law, Government Code 

9 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

10 provided, not for any other purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs 

11 associated with those services. 

12 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

13 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

14 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

15 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

16 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

17 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory by interpreting developer fees as it 

18 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

19 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental Impact Report (EIR)· 

20 deposits (hereafter "Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 

21 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additional 

22 expenses (hereafter "Expedited Revenue"), as follows: 

23 FY 2002-$5,237,470 (Processing Fees- $5,063,985; EIR costs- $173,484). 

24 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 13 
.. . . . . .. . ... 

25 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

26 fiscal year 2003? 

27 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.13 

28 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 
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1 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state law, Government Code 

2 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

3 provided, not for any other purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs 

4 associated with those services. 

5 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

6 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

7 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

8 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory by interpreting developer fees as it 

11 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

12 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

13 deposits (hereafter "Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 

14 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additional 

15 expenses (hereafter "Expedited Revenue"), as follows: 

16 FY 2003-$5,390.555 (Processing Fees- $5,337,489; EIR costs- $53,066). 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.14 

18 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

19 fiscalyear2004? 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 14 

21 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

22 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state Jaw, Government Code 

23 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

24 provided. p()t foranyotherpufPose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs. 

25 associated with those services. 

26 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

27 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

28 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

25 

RESPONDENT CITY'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' 
FIRST SET OF SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



1 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

2 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

3 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory by interpreting developer fees as it 

4 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

5 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental impact Report (EIR) 

6 deposits (hereafter "Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 

7 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additionai 

8 expenses (hereafter "Expedited Revenue"), as follows: 

9 FY 2004-$6,990,063 (Processing Fees- $6,813,610; EIR costs- $176,453); 

10 $248,000 (Expedited Revenue). 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.15 

12 . How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

13 fiscal year 2005? 

14 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 15 

15 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

16 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state law, Government Code 

17 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

18 provided, not for any other purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs 

19 associated with those services. 

20 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

21 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

22 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

23 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

24 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 
......... -. ,, .... ' '' ,, ' . . . ,,, .. , ,, .. '• . . ... . . ., .. '' ..... ,, '''' ---- ... , . 

25 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory by interpreting developer fees as it 

26 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

27 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

28 deposits (hereafter 'Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 
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1 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additional 

2 expenses (hereafter "Expedited Revenue"), as follows: 

3 FY 2005-$8,731,516 (Processing Fees- $8,489,372; EIR costs- $242,143); 

4 $1,962,760 (Expedited Revenue). 

5 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 16 

6 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

7 fiscal year 2006? 

8 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.16 

9 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

10 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state law, Government Code 

11 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

12 provided, not for any other purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs 

13 associated with those services. 

14 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

15 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

16 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

17 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

18 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

19 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory by interpreting developer fees as it 

20 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

21 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

22 deposits (hereafter "Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 

23 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additional 

24 eXPensf'JS (here<Jfter "Eoxpedited Revenue"), as follows: 

25 FY 2006-$11,659,355 (Processing Fees- $11,361 ,462; EIR costs- $297,894); 

26 $3,058,238 (Expedited Revenue). 

27 I I I 

28 I I I 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.17 

2 How much revenue has the City of Los Angeles collected from DEVELOPER FEES in 

3 fiscalyear2007? 

4 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.17 

5 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

6 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because, under state law, Government Code 

7 section 66000 et seq., developer fees can only be used to cover the cost of services 

8 provided, not for any other purpose and, in addition, must be in direct proportion to the costs 

9 associated with those services. 

10 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the interrogatory is vague, 

11 confusing and ambiguous because in the City of Los Angeles, application fees and 

12 processing fees are synonymous, the City does not charge land and development counseling 

13 fees, and because miscellaneous fees are not identified. 

14 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory by interpreting developer fees as it 

16 understands and uses the term to mean planning and land use revenue, including fees for 

17 processing applications and appeals, as well as initial Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

18 deposits (hereafter "Processing Fees") and EIR costs above the initial deposit (hereafter EIR 

19 costs"), and fees for expedited permit services, including initial deposits and additional 

20 expenses (hereafter "Expedited Revenue"), as follows: 

21 FY 2007 • $10,546,540 (Processing Fees· $10,315,216; EIR costs- $231 ,324); 

22 $2,519,115 (Expedited Revenue). 

23 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.18 

24 For fiscal year 1998, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

25 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

26 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

27 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No.18 

28 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 
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1 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

2 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

3 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

4 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2} 

5 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

6 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

7 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

8 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

9 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

10 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

11 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

12 Plan Framework Element. 

13 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

14 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

15 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

16 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

17 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

18 ambiguous as to the tenm ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

19 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

20 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

21 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

... 24 . Th.e Gity bas made a reasonable and diligent effort to ol:Jtain the requested 

25 information; however, the information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

26 Budget for the year 1998 does not contain a specific line item for the annual growth and 

27 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

28 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. There is also no way 
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1 to estimate the amount from salary data because the Department's salary data only goes 

2 back to FY 2003-2004. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior 

3 years are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

4 Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 

5 Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

6 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on 

7 line each year on City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budget/mayfy0607.htm, 

8 www.lacity.org/mayor/budget/mayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

9 www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2005-06.htm. 

10 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 19 

11 For fiscal year 1999, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

12 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

13 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

14 RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 19 

15 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

16 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

17 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

18 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

19 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

20 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

21 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

22 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

23 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

24 . Database at. any particular time, and provides the. City with th.e.discretion to change the 

25 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

26 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

27 Plan Framework Element. 

28 I I I 
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1 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

2 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

3 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

4 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

5 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

6 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

7 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

8 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

9 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

I 0 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

11 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

12 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

13 information; however, the information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

14 Budget for the year 1999 does not contain a specific line item for the annual growth and 

15 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

16 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. There is also no way 

17 to estimate the amount from salary data because the Department's salary data only goes 

18 back to FY 2003-2004. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior 

19 years are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

20 Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 

21 Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

22 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on 

23 line each year on City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.orglmayorlbudgetlmavfy0607.htm, 

24 .. www.lacity.org/mayor/budgetlmaYfy0708.htm, www.lacity.orglcao/budgetl2004-05.htm, and 

25 www.lacity.orglcao/budqetl2005-06.htm. 

26 Ill 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 20 

2 Forfiscal year 2000, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

3 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

4 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

5 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 20 

6 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

7 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

8 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

9 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

10 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

11 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

12 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

13 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

14 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

15 . Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

16 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

17 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

18 Plan Framework Element 

19 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the tenn PREPARED as 

20 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

21 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

22 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

23 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

24 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because .............. ,_,, ... ·-· .. --· ... ' '"• . ... ... "'' ....... , .. , .. .. . . ... , ........... _. ,. 

25 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

26 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

27 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format 

28 I I I 
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Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

3 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

4 information; however, the information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

5 Budget for the year 2000 does not contain a specific line item for the annual growth and 

6 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

7 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. There is also no way 

8 to estimate the amount from salary data because the Department's salary data only goes 

9 back to FY 2003-2004. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior 

10 years are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

II Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 

12 Spring Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012. and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

13 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on 

14 line each year on City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budgetlmayfy0607.htm; 

15 www.lacity.org/mayor/budgetlmayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

16 www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2005-06.htm. 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 21 

18 For fiscal year 2001, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

19 was expendedon PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

20 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

21 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 21 

22 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

23 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

24 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

25 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

26 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

27 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

28 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 
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1 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

2 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

3 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

4 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

5 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

6 Plan Framework Element. 

7 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

8 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

9 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

10 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

11 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

12 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

13 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

14 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

15 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

16 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

17 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

18 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

19 information; however, the information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

20 Budget for the year 2001 does not contain a specific line item for the annual growth and 

21 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

22 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. There is also no way 

23 to estimate the amount from salary data because the Department's salary data only goes 

24 .. back to FY 2003-2004 .. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior 

25 years are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

26 Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 

27 Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

28 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on 
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1 line each year on City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budgetlmayfy0607.htm, 

2 www.lacity.org/mayor/budgetlmayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

3 www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2005-06. htm. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 22 

5 For fiscal year 2002, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

6 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

7 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

8 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 22 

9 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

10 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

11 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

12 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

· 13 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

14 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

15 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

16 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

17 format; method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

18 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

19 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

20 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

21 Plan Framework Element. 

22 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

23 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

24 method of preparation, anddoesnot take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

25 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

26 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that.it is vague, confusing and 

27 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

28 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 
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1 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

2 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format 

3 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

4 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

5 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

6 information; however, the information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

7 Budget for the year 2002 does not contain a specific line item for the annual growth and 

8 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

9 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. There is also no way 

I 0 to estimate the amount from salary data because the Department's salary data only goes 

II back to FY 2003-2004. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior 

12 years are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

13 Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 

14 Spring Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

15 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on 

16 line each year on City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budget!mavfv0607.htm, 

17 www.lacity.org/mayor/budget!mayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

18 www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2005-06.htm. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 23 

20 For fiscal year 2003, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

21 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

22 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

23 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 23 

24 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 
I . . ..... 

25 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

26 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

27 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

28 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 
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1 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

2 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

3 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

4 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

5 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

6 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

7 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

8 Plan Framework Element. 

9 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

10 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

11 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

12 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

13 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

14 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

15 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

16 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

17 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

18 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

19 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

20 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

21 information; however, the information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

22 Budget for the year 2003 does not contain a specific line item for the annual growth and 

23 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

24 .Eiementis roH?<:l intotlwPianning D?Pa.rtment's g?n?ral wqrk program. There is also no way. 

25 to estimate the amount from salary data because the Department's salary data only goes 

26 back to FY 2003-2004. The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior 

27 years are available for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy 

28 Planning Director Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. 
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1 Spring Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief 

2 Legislative Analyst and the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on 

3 line each year on City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budqetlmavfv0607.htm; 

· 4 www.lacitv.org/mayor/budgetlmayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budgetl2004-05.htm, and 

5 www.lacity.org/cao/budgetl2005-06.htm. 

6 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 24 

7 For fiscal year 2004, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

8 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

9 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

10 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 24 

11 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

12 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

13 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

14 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

15 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of Jaw; and (2) 

16 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

17 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

18 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

19 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

20 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

21 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

22 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

23 Plan Framework Element. 

24 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the tenm PREPARED as 

25 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

26 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

27 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

28 /// 
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City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

2 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

3 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

4 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

5 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

6 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

7 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

8 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

9 information; however, the exact information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

I 0 Budget for the year 2004 does not contain a specific line item for annual growth and 

11 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

12 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. The approximate 

13 amount money expended in FY 2004 by the Department was can be estimated from the 

14 Department's salary data and the Planning Department budget. 

15 The Planning Department estimates that it has expended approximately $87,265 

16 preparing annual growth reports for FY 2004. This estimate is based on the average time 

17 spent on this task each year by three employees: Louis Cherene (approximately 100% of his 

18 time, $72,187); Jack Tsao (approximately 10% of his time, $8,851) and Jane Blumenfeld 

19 (approximately 5% of her time, $6,227). 

20 The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available 

21 for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy Planning Director 

22 Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 5th 

23 Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst and 

24 the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on line each year on City's 

25 website, see, e.g., www.lacitv.org/mavor/budget!mavfv0607.htm, 

26 www.lacity.orglmayorlbudget!mayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.orglcaolbudget/2004-05.htm, and 

27 www. lacity. orglcao/budget/2005-06.htm. 

28 I I I 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 25 
. 

2 For fiscal year 2005, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

3 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

4 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

5 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 25 

6 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

7 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

8 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

9 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

10 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

11 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

12 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

13 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

14 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

15 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

16 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

17 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

18 Plan Framework Element. 

19 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

20 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

21 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

22 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

23 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

·· · ··· .. 24 · -ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTUREREPORTbecause . 

25 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

26 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

27 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

28 f f f 
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Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

3 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

4 information; however, the exact information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

5 Budget for the year 2005 does not contain a specific line item for annual growth and 

6 infrastructure reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework 

7 Element is rolled into the Planning Department's general work program. The approximate 

8 amount money expended in FY 2005 by the Department was can be estimated from the 

9 Department's salary data and the Planning Department budget. 

10 The Planning Department estimates that it has expended approximately $91 ,469 

11 preparing annual growth reports for FY 2005. This estimate is based on the average time 

12 spent on this task each year by three employees: Louis Cherene (approximately 100% of his 

13 time, $76,154); Jack Tsao (approximately 10% of his time, $8,995) and Jane Blumenfeld 

14 (approximately 5% of her time, $6,321 ). 

15 The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available 

16 for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy Planning Director 

17 Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 5th 

18 Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst and 

19 the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on line each year on the 

20 City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budgetlmayfy0607.htm, 

21 www.lacity.org/mayor/budget!mayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budgetl2004-05.htm, and 

22 www.lacity.org/cao/budgetl2005-06.htm. 

23 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 26 

24 For fiscal year 2006, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

25 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

26 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

27 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 26 

28 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 
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1 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

2 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

3 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

4 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

5 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

6 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

7 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

8 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

9 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

10 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

1! the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

12 Plan Framework Element. 

13 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

14 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

15 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

16 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

17 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

18 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

19 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

20 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

21 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

24. .. The Gity bas me1de a reasona])le and diligent effort to obtain the requested . 

25 information; however, the exact information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

26 Budget for FY 2006 does not contain a specific line item for annual growth and infrastructure 

27 reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework Element is rolled 

28 into the Planning Department's gene.ral work program. The approximate amount money 
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1 expended in FY 2006 by the Department was can be estimated from the Department's salary 

2 data and the Planning Department budget. 

3 The Planning Department estimates that it has expended approximately $90,493 

4 preparing annual growth reports for FY 2006. This estimate is based on the average time 

5 spent on this task each year by three employees: Louis Cherene (approximately 100% of his 

6 time, $75,104); Jack Tsao (approximately 10% of his time, $8,943) and Jane Blumenfeld 

7 (approximately 5% of her time, $6,446). 

8 The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available 

9 . for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy Planning Director 

10 Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 51
h 

II Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst and 

12 the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on line each year on the 

13 City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mavor/budget/mayfy0607.htm, 

14 www.lacity.org/mayor/budget/mayfyQ708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

15 www.lacity.org/cao/budgetl2005-06.htm. 

16 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 27 

17 For fiscal year 2007, state how much of the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's total budget 

18 was expended on PREPARING ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

19 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 27 

21 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

22 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

23 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

24 . powers, the court has no authority to order theCityto .exercisE; its discretion in any particular 

25 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

26 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

27 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

28 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 
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I format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

2 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

3 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

4 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

5 Plan Framework Element. 

6 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

7 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

8 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

9 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

10 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

11 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

12 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

13 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

14 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

15 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

16 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

17 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

18 information; however, the exact information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

19 Budget for FY 2007 does not contain a specific line item for annual growth and infrastructure 

20 reports. Instead, preparation of reports under the General Plan Framework Element is rolled 

21 into the Planning Department's general work program. The approximate amount money 

22 expended in FY 2007 by the Department was can be estimated from the Department's salary 

23 data and the Planning Department budget. 

24 The Planning Department estimates that it has expended approximately $99,788 

25 preparing annual growth reports for FY 2007. This estimate is based on the average time 

26 spent on this task each year by three employees: Louis Cherene (approximately 100% of his 

27 time, $82,835); Jack Tsao (approximately 10% of his time, $9,977) and Jane Blumenfeld 

28 (approximately 5% of her time, $6,976). 
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1 The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available 

2 for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy Planning Director 

3 Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 5th 

4 Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst and 

5 the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on line each year on the 

6 City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budget/mayfy0607.htm, 

7 www.lacity.org/mayor/budqet/mayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

8 www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2005-06 .htm. 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 28 

10 To date, how much money has been spent by YOU for the purpose of 

11 IMPLEMENTING the MONITORING PROGRAM. (For the purposes of these interrogatories, 

12 the term "IMPLEMENT" shall mean to fulfill, accomplish and put in operation; "MONITORING 

13 PROGRAM" shall mean the program of the same title to monitor the status of development 

14 activity, capabilities of infrastructure and public services to provide adequate levels of service 

15 and environmental impacts (e.g., air emissions), identifying critical constraints, deficiencies 

16 and planned improvements, as described in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, Chapter 10, Plan 

17 P42.) 

18 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 28 

19 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

20 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

21 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

22 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

23 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

24 the .Generai.Pian.Framework.Eiement, by.its. terms •. does not .man.d<?te thatthe.City prepare 

25 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

26 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

27 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

28 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 
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1 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

2 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

3 Plan Framework Element. 

4 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

5 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

6 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

7 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

8 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

9 ambiguous as to the term MONITORING PROGRAM because it is too narrowly defined, does 

10 not take into account the plain language of the General Plan Framework Element, and 

11 erroneously presumes that the City can only monitor growth and infrastructure in one 

12 particular manner. 

13 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

14 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

15 The City has made a reasonable and diligent effort to obtain the requested 

16 information; however, the exact information is unavailable because the Planning Department 

17 Budget for 1998 to the present does not contain a specific line item for monitoring population 

18 data. Instead, monitoring under the General Plan Framework Element is rolled into the 

19 Planning Department's general work program. There is also no way to estimate the amount 

20 from salary data between 1998 and 2004 because the Department's salary data only goes 

21 back to FY 2004.The approximate amount money expended from FY 2004 to date by the 

22 Department for monitoring can be estimated from the Department's salary data and the 

23 Planning Department budget. 

24 . . TheDepartmentofPianningmonitorsthe .. population .estimates .. on an ongoing.basis. 

25 One staff person, Jack Tsao, an Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, spends 

26 approximately 80% of his time developing and monitoring the city's population estimates. 

27 These estimates are posted on the Planning Department's web site annually, 

28 www.planning.lacity.org; link: Statistical Info-> Local Population and Housing Estimates. 
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I The Planning Department estimates that it has expended approximately $320,097 for 

2 monitoring population data for FY2004-2007. This estimate is based on the average time 

3 spent on this task each year by two employees: Jack Tsao (approximately 80% of his time, 

4 $294, 128) and Jane Blumenfeld (approximately 5% of her time, $25,969). 

5 The Planning Department budgets for the present year and prior years are available 

6 for review at the Los Angeles Planning Department, by contacting Deputy Planning Director 

7 Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 5th 

8 Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and the office of the Mayor, the Chief Legislative Analyst and 

9 the City Administrative Officer. Current budgets are also posted on line each year on the 

10 City's website, see, e.g., www.lacity.org/mayor/budqet/mayfy0607.htm, 

11 www.lacity.org/mayor/budget/mayfy0708.htm, www.lacity.org/cao/budget/2004-05.htm, and 

12 www.lacity.org/cao/budgetl2005-06.htm: 

13 The Department closely monitors the population because the General Plan Framework 

14 Element and its EIR set forth a strategy to accommodate growth up to 4.3 million people. 

15 The EIR analyzed the impacts the Framework Element will have on all components of the 

16 City's infrastructure, and the adequacy of the infrastructure to serve 4.3 million people; with 

I 7 few exceptions, no significant impacts were identified for any component of this infrastructure. 

I 8 Therefore, the Planning Department does not monitor the infrastructure development of each 

19 department. Rather, that is done by each department responsible for infrastructure 

20 development. Currently, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the 

21 agency responsible for regional planning, estimates that the City of Los Angeles will not 

22 reach a population of 4.3 million people until the year 2030. Based on the City's monitoring, 

23 when or if population estimates change, or at an appropriate point in time as 2030 

24 approaches, the Department will make the necessary planning adjustments. As of now, the 

25 new community plans are based on a time horizon of 2030 and an estimated population of 

26 4.3 million people. 

27 Ill 

28 II I 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 29 

2 Please IDENTIFY all PERSONS by name and title whom are responsible for preparing 

3 the ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE from 1998 to the present. 

4 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 29 

5 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

6 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

7 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

8 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

9 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

10 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

11 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

12 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

13 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

14 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

15 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

16 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

17 Plan Framework Element. 

·18 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

19 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

20 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

21 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

22 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

23 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

24 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain .language of the .General. Plan . 

25 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

26 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 
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1 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

2 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, {213) 

3 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

4 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

5 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, {213) 978-1367. The supervisor of Mr. Cherene and Mr. Tsao 

6 (since July, 2001) is Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 

7 Rm. 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. 

8 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 30 

9 Please IDENTIFY each of YOUR INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES 

10 SYSTEMS which are, to date, OVERBURDENED by public demand and use. {For purposes 

11 of these interrogatories, 'INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES SYSTEMS" means 

12 and includes systems providing transportation, wastewater treatment, storm water treatment 

13 and management, water supply, solid waste treatment, police, fire, libraries, parks, power 

14 supply, schools, telecommunications, street lighting, and urban forest, as those terms are 

15 used in Chapter 9 of the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, "OVERBURDENED" means subjected to 

16 an excessive burden or strain; overtaxed or overloaded.) 

17 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 30 

18 No change. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 31 

20 IDENTIFY each PERSON who has PREPARED any ANNUAL REPORT ON 

21 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE since May 1, 2000. 

22 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 31 

23 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

24 .. calculated to lead to admissible evidence because ( 1) the General Plan Framework Element 

25 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

26 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

27 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

28 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 
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1 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

2 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

3 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

4 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 
. 

5 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

6 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

7 Plan Framework Element. 

8 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED as 

9 defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, assumes only one 

10 method of preparation, and does not take into account alternative methods of presenting the 

11 material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the City's website. 

12 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

13 ambiguous as to the term ANNUAL GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT because 

14 it is too narrowly defined, does not take into account the plain language of the General Plan 

15 Framework Element, and erroneously presumes that the City can only prepare a growth and 

16 infrastructure report or present the information in a single format. 

17 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

18 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

19 No change. 

20 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 32 

21 For each PERSON IDENTIFIED in Special Interrogatory No. 31, please describe his or 

22 her responsibilities with respect to PREPARING the ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

23 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

24 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 32 

25 No change. 

26 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 33 

27 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from April 1, 2000 to the present between 

28 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Planning Commission RELATING 
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I TO any ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. (For purposes of these 

2 interrogatories, "COMMUNICATION" means and includes the conveyance to or exchange of 

3 information of any kind or messages with any PERSON for any purpose by any written, oral, 

4 or electronic means or method; "REFER TO," "REFERRING TO," RELATE TO" or 

5 "RELATING TO" shall mean and include, concerning, bearing upon, commenting upon, 

6 reflecting, constituting, evidencing, pertaining to, describing or depicting;). 

7 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 33 

8 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

9 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

10 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

11 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

12 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

13 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

14 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

15 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

16 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

17 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

18 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

19 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

20 Plan Framework Element. 

21 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

22 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Planning Commission meets twice a month and, 

23 since even January 1, 2007, has received potentially tens of thousands of 

24 ... "COMMUNlCATIONS':fromth.e. PI<Jpning Qepartme[ltduringthC!ttime which would need to 

25 be reviewed. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term 

26 "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and ambiguous. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 
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1 City conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry to identify any 

2 communications described in this Interrogatory. The City's inquiry included available e-mails. 

3 However, there is no database to search general City Planning Department files, which 

4 consist of a minimum of tens of thousands of documents. The City searched the General 

5 Plan Files in the Citywide Planning Division, but the inquiry produced no results. City also 

6 searched the Council File Index, using the description "Annual Growth and Infrastructure 

7 Report," but the inquiry produced no results. 

8 The City is aware of the following communications: Since at least 2001, 

9 communications from the Planning Department to the City Planning Commission relating to 

10 annual growth reports have been available on-line. The Planning Department has prepared 

11 annual growth reports covering each year from 1999 to the present These reports consist of 

12 population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, 

13 including housing construction activity. The population and employment data is updated 

14 annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning 

15 Commission level (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at 

16 www.planning.lacity.org; link-> Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be 

17 queried dynamically by entering the planning area of interest and the year and the 

18 user/reader can compare the differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth 

19 information is also presented in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info 

20 link. The building permit information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides 

21 the information at a citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community 

22 Plan level (there are 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's 

23 building construction activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in 

2.4. tai:Jul<3rand chi:]rtforms, comparisons ofbuildingconstruction activity from one part ofthe city 

25 to another. The Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's 

26 population estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building 

27 and Safety's monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in 

28 PDF format on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit 
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activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City 

2 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The 

3 population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, 

4 Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

5 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in 

6 the Planning Department, Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

7 Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the 

8 Propounding Party by the City. 

9 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

10 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994~1996, and 1996-

11 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

12 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

13 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

14 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April20, 2000, that 

15 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

16 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

17 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

18 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

19 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

20 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

21 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 34 

22 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from January 1, 2001 to the present 

23 between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 

24 13E..l.A TII\IG TO the absence of an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

25 INFRASTRUCTURE. 

26 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 34 

27 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

28 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 
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1 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

2 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

3 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 

4 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

5 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

6 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

7 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

8 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

9 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

10 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

11 Plan Framework Element. 

12 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

13 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Planning Commission meets twice a month and, 

14 since even January 1, 2007, has received potentially tens of thousands of 

15 "COMMUNICATIONS" from the Planning Department during that time which would need to 

16 be reviewed. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term 

17 "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and ambiguous. City further objects to this Interrogatory on 

18 the grounds that the phrase, "RELATING TO the absence of' is vague and ambiguous. 

19 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

20 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Planning Commission meets twice a month and, 

21 since even January 1, 2007, has received potentially tens of thousands of 

22 "COMMUNICATIONS" from the Planning Department during that time which would need to 

23 be reviewed. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term 

24 "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and ambiguous. 

25 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

26 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

27 City conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry to identify any 

28 communications described in this Interrogatory. The City's inquiry included available e-mails. 
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1 However, there is no database to search general City Planning Department files, which 

2 consist of a minimum of tens of thousands of documents. The City searched the General 

3 Plan Files in the Citywide Planning Division, but the inquiry produced no results. City also 

4. searched the Council File Index, using the description "Annual Growth and Infrastructure 

5 Report", but the inquiry produced no results. 

6 The City is aware of the following communications: Since at least 2001, 

7 communications from the Planning Department to the City Planning Commission relating to 

8 annual growth reports have been available on-line. The Planning Department has prepared 

c;i annual growth reports covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of 

10 population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, 

11 including housing construction activity. The population and employment data is updated 

12 annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning 

13 Commission level (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at 

14 www.planning.lacity.org; link- > Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be 

15 queried dynamically by entering the planning area of interest and the year and the 

16 user/reader can compare the differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth 

17 information is also presented in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info 

18 link. The building permit information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides 

19 the information at a citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community 

20 Plan level (there are 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's 

21 building construction activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in 

22 tabular and chart forms, comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city 

23 to another. The Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's 

24 population estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building 

25 and Safety's monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in 

26 PDF format on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit 

27 activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City 

28 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213)978-1381. The 
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1 population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, 

2 Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

3 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in 

4 the Planning Department, Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

5 Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the 

6 Propounding Party by the City. 

7 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

8 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

9 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

10 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

11 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

12 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that 

13 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

14 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

15 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

16 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

17 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

18 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 35 

20. Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from April1, 2000 to the present between 

21 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Council RELATING TO any 

22 ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

23 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 35 

24 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

25 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

26 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

27 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

28 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 45 

2 If the answer to the immediately preceeding interrogatory is in the affirmative, state the 

3 dates on which the DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING began PREPARING and concluded 

4 PREPARING each TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT, and whether 

5 the specified TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT was PUBLISHED and 

6 the date PUBLISHED. 

7 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 45 

8 City objects to this'lnterrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

11 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on 

12 the City, and the City with discretion, to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or to prepare the 

13 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

14 particular time. 

15 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the terms PREPARED and 

16 PUBLISHED are vague and ambiguous. 

17 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

18 City responds as follows: 

19 The city's budget has not permitted staffing resources in the Planning Department to 

20 increase despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work 

21 program. As a result, in the exercise of discretion, staff has been reallocated to handle 

22 higher priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the 

23 Department's required responsibilities as set forth in the City Charter and other applicable 

24 laws. 

25 Each year, the City prepares and submits a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

26 Report to the City Council. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the 

27 City to monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the 

28 type of development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the 
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1 Network. 

2 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

3 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

4 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

5 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

6 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

7 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

8 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

9 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

10 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metrolink stops, and (3) 

11 light and heavy rail stops. 

12 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

13 (MTA). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

14 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

15 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

16 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

17 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

18 The Transportation Element identifies the CMP as one of the components ofthe 

19 Transportation Element Evaluation Report. 

20 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

21 new Community Plan update program. 

22 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 46 

23 Please state whether the DEPARTMENT OF IRANSPORTATION has PREPARED a 

24 TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT. (For purposes of these 

25 interrogatories, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION refers to the City of Los Angeles' 

26 Department of Transportation.) 

27 

28 
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1 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 46: 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on 

6 the City, and the City with discretion, to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or to prepare the 

7 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

8 particular time. 

9 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PREPARED is 

10 vague and ambiguous. 

11 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

12 City responds as follows: 

13 Each year, the City prepares and submits a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

14 Report to the City Council. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the 

15 City to monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the 

16 type of development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the 

17 Network. 

18 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

19 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

20 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

21 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

22 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

23 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. 

24 The city's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

25 (MT A). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

26 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

27 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

28 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 
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1 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

2 The Transportation Element identifies the CMP as one of the components of the 

3 Transportation Element Evaluation Report. 

4 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

5 new Community Plan update program. 

6 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, has initiated, implemented, 

7 expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, projects and studies, in 

8 an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Transportation 

9 Element, including but not limited to the following: 

10 DASH and Commuter Express Services- Objective 1 

11 

12 Hai a Cab Pilot Program- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

13 

14 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

15 

16 Downtown Street Car (underway)- Policies 2.20 and 3.8 

17 

18 LADOT Transit Priority System developed for 23 MTA's Rapid Bus Corridors- Policies 2.14, 

19 2.15, 2.21 and 2.35 

20 

21 ATSAC and ATCS Programs- Policy 2.22 

22 

23 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

24 

25 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway)- Policies 3.15 and 10.1 

26 

27 TDM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

28 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 
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1 LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic (FAST) Initiative- Policy 2.2 

2 

3 Parking Policy Update with City Planning (underway)- Policies 2.24 and 2.25 

4 

5 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane- Policy 2.23 

6 

7 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

8 

9 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28 and 2.29 

10 

11 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects - Policy 2.26 

12 

13 LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) -Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

14 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

15 

16 LADOT's participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

17 3.13and6.13 

18 

19 LADOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program- Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

20 

21 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program- Policy 5.12 

22 

23 US DOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 

24 

25 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway)- Policy 5.13 

26 

27 LADOT's membership and participation with the National Association of City Transportation 

28 Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6. 7 
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1 LA DOT's membership and participation at the Regional Development and Transportation 

2 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

3 

4 SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway).- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 

5 2.20 and 6.12 

6 

7 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade- Policies 2.24 and 2.35 

8 

9 LADOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects- Policy 9.1 

10 

11 Safe Routes to School Program - Policy 10.6 

12 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 47 

13 If the answer to the immediately preceeding interrogatory is in the affirmative, state the 

14 dates on which the DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT A liON began PREPARING and 

15 concluded PREPARING each TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT and 

!6 whether the specified TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT was 

17 PUBLISHED and the date of PUBLISING. 

18 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 47 

19 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

20 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

21 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and is not 

22 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on 

23 the City, and the City with discretion, to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or to prepare the 

24 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

25 particular time. 

26 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the terms PREPARED and 

27 PUBLISHED are vague and ambiguous. 

28 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: 

3 Each year, the City prepares and submits a Congestion Management Program (CMP) 

4 Report to the City CounciL The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the 

5 City to monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the 

6 type of development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the 

7 Network. 

8 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

9 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

10 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at ,each of the 

11 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

12 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

13 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development 

14 The city's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

15 (MTA). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

16 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

17 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

18 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

19 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

20 The Transportation Element identifies the CMP as one of the components of the 

21 Transportation Element Evaluation Report. 

22 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

23 new Community Plan update program. 

24 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, since 1970s to the present has 

25 initiated, implemented, expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, 

26 projects and studies, in an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the 

27 Transportation Element, including but not limited to the following: 

28 DASH and Commuter Express Services - Objective 1 
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I Hail a Cab Pilot Program - Policies 2.20; 3.8 

2 

3 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

4 

11 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

12 

13 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway)- Policies 3.15 and 10.1 

14 

15 TDM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

16 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 

17 

18 LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic {FAST) Initiative- Policy 2.2 

19 

20 Parking Policy Update with City Planning (underway)- Policies 2.24 and 2.25 

21 

22 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane - Policy 2.23 

23 

24 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

25 

26 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28 and 2.29 

27 

28 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects - Policy 2.26 
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1 LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) -Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

2 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

3 

4 LADOT's participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

5 3.13and 6.13 

6 

7 LA DOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program- Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

8 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program - Policy 5.12 

9 

10 USDOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 

11 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway)- Policy 5.13 

12 

13 LADOTs membership and participation with the Nationa.l Association of City Transportation 

14 Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6. 7 

15 

16 LADOT's membership and participation at the Regional Development and Transportation 

17 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

18 

19 SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway)- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1. 7, 

20 2.20and6.12 

21 

22 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade - Policies 2.24 and 2.35 

23 

24 LADOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects - Policy 9.1 

25 

26 Safe Routes to School Program- Policy 10.6 

27 

28 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 48 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the HOLLYWOOD 

3 COMMUNITY PLAN. ("UPDATED" shall mean revised, brought up to date, and the revision 

4 of which was approved by the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission; "HOLLYWOOD 

5 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

6 with the same title.) 

7 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 48 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

II reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

12 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mMdatory duty on the 

13 City, to update the Hollywood Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community 

14 plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

15 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

!6 City responds as follows: 

17 The Hollywood Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, including 

18 EIR preparation and numerous public workshops, and is scheduled to go to the City Planning 

19 ·Commission in the calendar year 2009. 

20 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 49 

21 Please state the reasons why YOU have not UPDATED the HOLLYWOOD 

22 COMMUNITY PLAN since 1988. 

23 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 49 

24 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

25 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

26 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

27 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

28 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 
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1 City to update the Hollywood Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, 

2 in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

3 City further objects on the grounds that the information sought is subject to the 

4 deliberative privilege process and not admissible on that basis . 

. 5 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

6 City responds as follows: 

7 The Hollywood Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, including 

8 EIR preparation and numerous public workshops, and is scheduled to go to the City Planning 

9 Commission in the calendar year 2009. 

10 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 50 

11 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the GRANADA HILLS-

12 KNOLL WOOD COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "GRANADA 

13 HILLS-KNOLL WOOD COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS 

14 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same title) 

15 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 50 

16 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement 

17 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

18 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

19 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

20 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

21 City to update the Granada Hills Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community 

22 plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

23 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

24 City responds as follows: 

25 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

26 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

27 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

28 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 
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plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

2 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the Apri110, 2008 power point presentation to 

3 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

4 The Granada Hills Community Plan was last updated on 7-10-96. 

5 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 51 

6 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the SAN PEDRO 

7 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "SAN PEDRO COMMUNITY 

8 PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same 

9 title) 

10 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 51 

11 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

12 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

13 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

14 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

15 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

16 City to update the San Pedro Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, 

17 in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

18 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

19 City responds as follows: 

20 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

21 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

22 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

23 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

24 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

25 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April1 0, 2008 power point presentation to 

26 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

27 The San Pedro Community Plan was last updated on 3-17-99. 

28 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 52 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the BEL-AIRIBEVERL Y 

3 CREST COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "BEL-AIRIBEVERL Y 

4 CREST COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' 

5 GENERAL PLAN with the same title) 

6 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 52 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

8 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

9 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

10 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

11 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

12 City to update the Bei-Air/Beverly Crest Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 

13 community plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

14 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City responds as follows: 

16 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

17 presented to the City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008, the Planning Department 

18 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

19 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

20 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

21 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point presentation to 

22 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

23 The Bel Air/Beverly Crest Community Plan was last updated on 11-6-96. 

24 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 53 

25 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the BRENTWOOD/PACIFIC 

26 PALISADES COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, 

27 "BRENTWOOD/PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY 

28 OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same title) 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 53 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

6 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

7 City to update the Brentwood/Pacific Palisades Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 

8 community plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City responds as follows: 

11 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

12 presented to the City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008, the Planning Department 

13 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

14 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

15 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

16 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to 

17 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

18 The Brentwood/Pacific Palisades Community Plan was last updated on 6-17-98. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 54 

20 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the PALMS/MAR VISTNDEL 

21 REY COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "PALMS/MAR VISTNDEL 

22 REY COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL 

23 PLAN with the same title) 

24 

25 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

26 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

27 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

28 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor imy City 
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law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

2 City to update the Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 

3 community plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

4 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

5 City responds as follows: 

6 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

7 presented to the City Planning Commission on April1 0, 2008, the Planning Department 

8 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

9 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

10 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

11 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to 

12 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

13 The Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey Community Plan was last updated on 9-16-97. 

14 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 55 

15 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the BOYLE HEIGHTS 

16 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "BOYLE HEIGHTS 

17 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

18 with the same title) 

19 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 55 

20 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

21 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

22 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

23 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

24 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

25 City to update the Boyle Heights Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community 

26 plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City responds as follows: 
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The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

2 presented to the City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008, the Planning Department 

3 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

4 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

5 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

6 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point presentation to 

7 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

8 The Boyle Heights Community Plan was last updated on 9-10-97. 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 56 

10 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WEST LOS ANGELES 

11 COMMUNITY PLAN. (F{)f purposes of these interrogatories, "WEST LOS ANGELES 

12 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

13 with the same title) 

14 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 56 

15 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

16 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

17 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

18 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

19 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

20 City to update the West Los Angeles Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 

21 community plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

22 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

23 City responds as follows: 

24 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

25 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

26 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

27 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

28 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 
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1 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April1 0, 2008 power point presentation to 

2 the City Planning Commission is attached to these. Special Interrogatories. 

3 The West Los Angeles Community Plan was last updated on 7-27-99. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 57 

5 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WESTCHESTER 

6 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "WESTCHESTER 

7 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

8 with the same title) 

9 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 57 

I 0 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

11 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

12 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

13 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

14 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

15 City to update the Westchester Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community 

16 plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

17 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

18 City responds as follows: 

19 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

20 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

21 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

22 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

23 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

24 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point presentation to 

25 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

26 The Westchester Community Plan was last updated on 4-13-04. 

27 

28 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 58 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WESTWOOD 

3 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "WESTWOOD COMMUNITY 

4 PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same 

5 title) 

6 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 58 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

8 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

9 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

10 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

II law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

12 City to update the Westwood Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, 

13 in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

14 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City responds as follows: 

16 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

17 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

18 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

19 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

20 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

21 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point presentation to 

22 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

23 The Westwood Community Plan was last updated on 7-27-99. 

24 

25 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WILMINGTON-HARBOR 

26 CITY COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "WILMINGTON-HARBOR 

27 CITY COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL 

28 PLAN with the same title) 
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1 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 59 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City 

6 law or regulation, or the General Plan Framework Element imposes a mandatory duty on the 

7 City to update the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 

8 community plans, in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City responds as follows: 

11 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

12 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

13 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

14 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

15 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

16 will be updated by the year 2017. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point presentation to 

17 the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

18 The Wilmington Harbor City Community Plan was last updated on 7-14-99. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 60 

20 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has provided the Mayor of the 

21 City of Los Angeles an estimate of the total amount of money needed to operate the 

22 PLANNING DEPARTMENT for fiscal year 2009, as required in City of Los Angeles Charter 

23 Section 311 (a). 

24 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 60 

25 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

26 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

27 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

28 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: 

3 Yes. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 61 

. 5 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 60 is in the affirmative, please state the 

6 total amount of money estimated. 

7 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 61 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

11 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City responds as follows: 

14 The information requested is equally available to the propounding party and would 

15 necessitate making a compilation or summary of information obtained in those records. The 

16 information can be found on-line for each year on the City's web site, under "the City Budget." 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 62 

18 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 60 is in the affirmative, please IDENTIFY 

19 all DOCUMENTS used by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT to support the fiscal year 2009 

20 estimate. 

21 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 62 

22 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

23 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

24 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories and requiring 

25 review of potentially thousands of documents, and is not reasonably calculated to lead to 

26 admissible evidence 

27 City further objects on the grounds that the information requested is subject to the 

28 mental and deliberate process privileges. 
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1 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "support" and "estimate" are vague, 

2 overbroad and ambiguous. 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 63 

4 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has provided the Mayor of the 

s· City of Los Angeles an estimate of the total amount of money needed to operate the 

6 PLANNING DEPARTMENT for fiscal year 2008, as required in City of Los Angeles Charter 

7 Section311(a). 

8 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 63 

9 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement 

10 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

II burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

12 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence 

13 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

14 City responds as follows: 

15 Yes. 

16 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 64 

17 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 63 is in the affirmative, please state the 

18 total amount of money estimated. 

19 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No 64 

20 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminarv Statement 

21 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

22 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

23 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. 

24 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

25 City responds as follows: 

26 The information requested is equally available to the propounding party and would 

27 necessitate making a compilation or summary of information obtained in those records. The 

28 information can be found on-line for ,each year on the City's web site, under "the City Budget." 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 65 

2 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 63 is in the affirmative, please IDENTIFY 

3 all DOCUMENTS used by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT to support the fiscal year 2008 

4 esti.mate. 

5 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 65 

6 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

7 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

8 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and requires 

9 review of potentially thousands of documents, and is not reasonably calculated to lead to 

10 admissible evidence. 

11 City further objects on the grounds that the information requested is subject to the 

12 mental and deliberate process privileges. 

13 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "support" and "estimate" are vague, 

14 overbroad and ambiguous. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 66 

16 Please state whether or not the PLANNING DEPARTMENT PUBLISHED a 

17 DOCUMENT entitled "1996-1998 Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure." 

18 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 66 

19 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

20 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

21 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

22 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

23 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

24 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

25 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

26 particular time. 

27 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PUBLISHED, as 

28 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 
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1 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

2 City responds as follows: 

3 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

4 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

5 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -

6 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

7 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

8 · to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

9 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

10 prioritized, where necessary, to reflectfunding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

11 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

12 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

13 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

14 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

15 any mandatory duty on the City. 

16 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

17 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

18 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

19 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

20 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

21 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

22 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

23 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

24 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

25 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

26 copy report in the near future." 

21 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

28 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 
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l not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

2 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

3 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

4 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

5 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

6 Since 2001, the Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the 

7 years 1999 to the present, consisting of population projections and estimates, employment 

8 estimates, and building permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population 

9 and employment data is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the 

10 citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The 

11 building permit information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the 

12 information at a citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan 

13 level (there are 35 such areas). The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, 

14 Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los 

15 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The population and employment projections and 

16 estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City 

17 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports 

18 are available on-line on the City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the 

19 Planning Department, and the Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-

20 outs of some of these reports are attached to these Responses. 

21 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MT A, a regional 

22 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

23 "Detail of Department Programs Supplemenf' and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

24 adoption of the annual budget All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

25 . department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

26 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

27 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

28 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 
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1 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

2 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

3 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

4 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

5 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

6 millfon people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

7 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

8 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

9 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

10 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

11 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

12 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

13 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

14 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

15 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

!6 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

17 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

18 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

19 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update offour 

20 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

21 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

22 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

23 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

24 City Planning Commission on April1 0, 2008. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point 

25 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

26 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

27 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

28 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 
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1 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

2 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

3 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

4 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

5 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

6 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

7 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

8 funding sources to meet the needs. 

9 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

10 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 67 

12 Please state whether or not the PLANNING DEPARTMENT PUBLISHED a 

13 DOCUMENT entitled "1994-1996 Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure." 

14 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 67 

15 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

16 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

17 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

18 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

19 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

20 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

21 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

22 particular time. 

23 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PUBLISHED, as 

24 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

25 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

26 City responds as follows: 

27 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

28 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 
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1 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10-

2 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

3 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

4 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

5 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

6 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

7 addition, amounts and sources offunding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

8 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

9 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

10 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

11 any mandatory duty on the City. 

12 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

13 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

14 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

15 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

16 report, dated April20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

17 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

18 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

19 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

20 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

21 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

22 copy report in the near future." 

23 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

24 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

25 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

26 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

27 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

28 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 
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responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the · 

2 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

3 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

4 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

5 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

6 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

7 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

8 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

9 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

10 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

II 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

12 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

13 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

14 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

15 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

16 are attached to these Responses. 

17 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

18 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

19 ''Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

20 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

21 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

22 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

23 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

24 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

25 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

26 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

27 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

28 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 
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aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

2 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

3 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

4 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

5 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

6 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

7 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

8 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

9 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

10 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

11 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

12 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

13 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

14 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

15 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

16 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

17 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

18 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

19 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

20 City Planning Commission on Aprtl10, 2008. A copy of the April10, 2008 power point 

21 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

22 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

23 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

24 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

25 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

26 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

27 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

28 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 
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1 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

2 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

3 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

4 funding sources to meet the needs. 

5 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

6 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 68 

8 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT ceased PUBLISHING a 

9 DOCUMENT entitled "Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure" as of January 1, 2001. 

10 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 68 

11 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

12 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

13 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

14 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

15 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

16 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

17 referenced Report in any particular fonnat or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

18 particular time. 

19 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the tenn PUBLISHED, as 

20 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

22 City responds as follows: 

23 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

24 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

25 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10-

26 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

27 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

28 to economic conditions, the priorities-of Federal and regional governments and funding 
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1 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

2 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

3 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

4 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

5 General Plan Framework Element" Based on this language, program implementation, 

6 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

7 any mandatory duty on the City. 

8 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

9 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

10 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

11 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

12 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

13 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

14 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

15 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

16 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

17 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

18 copy report in the near future." 

19 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

20 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

21 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

22 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

23 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

24 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

25 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

26 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

27 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

28 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data · 
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1 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

2 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

3 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

4 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

5 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

6 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

7 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

8 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm: 

9 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

10 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

11 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

12 are attached to these Responses. 

13 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

14 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

15 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

16 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

17 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

18 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

19 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, atthe citywide 

20 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

21 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

22 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

23 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

24 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease .in in-migration, loss of jobs, and ah 

25 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

26 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

27 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

28 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 
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1 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

2 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

3 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

4 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shtfts in the distribution of the City's 

5 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

6 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

7 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

8 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

9 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

10 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

11 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

12 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

13 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

14 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

15 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

16 . City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point 

17 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

18 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

19 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

20 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

21 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

22 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

23 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

24 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

25 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

26 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

27 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

28 funding sources to meet the needs. 

83 

RESPONDENT CITY'S RESPONSE TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' FIRST SET OF 
SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



1 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

2 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 69 

4 If you answered the immediately preceding interrogatory in the affirmative, please 

5 state the reasons why the PLANNNING DEPARTMENT ceased PUBLISING a DOCUMENT 

6 entitled "Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure." 

7 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 69 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

9 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

10 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

11 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

12 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

13 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

14 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

15 particular time. 

16 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information 

17 subject to the mental and deliberative process privileges. 

18 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PUBLISHED, as 

19 defined, is vague and ambiguous. 

20 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

21 City responds as follows: 

22 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

23 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

24 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 :-

25 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

26 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

27 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

28 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 
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prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

2 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

3 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

4 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

5 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose · 

6 any mandatory duty on the City. 

7 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

8 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

9 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

10 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

II report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

12 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

13 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

14 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

15 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

16 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

17 copy report in the near future." 

18 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

19 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

20 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

21 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 

22 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

23 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

24 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

25 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

26 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

27 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

28 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 
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1 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

2 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

3 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

4 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

5 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

6 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

7 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

8 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

9 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

10 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

11 are attached to these Responses. 

12 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

13 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

14 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

15 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

16 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

17 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

18 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

19 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

20 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

21 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 

22 the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

23 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

24 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

25 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

26 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

27 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

28 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 
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The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

2 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

3 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

4 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

5 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

6 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

7 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

8 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

9 program, , ea~h community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

I 0 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

11 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

12 always be in the process of updating 12 CommunityPians, and all 35 community plans will 

13 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

14 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

15 City Planning Commission on Apri110, 2008. A copy of the April10, 2008 power point 

16 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

17 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

18 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

19 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

20 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

21 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

22 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

23 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

24 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

25 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

26 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

27 funding sources to meet the needs. 

28 
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Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

2 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 70 

4 Please IDENTIFY all DOCUMENTS RELATING TO each PLANNING DECISION 

5 REFERRING TO the 1996-1998 ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

6 INFRASTRUCTURE. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "PLANNING DECISION" shall 

7 include, but is not limited to, a City Planning Commission or City Council approval granting 

8 land use development entitlements such as a zone change, specific plan amendment, 

9 GENERAL PLAN amendment or development agreement; community plans UPDATES; or 

10 any other GENERAL PLAN element updates) 

11 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 70 

12 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

13 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

14 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

15 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

16 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

17 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

18 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

19 particular time. 

20 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome and 

21 oppressive in that the City Council meets three times a week and the City Planning 

22 Commission meets twice a month and both bodies regularly hear matters pertaining to 

23 PLANNING DECISIONS; therefore, the Interrogatory requests review of potentially tens of 

24 thousands of documents. 

25 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 71 

26 Please IDENTIFY all DOCUMENTS RELATING TO each PLANNING DECISION 

27 REFERRING TO the 1994-1996 ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND 

28 INFRASTRUCTURE. 
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1 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 71 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

3 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

4 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

5 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

6 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

7 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

8 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

9 particular time. 

I 0 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome and 

I 1 • oppressive in that the City Council meets three times a week and the City Planning 

12 Commission meets twice a month and both bodies regularly hear matters pertaining to 

13 PLANNING DECISIONS; therefore, the Interrogatory requests review of potentially tens of 

14 thousands of documents. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 72 

16 Please IDENTIFY all DOCUMENTS, dated between January 1, 1992 and the present 

17 issued by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT to any PERSON which REFERS TO a 

18 MORATORIUM on land development within the City of Los Angeles' boundaries. (For 

19 purposes of these interrogatories, "MORATORIUM" shall mean a government-authorized 

20 suspension of activity.) 

21 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 72 

22 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

23 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the 

24 Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. This interrogatory 
············ 

25 is burdensome and oppressive in that it is one of 75 separate Special Interrogatories 

26 propounded to the City. City further objects on the grounds that the term "MORATORIUM", 

27 as defined, and the phrase "REFERS TO a MORATORIUM on land development within the 

28 City of Los Angeles' boundaries," as defined, is vague, overbroad and ambiguous because 
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1 the City of Los Angeles generally does not utilize the MORATORIA process. City further 

2 objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, burdensome and oppressive as to 

3 the length of time it would take and number of docl.lments which must be reviewed, which 

4 could be in the tens of thousands. Approximately 1,500 documents have been identified on 

5 the City Council File Index when searching for the terms, "moratorium," interim control 

6 ordinance," or "ICO." 

7 Subject to the foregoing objections and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

8 City responds as follows: 

9 The documents sought are equally available to the propounding party and necessitate 

10 the preparation of a compilation or summary of_the information contained in the documents. 

11 The City has attached the list of documents identified in the council file index when searching 

12 for the terms, "moratorium," interim control ordinance," or "I CO." 

13 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 73 

14 Please state any and all contentions in support of YOUR denial that YOU have a 

15 mandatory duty to IMPLEMENT a MONITORING PROGRAM. 

16 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 73 

17 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

18 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

19 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

20 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

21 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

22 discretion, to establish or implement a Monitoring Program in any particular format or manner 

23 and/or complete or update the Program within any particular time. 

24 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term "prepare" is 

25 vague and ambiguous. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City responds as follows: 

28 
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1 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

2 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

3 . the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -

4 Implementation Programs {at page 10-1), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

5 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

6 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

7 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

8 prioritized, where necessaiy, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

9 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

10 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

11 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

12 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

13 any mandatory duty on the City. 

14 Nevertheless, the City Planning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

15 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

16 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

17 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

18 report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

19 types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this report will be made 

20 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

21 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

22 Already land development activity {building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

23 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

24 copy report in the near future." 

25 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

26 and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

27 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

28 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 
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1 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

2 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

3 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

4 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

5 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

6 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

7 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

8 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

9 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

10 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

11 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

12 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

13 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

14 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

15 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the . 

16 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

17 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

18 are attached to these Responses. 

19 · All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

20 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

21 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement'' and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

22 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

23 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

24 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

25 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

26 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

27 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

28 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 
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I the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

2 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

3 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

4 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

5 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

6 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

7 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

8 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

9 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

I 0 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

11 population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

12 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

13 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

14 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

15 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

16 program, each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

17 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

18 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

19 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all35 community plans will 

20 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

21 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

22 City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point 

23 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

24 . The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

25 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

26 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

27 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

28 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 
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I needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

2 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Pian 

3 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

4 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

5 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

6 funding sources to meet the needs. 

7 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

8 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 74 

10 Please state any and all contentions in support of YOUR denial that YOU have a 

11 mandatory duty to prepare an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

12 at the end of each fiscal year. 

13 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 74 

14 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

15 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

16 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 special interrogatories, and is not 

17 reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence because the General Plan Framework 

18 Element does not impose any mandatory duty on the City, and provides the City with 

19 discretion, to prepare an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, and/or to prepare the 

20 referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the Report at any 

21 particular time. 

22 City further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the term PUBLISHED is 

23 vague and ambiguous. 

24 .. Cityfurtherobjectsto this interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information 

25 subject to the attorney-client privilege and work-product doctrine. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City responds as follows: 

28 
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I The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

2 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

3 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -

4 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

5 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

6 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

7 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

8 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

9 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

10 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

II General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation, 

12 including the method, manner and/or timing of same, is discretionary and does not impose 

13 any mandatory duty on the City. 

14 Nevertheless, the City PIG\nning Department prepared three annual reports on growth 

15 and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-1998. Con Howe, 

16 the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, advised the City 

17 Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third 

18 report, dated Apri120, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the availability of certain 

19 types of data and to take advantage oftechnological developments, this report will be made 

20 available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections of the report will be 

21 placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as timely as possible. 

22 Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the 

23 Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard 

24 . copy report in the near future." 

25 Each of the three reports required the services of two designated, full-time employees, 

26 .and took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the city's budget did 

27 not permit staffing resources in the Planning Department to increase despite the fact that 

28 there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a result, in the 
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1 exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher priority work 

2 program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required 

3 responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. Since 2001, the 

4 Planning Department prepared annual growth reports covering the years 1999 to the present, 

5 consisting of population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building 

6 permit activity, including housing construction activity. The population and employment data 

7 is updated annually, with the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area 

8 Planning Commission level (there are seven such areas). The building permit information is 

9 updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a citywide level, the 

10 Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 35 such areas). 

11 The building permit activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical 

12 Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

13 978-1381. The population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack 

14 Tsao, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

15 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are available on-line on the 

16 City Planning Department website and in hard copy in the Planning Department, and the 

17 Planning Department regularly monitors the information. Print-outs of some of these reports 

18 are attached to these Responses. 

19 All infrastructure and public service information (with the exception of MTA, a regional 

20 agency and 3 proprietary agencies) is compiled annually into a single document, entitled 

21 "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted by the City Council as part of its 

22 adoption of the annual budget. All of the infrastructure and public service information of each 

23 department is also available each June on the City's web site. 

24 The Planning Department relies on the certmed Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

25 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, which concluded that, at the citywide 

26 level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the 

27 time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of 

28 Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in 
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the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic 

2 shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an 

3 aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 

4 million people until the year 2030. As set forth above, the Planning Department regularly 

5 monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is well below the 4.3 

6 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the Framework Element 

7 EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

8 The Planning Department has determined that the community plan update process is 

9 the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the community-wide 

10 level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the distribution of the city's 

I I population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time since the 1960's, adopted a funding 

12 policy to permit the Department of City Planning to develop such a comprehensive 

13 community plan update program. In a report presented to the City Council in January, 2008, 

14 S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that the City Council adopt a ten-year 

15 "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding policy. She stated that under the new 

16 program, , each community plan update will take approximately 3 years to complete, that the 

17 Department will work on 12 community plans at all times, and complete the update of four 

18 community plans each year (after year 3). Based on this schedule, the Department will 

19 always be in the process of updating 12 Community Plans, and all 35 community plans will 

20 be more comprehensive documents and all will be updated by the year 2017. The funding 

21 program and schedule were adopted by the City Council. A similar report was made to the 

22 City Planning Commission on April 10, 2008. A copy of the April 10, 2008 power point 

23 presentation to the City Planning Commission is attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

24 The ~~Jew Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

25 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

26 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

27 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

28 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 
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1 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

2 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

3 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

4 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

5 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

6 funding sources to meet the needs. 

7 Growth and infrastructure impacts at the project level are analyzed through the 

8 process provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 75 

I 0 Please state any and all contentions in support of YOUR denial that YOU have a 

II mandatory duty to ESTABLISH a CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION DATABASE. (For 

12 purposes of these interrogatories, "ESTABLISH" shall mean to create and put in place; 

13 "CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION DATABASE" shall mean the database of the same title 

14 described in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, Chapter 10, Plan P44.) 

15. RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 75 

16 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds stated in its Preliminary Statement 

17 and Continuing Objections. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

18 burdensome and oppressive, and not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence 

19 because there is no mandatory duty to prepare the referenced Citywide Transportation 

20 Database and/or in any particular manner, within any particular time. This interrogatory is 

21 burdensome and oppressive because it is one of 75 separate Special interrogatories 

22 propounded to the City. City further objects on the grounds that the Interrogatory seeks 

23 information subject to the attorney-client privilege and work- product doctrine. 

24 . . . Subjectto the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

25 City responds as follows: 

26 The General Plan Framework Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs are 

27 specified to implement the General Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on 

28 the availability of adequate funding." General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10-
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1 Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation 

2 is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to change over time due 

3 to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional governments and funding 

4 agencies, and other conditions. The programs should be reviewed periodically and 

5 prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In 

6 addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies, and the 

.7 detailed work scope of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the 

8 General Plan Framework Element." Based on this language, program implementation is 

9 discretionary and does not impose any mandatory duty on the City. 

10 Nevertheless, the Department of Transportation has numerous transportation 

11 databases, including but not limited to the following: 

12 • The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) chapter in each 

13 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

14 • Annual Screenline summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

15 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screen lines throughout the City; 

16 • Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

17 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

18 assumptions (from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions (from regional 

19 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

20 mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions; 

21 Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

22 approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

23 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

24 • LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

25 and street segments) throughout the City, an on-line database; 

26 Intersection accident data, available via an internal database called 

27 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

28 • Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 
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1 • A TSAC loop detector database at intersections (currently being developed 

2 using a grant from SCAG). 

3 

4 
Dated: January 26, 2009 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO. City Attorney 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney 
TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney 

By·~~~~~~'jg::~~~~~,d t;t.#--<--<-k._ 
N MACIAS 

Deputy City A omey 

Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

10 

11 

12 
M:\Real Prop_Env_Land Use\LAND _USIN..and Use\ Terry K. Macias\Saunders\Discovery\Cltys Response to Plaintiff Saunders 1st Set of Special 

13 Interrogs .. doc 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

100 

RESPONDENT CITY'S RESPONSE TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' FIRST SET OF 
SPECIAL INTERROGATORIES 



1 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

2 I, the undersigned, say: I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the within 
action or proceeding. My business address is 701 City Hall East, 200 North Main Street, 

3 Los Angeles, California 90012. 

4 On March 11, 2009, I served the foregoing documents described as RESPONDENT 
AND DEFENDANT CITY OF LOS ANGELES' SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO 5 PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF LUCILLE SAUNDERS' FORM INTERROGATORIES (SET ONE) 

6 on all interested parties in this action by placing copies thereof enclosed in a seafed envelope 
addressed as follows: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

[ l 

[X] 

[ l 

[ J 

Sabrina D. Venskus Esq. 
Emilee Moeller, Esq. 
Law Offices of Sabrina Venskus 
1055 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1660 
Los Ang~les, California 90017 

BY MAIL -I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California, with First 
class postage thereon fully prepaid. I am readily familiar with the business practice for 
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, it is 
deposited with the United States Postal Service on that same day, at Los Angeles, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postage cancellation date or postage meter date 
is more than one ( 1) day after the date of deposit for mailing in affidavit; and/or 

BY PERSONAL SERVICE- ( ) I delivered by hand, or (X) I caused to be delivered via 
Los Angeles City Attorney Document Services Division, such envelope to the offices of 
the addressee with delivery time prior to 5:00 p.m. on the date specified above. 

BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION- I caused the document to be transmitted to the 
offices of the addressee via facsimile machine at telephone number 
-------on the date and time specified on the Transmission Report. 

BY OVERNIGHT COURIER - I deposited such envelope in a regularly maintained 
overnight courier parcel receptacle prior to the time listed thereon for pick-up. Hand 
delivery was guaranteed by the next business day. 

23 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

24 foregoing is true and correct. Executed on March 11, 2009, at Los Angeles, California. 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 IIM.L~ !-')--

PAULETTE: 



I Electrical Engineer, 111 N. Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 

2 367-0421. 

3 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

4 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

5 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

6 

7 
Dated: March 11, 2009 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney 
TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney 

Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

16 M:\Real Prop_Env_Land Use\LAND_USE\Land Use\ Terry K. Macias\Saunders\Dlscovery\Supplemantal Response to Plaintiffs Form 

!nterrogs Set One.doc 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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1 Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, 

2 California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

3 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

4 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

5 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

6 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36 

7 (a) No. 36 

8 (b) The demand for power does not exceed the power supply. This fact may be 

9 substantiated by reference to the IRP from the Department of Water and Power 

10 (http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cmsl!ladwp01 0273.pdf) ( coversheet and index submitted in 

II conjunction with these discovery responses), wherein it discusses the power need projects 

12 and supply through 2028. For example, on page 16 of Section 3.3 is a chart which indicates 

13 projected energy available at 25,000 GWh (gigawatts) and demand at 16,000 MW 

14 (megawatts). A detailed discussion is available at Appendix B of this IRP. 

15 (c) Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope 

16 · Street, Room 921, Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, 

17 Ele.ctrical Engineer, 111 N. Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, California 

18 90012, (213) 367-0421. Mssrs. Benyamin and Packer may only be contacted directly 

19 by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

20 (d) In December 2007 the Department of Water and Power adopted its own 

21 "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") (this IRP is different from the IRP adopted with regard to 

22 waste water, storm water and solid waste.) This document was adopted by the Board of 

23 Commissioners of the Department of Water and Power and presented to the City Council. 

24 Prior to December 2007 the Department of Water and Power relied on an IRP adopted on or 

25 about August 15, 2000 by the Board of Commissioners of the Department of Water and 

26 Power and the City Council. Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 

27 N. Hope Street, Room 921, Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, 

28 
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(213) 367-1022. 

2 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

3 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

4 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

5 

6 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35 

7 (a) No. 35 

8 (b) Wastewater flows from the City of Los Angeles have not exceeded the Waste 

9 Water Treatment Capacity. This fact may be substantiated by reference to the IRP, Section 2, 

10 Waste Water Management (http://www.lacity.org/san/irp/facilitiesplan.htm) (the index and 

11 Executive Summary of this document are submitted in conjunction with these discovery 

12 responses), wherein it discusses the capacity of each treatment facility and the Monthly 

13 Performance Report (January 2009) (a copy of which is submitted in conjunction with these 

· 14 discovery responses), which discusses the actual output of each treatment facility. Hyperion 

15 Treatment Plant is projected to be able to handle maximum monthly flow of 450 mgd (which 

16 corresponds to an Average Dry Weather Flow "ADWF" of 413 mgd). In January 2009, the 

17 Monthly Report shows a maximum daily flow of 409 mgd, an amount under the maximum 

18 monthly flow for which the plant was project to be able to handle. 

19 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

20 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

21 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

22 Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through 

23 counsel for City. 

24 (d) The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") produced in or about November 2006, the 

25 . Quarterly and the Monthly Reports a~d the VVaste VVater Capitallmprovernent Program 

26 reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. These reports are communications 

27 made available to the Planning Department. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. 

28 Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, 
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1 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Annual Screenline Summary 

2 Reports, 1958 to present, LADOT SURVEY Section, Lan Nguyen, (213) 972-8491; 

3 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service Information, LADOT 

4 Westchester Office, (213) 485-1062; LADOT Metro Development Review Office, Tomas 

5 Carranza, (213) 972-8476; 

6 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database, Public Work's Navigate LA intra net website 

7 Community Plan TIMP chapters, http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

8 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

9 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

10 Los Angeles Unified School District website (LAUSD.net), identifying various 

11 documents providing the data and statistics about the accomplishments of the new 

12 construction program and each of the bonds. 

13 Congestion Management Program 

14 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34 

15 (a} No. 34 

16 (b) The demand does not exceed the supply of water. This fact may be substantiated 

17 by reference to the Urban Water Management Plan which can be found at 

18 (http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp.cms/ladwp007157.pdf}. The cover and index to this document 

19 are submitted in conjunction with these discovery responses. This document projects the 

20 water needs of the City and the availability of water. 

21 (c) Jim McDaniel, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, 

22 Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted directly 

23 by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

24 (d) The "Urban Water Management Plan" document which is done every 5 

25 years. The most recent document was adopted December 20, 2005; the prior 

26 document was adopted December 5, 2000. The Urban Water Management Plan 

27 cross references the IRP prepared by the Bureau of Sanitation. Jim McDaniel, Sr. 

28 Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012, 
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I Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 367-0421; Jim McDaniel, Sr. 

2 Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 

3 (213) 367-1022. Mssrs. Haug, Hagekhalil, Benyamln and Packer may only be contacted 

4 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

5 Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. Los 

6 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

7 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

8 Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los Angeles, 

9 CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

1 0 through counsel for City. 

11 (d) General Plan Framework Element, and Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

12 Environmental impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

13 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

14 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

15 Preliminary Staff Draft Community Facilities and infrastructure Chapter for the 

16 Community Plan Updates; 

17 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Building and Housing 

18 Construction Activity; 

19 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Population and 

20 Employment Projections and Estimates; 

21 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, New Community Plan Program 

22 Power Point Presentation to the City Planning Commission, April10, 2008. 

23 Waste Water Capital Improvement Program Report 

24 Integrated Resource Plan, Quarterly and Monthly Reports, and Environmental Impact 

25 Report, for Bureau of Sanitation 

26 Integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program 

27 Integrated Resource Plan, Department of Water and Power 

28 Urban Water Management Plan 
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1 The demand does not exceed the supply of water. This fact may be substantiated by 

2 reference to the Urban Water Management Plan which can be found at 

3 (http:l/www.ladwp.com/ladwp.cms/ladwp007157.pdf). The cover and index to this document 

4 are submitted in conjunction with these discovery responses. This document projects the 

5 water needs of the City and the availability of water. 

6 Wastewater flows from the City of Los Angeles have not exceeded the Waste Water 

7 Treatment Capacity. This fact may be substantiated by reference to the IRP, Section 2, 

8 Waste Water Management (http://www.lacitv.org/san/irp/facilitiesplan.htm) (the index and 

9 Executive Summary of this document are submitted in conjunction with these discovery 

10 responses), wherein it discusses the capacity of each treatment facility and the Monthly 

11 Performance Report (January 2009) (a copy of which is submitted in conjunction with these 

12 discovery responses), which discusses the actual output of each treatment facility. Hyperion 

13 Treatment Plant is projected to be able to handle maximum monthly flow of 450 mgd (which 

I4 corresponds to an Average Dry Weather Flow "ADWF" of 413 mgd). In January 2009, the 

15 Monthly Report shows a maximum daily flow of 409 mgd, an amount under the maximum 

· 16 monthly flow for which the plant was project to be able to handle . 

.17 The demand for power does not exceed the power supply. This fact may be 

18 substantiated by reference to the IRP from the Department of Water and Power 

19 (http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms//ladwp010273.pdf) (coversheet and index submitted in 

20 conjunction with these discovery responses), wherein it discusses the power need projects 

21 and supply through 2028. For example, on page 16 of Section 3.3 is a chart which indicates 

22 projected energy available at 25,000 GWh (gigawatts) and demand at 16,000 MW 

23 (megawatts). A detailed discussion is available at Appendix B of this IRP. 

24 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

25 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

26 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-221 0; 

27 Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

28 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 N. 
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1 construction of new schools as well as the modernization and rehabilitation of existing 

2 schools. The funding has produced the largest public works program in the country and a 

3 multi-year comprehensive program to relieve overcrowding in the LAUSD schools, return 

4 students to a traditional two-semester calendar, and replace or expand athletic and play 

5 space at school sites. The school construction program is composed of 343 overall projects 

6 which include 132 new schools, 65 additions, 7 new early education centers and a variety of 

7 other projects. When complete, the construction program will produce approximately 165,000 

8 two-semester classroom seats at an estimated cost of $12.6 billion, including new K-12 

9 seats, full-day kindergarten seats, continuation high school seats, and early education center 

10 seats. All LAUSD schools will be neighborhood schools, on a two-semester calendar, without 

11 involuntary busing, and operating full-day kindergarten where applicable. 

12 As of 2008, LAUSD's school infrastructure has been increased as follows: 

13 • 233 projects have been completed, including 69 new school projects and 58 addition 

14 projects 

15 • 79,336 new classroom seats have been created 

16 • 3,070 classrooms have been completed 

17 • 4 7 projects are under construction 

18 • 29 early education center expansions have been completed 

19 • 279 projects are designed or in design 

20 • 475 schools have achieved occupancy for full-day kindergarten 

21 Additionally, the new schools have all incorporated sustainable design features into 

22 their construction. For the past seven years, all schools have been designed to be 

. 23 Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) compliant. Future schools are intended 

24 to gener~te electricity onsite, reduce their carbon footprints, and use high efficiency 

25 components. In light of the massive school construction program, the annual report on 

26 growth and infrastructure no longer needs to track or assess the adequacy of the school 

27 infrastructure. 

28 /// 
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1 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade- Policies 2.24 and 2.35 

2 LA DOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects- Policy 9.1 

3 Safe Routes to School Program- Policy 10.6 

4 The Department of Transportation has numerous transportation databases, including 

5 but not limited to the following: 

6 • The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) chapter in each 

7 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

8 • Annual Screenline summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

9 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screen lines throughout the City; 

10 • Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

11 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

12 assumptions (from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions (from regional 

13 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

14 mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions; 

15 Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

16 approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

17 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

18 • LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

19 and street segments) throughout the City, an on-line database; 

20 • Intersection accident data, available via an internal database called 

21 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

22 

23 

• 

• 

Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 

ATSAC loop detector database at intersections (currently being developed 

24 using a grant from SCAG). 

25 At the time of the adoption of the Framework Element, Los Angeles' puMc schools 

26 were extremely overcrowded, many were operating on a year-round calendar, and no new 

27 schools had been built for approximately 20 years. Beginning in 1998, however, voters 

28 approved five state and local bond measures, totaling approximately $35 billion for the 
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1 Downtown Street Car (underway)- Policies 2.20 and 3.8 

2 LADOT Transit Priority System developed for 23 MTA's Rapid Bus Corridors- Policies 2.14, 

3 2.15, 2.21 and 2.35 

4 ATSAC and ATCS Programs- Policy 2.22 

5 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

6 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway) - Policies 3.15 and 1 0.1 

7 TOM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

8 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 

9 LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic (FAST) Initiative - Policy 2.2 

10 Parking Policy Update with City Planning (underway)- Policies 2.24 and 2.25 

11 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane- Policy 2.23 

12 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

13 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28 and 2.29 

14 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects- Policy 2.26 

15 LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) -Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

16 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

17 LADOT's participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

18 3.13 and 6.13 

19 LADOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program -Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

20 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program - Policy 5.12 

21 USDOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 

22 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway) - Policy 5.13 

23 LADOT's membership and participation with the National Association of City Transportation 

24 . Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6.7 

25 LADOT's membership and participation at the Regional Development and Transportation 

26 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

27 . SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway)- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 

28 .2.20 and 6.12 
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1 intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

2 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

3 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

4 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

5 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

6 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

7 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

8 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

9 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

10 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

11 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

12 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metro link stops, and (3) 

13 light and heavy rail stops. 

14 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

15 (Metro). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

16 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

17 vehicular trips) to preserve complit;mce with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

18 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

19 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

20 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

21 new Community Plan update program. 

22 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, has initiated, implemented, 

23 expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, projects and studies, in 

24 an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Transportation 

25 Element, including but not limited to the following: 

26 DASH and Commuter Express Services- Objective 1 

27 Hail a Cab Pilot Program - Policies 2.20, 3.8 

28 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 
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1 the City Council adopt a ten-year "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding 

2 policy. She stated that under the new program, each community plan update will take 

3 approximately 3 years to complete, that the Department will work on 12 community plans at 

4 all times, and complete the update of four community plans each year (after year 3). Based 

5 on this schedule, the Department will always be in the process of updating 12 Community 

6 Plans, and all 35 community plans will be more comprehensive documents and all will be 

7 updated by the year 2017. The funding program and schedule were adopted by the City 

8 Council. A similar report was made to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008. A 

9 copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to the City Planning Commission is 

10 attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

11 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

12 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

13 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

14 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

15 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

16 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

17 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

18 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

19 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

20 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

21 funding sources to meet the needs. 

22 The Planning Department relies on the process provided by the California 

23 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the 

24 .. project-specific level. 

25 The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

26 (CMP), as mandated by the MTA, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

27 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MTA. The CMP 

28 contains intersection level of service infonnation at approximately 47 critical City 
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1 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

2 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

3 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

4 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

5 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

6 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

7 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

8 mandatory duty on the City. 

9 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

10 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and 

11 infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate 

12 infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the time of the adoption of the 

13 Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected 

14 that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, 

15 Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-

16 migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such 

17 that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. 

18 The Planning Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to 

19 verify the City is well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the 

20 population for which the Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure 

21 to support. 

22 The Planning Department has determined that, in the future, the community plan 

23 update process is the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at 

24 . the community-wide level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the 

25 distribution of the city's 4.3 million population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time 

26 since the 1960's, adopted a funding policy to permit the Department of City Planning to 

27 develop such a comprehensive community plan update program. In a report presented to the 

28 City Council in January, 2008, S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that 
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1 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

2 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

3 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

4 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

5 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

6 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April20, 2000, that 

7 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

8 of technological developments, this report .will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

9 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

10 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

11 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

12 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

13 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

14 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

15 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

16 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

17 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

18 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

19 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

20 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

21 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

22 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

23 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

24 El.ement (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

25 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

26 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10- Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), 

27 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

28 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 
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1 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

2 citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

3 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

4 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and chart forms, 

5 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

6 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

7 ··estimates; The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Suil<ling and $afety's 

8 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

9 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

10 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. 

11 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The population and 

12 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

13 Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

14 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

15 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Prlnt-

16 outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

17 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

18 other departments and agencies. Instead, aJI infrastructure and public service data and 

19 information (with the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

20 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 

21 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted. 

22 by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 

23 · delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

24 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

25 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

26 http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 

27 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)" in all other budget years. 

28 I II 
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1 Propounding Party through counsel for City; S. Gail Goldberg, Director of Planning, City Hall, 

2 200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 9781271. Ms. Goldberg may 

3 only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through Counsel for City. 

4 (d) The Director orally reports to the Commission and there are no documents 

5 addressing this Request. 

6 REQUEST FORADMISSION NOS. 27·32 

7 (a) Nos. 27-32 

8 (b) These Requests merely restate, quote or summarize provisions of existing law, 

9 including Government Code section 65300 et seq. and stated purpose with respect to 

10 General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. Government Code section 65300 et seq. and the 

11 General Plan speak for themselves and are the best evidence regarding the contents of 

12 those documents. 

13 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Dep. City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. Main 

14 Street, CityHall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

15 (d) Government Code section 65300 et seq. 

16 General Plan for the City of Los Angeles 

17 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33 

18 (a) No. 33 

19 (b) Since at least 2001, the Planning Department has prepared annual growth reports 

20 covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections 

21 and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing 

22 construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with the 

23 population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level 

24 . (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; 

25 link - > Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by 

26 entering the planning area of interest and the year and the user/reader can compare the 

27 differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth information is also presented 

28 in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical info link. The building permit 
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1 (b) The Hollywood Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, 

2 including EIR preparation and numerous public workshops, and is scheduled to go to the City 

3 Planning Commission in the calendar year 2009. 

4 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

5 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 

6 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

7 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

8 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

9 will be updated by the year 2017. 

10 (c) 

11 Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. Los 

12 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

13 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

14 (d) Draft Matrix of Existing, Planning and Proposed Land Use for the Hollywood 

15 Community Plan Update (Matrix), (CPU 3), dated February'17, 2005; Draft Hollywood CPU 

16 Appendix to Matrix, dated February 16, 2006; and Draft Hollywood Community Plan Area 

17 Map, dated March 2006. 

18 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26 

19 (a) No. 26 

20 (b) The Los Angeles City Planning Commission meets twice each month. The 

21 Director of Planning regularly reports to the Commission at each meeting on a great variety of 

22 planning and land use issues, including but not limited to, the Housing Element update, the 

23 Community Plan program update, and the Director's walking tours throughout various 

24 neighborhoods in the City, and relating to the relationship between population, employment, 

25 housing growth and plan capacities, City-wide and at the community plan level, including but 

26 not limited to the Silverlake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan. 

27 (c) Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. 

28 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 
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1 Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. Los 

2 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

3 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

4 (d) Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and 

5 Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, 

6 and Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

7 The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") adopted in or about November of 2006, the 

8 Quartedy and Monthly Reports, the Environmental Impact Report and the Waste Water 

9 Capital Improvement Program reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. Prior 

10 to adoption of the IRP there was the "Integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program" ("IPWP"). 

11 The IPWP reflects a process which began in 1999. In December 2007, The Los Angeles 

12 Department of Water and Power adopted its own "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") (this IRP 

13 is different from the IRP adopted with regard to waste water, storm water and solid waste.) 

14 This document was adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the Department of Water and 

15 Power and presented to the City Council. Prior to December 2007 the Department of Water 

16 and Power relied on an IRP adopted on or about August 15, 2000 by the Board of 

17 Commissioners of the Department of Water and Power and the City Council. The "Urban 

18 Water Management Plan" document which is done every 5 years. The most recent document 

19 was adopted December 20, 2005; the prior document was adopted December 5, 2000. The 

20 Urban Water Management Plan cross references the IRP prepared by the Bureau of 

21 Sanitation. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

22 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

23 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-221 0; 

24 . Aram. Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

25 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 

26 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 367-1022. 

27 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25 

28 (a) No. 25 
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1 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21 

2 City does not intend to pursue Affirmative Defense Nos. 1 0-11. 

3 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22 

4 (a) No. 22 

5 (b) The City has adequate systems to handle the waste water, storm water, water 

6 supply, solid waste, power supply, street lighting needs. The Planning Department relies on 

7 the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the General Plan Framework 

8 Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded 

9 that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 

10 million people. At the time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern 

11 California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a 

12 population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has 

13 experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a 

14 decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG 

15 now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. The Planning 

16 Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is 

17 well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the 

18 Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

19 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

20 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director ofthe Bureau of 

21 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210; 

22 Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

23 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 N. 

24 
1
Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213)367-0421; Jim McDaniel, Sr. 

25 Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 

26 (213) 367-1022. Mssrs. Haug, Hagekhalil, Benyamin and Packer may only be contacted 

27 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

28 
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1 This document was adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the Department of Water and 

2 Power and presented to the City Council. Prior to December 2007 the Department of Water 

3 and Power relied on an IRP adopted on or about August 15, 2000 by the Board of 

4 Commissioners of the Department of Water and Power and the City Council. The "Urban 

5 Water Management Plan" document which is done every 5 years. The most recent document 

6 was adopted December 20, 2005; the prior document was adopted December 5, 2000. The 

7 Urban Water Management Plan cross references the IRP prepared by the Bureau of 

S Sanitation. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

9 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

1 o Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-221 0; 

11 Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

12 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367-4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 

13 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 (213) 367-1022. 

14 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.19 

15 (a) No. 19 

16 (b) City is informed and believes that issues raised in this action may have been 

17 litigated on behalf of some or all of the petitioners or their privies in Federation of Hillside and 

18 Canyon Associations eta!. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/., (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and 

19 Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations et al., v. City of Los Angeles, eta/., (2000) 83 

20 Qai.App.4th 1252 and, therefore are barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. 

21 Investigation and discovery is ongoing and may lead to additional information in support of 

22 the City's denial. 

23 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Dep. City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. Main 

24 Street, City HaH. East. 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

25 (d) Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations et at. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/., 

26 (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations eta/. v. 

27 City of Los Angeles, eta/., (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252, and all pleading files related thereto. 

28 II I 
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1 experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-migration, a 

2 decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such that SCAG 

3 now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. The Planning 

4 Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to verify the City is 

5 well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the population for which the 

6 Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure to support. 

7 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1.149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

8 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

9 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210; 

10 Aram Benyamin, Sr. Assistant General Manager for Power 111 N. Hope Street, Room 921, 

11 Los Angeles, California, 90012 (213) 367 -4435; Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 N. 

12 Hope Street, Room 1250, Los Angeles, California 90012, (213) 367-0421; Jim McDaniel, Sr. 

13 Assistant General Manager for Water 111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 

14 (213) 367-1022. Mssrs. Haug, Hagekhalil, Benyamin and Packer may only be contacted 

15 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

16 Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. Los 

17 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

18 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

19 (d) Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and 

20 Statementof Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, 

21 and Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

22 · The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") adopted in or about November of 2006, the 

23 Quarterly and Monthly Reports, the Environmental Impact Report and the Waste Water 

24 .. Capital Improvement Program reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. Prior 

25 to adoption of the IRP there was the "Integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program" ("IPWP"). 

26 The IPWP reflects a process which began in 1999. In December 2007, The Los Angeles 

27 Department of Water and Power adopted its own "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") (this IRP 

28 is different from the IRP adopted with regard to waste water, storm water and solid waste.) 
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(213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. 

2 Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. Mssrs. Haug and 

3 Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

4 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.16 

5 (a) No. 16 

6 (b) The City produces a Waste Water Capital Improvement Program report which 

7 reviews projects, project status and needs yearly. This report is published 

8 annually. 

9 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

10 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

11 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

12 Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through 

13 counsel for City. 

14 (d) Capital Improvement Program. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. 

15 Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213} 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, 

16 Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, 

17 California 90015 (213) 485-2210. Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted 

18 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

19 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17 

20 (a) No. 17 

21 (b) The City has adequate systems to handle the waste water, storm water, water 

22 supply, solid waste, power supply, street lighting needs. The Planning Department relies on 

23 the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the General Plan Framework 

24 .. Element for its Citycwide analysis of growth and infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded 

25 that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 

26 million people. At the time of the adoption of the Framework Element, the Southern 

27 California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected that the City would reach a 

28 population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, Los Angeles has 
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1 {c) Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. 

2 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

3 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

4 {d) Los Angeles Unified School District website (LAUSD.net), identifying various 

5 documents providing the data and statistics about the accomplishments of the new 

6 construction program and each of the bonds. 

7 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15 

8 {a)No.15 

9 (b) The Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) is in the middle of a large 

I 0 master facilities planning effort, the Los Angeles County Sanitation District 2010 Master 

11 Facilities Program (Program). The County's treatment system is completely independent of 

12 the City's system. City is aware of the County's master planning program and efforts and 

13 informally monitors progress of Program because the County and the City face some of the 

14 same issues. There are some overlaps in the County and City collection systems. For 

15 example, a few of the County's "Districts" are located in areas that flow by gravity to the City's 

16 system and by agreement, the City agreed to take these flows by gravity to Hyperion rather 

17 than building pumping plants to get the flows into the County's system. Similarly, there are a 

18 few parts of the City where the City contracts with the County to take its flow due to gravity. 

19 The amount of these flows is very minor. 

20 (c) Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, 

21 California 90015 (213) 485-4906; and Adel Hagekhalil, Assistant Director of the Bureau of 

22 Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 (213) 485-2210. 

23 Mssrs. Haug and Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through 

24 counsel for City. 

25 (d) The "Integrated Resource Plan" ("IRP") adopted in or about November of 2006, the 

26 Quarterly and Monthly Reports, the Environmental Impact Report and the Waste Water 

27 Capital Improvement Program reports which are produced by the Bureau of Sanitation. Tim 

28 Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90015 
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1 construction of new schools as well as the modernization and rehabilitation of existing 

2 schools. The funding has produced the largest public works program in the country and a 

3 multi-year comprehensive program to relieve overcrowding in the LAUSD schools, return 

4 students to a traditional two-semester calendar, and replace or expand athletic and play 

5 space at school sites. The school construction program is composed of 343 overall projects 

6 which include 132 new schools, 65 additions, 7 new early education centers and a variety of 

7 other projects. When complete, the construction program will produce approximately 165,000 

8 two-semester classroom seats at an estimated cost of $12.6 billion, including new K-12 

9 seats, full-day kindergarten seats, continuation high school seats, and early education center 

10 seats. All LAUSD schools will be neighborhood schools, on a two-semester calendar, without 

11 involuntary busing, and operating full-day kindergarten where applicable. 

12 As of 2008, LA US D's school infrastructure has been increased as follows: 

13 • 233 projects have been completed, including 69 new school projects and 58 addition 

14 projects 

15 • 79,336 new classroom seats have been created 

16 • 3,070 classrooms have been completed 

17 • 47 projects are under construction 

· 18 • 29 early education center expansions have been completed 

19 • 279 projects are designed or in design 

20 • 475 schools have achieved occupancy for full-day kindergarten 

21 Additionally, the new schools have all incorporated sustainable design features into 

22 their construction. For the past seven years, all schools have been designed to be 

23 Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) compliant. Future schools are intended 

24 . to generate electricity onsite, reduce their carbon footprints, and use high efficiency 

25 components. In light of the massive school construction program, the annual report on 

26 growth and infrastructure no longer needs to track or assess the adequacy of the school 

27 infrastructure. 

28 II I 
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1 • Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

2 approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

3 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

4 • LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

5 and street segments) throughout the City, an on-line database; 

6 • Intersection accident data, available via an intemal database called 

7 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

8 

9 

• 

• 

Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 

ATSAC loop detector database at intersections (currently being developed 

10 using a grant from SCAG). 

11 {c) 

12 Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los Angeles, 

13 CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

14 through counsel for City. 

15 (d) 

16 Los Angeles Department of Transportation {LADOT) Annual Screen line Summary 

17 Reports, 1958 to present; 

18 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service Information 

19 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database 

20 Community Plan TIMP chapters 

21 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

22 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

· 23 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12 

24 (a} No.12 

. 25 {b) At the time of the adoption of the Framework Element, Los Angeles' public schools 

26 were extremely overcrowded, many were operating on a year-round calendar, and no new 

27 schools liad been built for approximately 20 years. Beginning in 1998, however, voters 

28 approved five state and local bond measures, totaling approximately $35 billion for the 
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Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los Angeles, 

2 CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

3 through counsel for City. 

4 (d) 

5 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Building and Housing 

6 Construction Activity; 

7 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Population and 

8 Employment Projections and Estimates; 

9 Environmental impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

10 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

11 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

12 Congestion Management Program 

13 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION N0.11 

14 (a) Request No. 11 

15 (b) 

16 The Department of Transportation has numerous transportation databases, including 

17 but not limited to the following: 

18 • The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) chapter in each 

. 19 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

20 • Annual Screenline summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

21 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screenlines throughout the City; 

22 • Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

23 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

24 assumptions {from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions {from regional 

25 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

26 mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions; 

27 I If 

28 Iff 
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The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

2 ( CMP), as mandated by the MT A, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

3 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MT A. The CMP 

4 contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical City 

5 intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

6 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

7 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

8 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

9 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

10 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

11 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

12 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

13 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

14 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

15 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

16 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metrolink stops, and (3) 

17 light and heavy rail stops. 

18 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

19 (Metro). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

20 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

21 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

22 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

23 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

24 (c) Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

25 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted 

26 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

27 

28 
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1 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service Information 

2 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database 

3 Community Plan TIMP chapters 

4 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

5 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

6 REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10 

7 (a) Request No. 10 

8 (b) The Department of Planning monitors the population estimates on an ongoing 

9 basis. One staff person, Jack Tsao, an Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, 

10 spends approximately 80% of his time developing and monitoring the city's population 

11 estimates. Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, spends approximately 5% of her time 

12 monitoring population projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit 

· 13 activity, including housing construction activity in connection with the General Plan 

14 Framework Element and its EIR conclusions and data. 

15 The Department closely monitors the population because the General Plan Framework 

16 Element and its EIR set forth a strategy to accommodate growth up to 4.3 million people. 

17 The EIR analyzed the impacts the Framework Element will have on all components of the 

18 City's infrastructure, and the adequacy of the Infrastructure to serve 4.3 million people; with 

19 few exceptions, no significant impacts were identified for ariy component of this infrastructure. 

20 Therefore, the Planning Department does not monitor the infrastructure development of each 

21 department. Rather, that is done by each department responsible for infrastructure 

22 development. Currrently, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the 

23 agency responsible for regional planning, estimates that the City of Los Angeles will not 

24 . reach a population of 4.3 million people until the year 2030. Based on the City's monitoring, 

25 when or if population estimates change, or at an appropriate point in time as 2030 

26 approaches, the Department will make the necessary planning adjustments. As of now, the 

27 new community plans are based on a time horizon of 2030 and an estimated population of 

28 4.3 million people. 
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1 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway)- Policy 5.13 

2 LADOT's membership and participation with the National Association of City Transportation 

3 Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6. 7 

4 LADOT's membership and participation at the Regional Development and Transportation 

5 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

6 SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway)- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 

7 2.20and6.12 

8 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade- Policies 2.24 and 2.35 

9 LADOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects- Policy 9.1 

10 Safe Routes to School Program- Policy 10.6 

11 (c) Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

12 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted 

13 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City, 

14 Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los Angeles, 

15 CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

16 through counsel for City . 

. 17 (d) 

18 General Plan Framework Element 

19 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Building and Housing 

20 Construction Activity; 

21 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Population and 

22 Employment Projections and Estimates; 

23 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

. 24 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

25 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

26 Congestion Management Program 

27 Los Angeles Department ofT ransportation (LADOT) Annual Screen line Summary 

28 Reports, 1958 to present; 
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1 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, has initiated, implemented, 

2 expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, projects and studies, in 

3 an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Transportation 

4 Element, including but not limited to the following: 

5 DASH and Commuter Express Services - Objective 1 

6 Hail a Cab Pilot Program - Policies 2.20, 3.8 

7 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

8 Downtown Street Car (underway)- Policies 2.20 and 3.8 

9 LA DOT Transit Priority System developed for 23 MTA's Rapid Bus Corridors- Policies 2.14, 

10 2.15,2.21and2.35 

11 ATSAC and ATCS Programs- Policy 2.22 

12 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

13 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway)- Policies 3.15 and 10.1 

14 TOM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

15 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 

16 LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic (FAST) Initiative- Policy 2.2 

17 Parking Policy Update with City Planning (underway)- Policies 2.24 and 2.25 

18 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane- Policy 2.23 

19 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

20 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28 and 2.29 

21 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects- Policy 2.26 

22 LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) -Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

23 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

24. LADOT's participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

25 3.13and6.13 

26 LADOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program - Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

27 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program- Policy 5.12 

28 USDOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 
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1 The Planning Department relies on the process provided by the California 

2 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the 

3 project-specific level. 

4 The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

5 (CMP), as mandated by the MT A, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

6 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MTA. The CMP 

7 contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical City 

8 intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

9 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

10 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. . . 
11 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

12 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

13 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

14 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

15 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

16 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

17 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

18 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of ( 1) stops on the 

19 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metrolink stops, and (3) 

20 light and heavy rail stops. 

21 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

22 (Metro). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

23 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

24 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

25 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

26 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

27 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

28 new Community Plan update program. 
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1 the community-wide level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the 

2 distribution of the city's 4.3 million population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time 

3 since the 1960's, adopted a funding policy to permit the Department of City Planning to 

4 develop such a comprehensive community plan update program. In a report presented to the 

5 City Council in January, 2008, S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that 

6 the City Council adopt a ten-year "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding 

7 policy. She stated that under the new program, each community plan update will take 

8 approximately 3 years to complete, that the Department will work on 12 community plans at 

9 all times, and complete the update of four community plans each year (after year 3). Based 

10 on this schedule, the Department will always be in the process of updating 12 Community 

11 Plans, and all 35 community plans will be more comprehensive documents and all will be 

12 updated by the year 2017. The funding program and schedule were adopted by the City 

13 Council. A similar report was made to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008. A 

14 copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to the City Planning Commission is 

15 attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

16 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

17 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

18 Plan with community specific Infrastructure and public fac:;ilities goals. This chapter will 

19 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

20 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

21 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

22 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

23 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

. 24 .. identity .the relevant leyel~of-service standard for each, identity the need or gap that may exist 

25 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

26 funding sources to meet the needs. 

27 Ill 

28 II I 
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1 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

2 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

3 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), 

4 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

5 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the. priorities of 

6 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

7 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

8 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

9 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

10 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

11 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

12 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

13 mandatory duty on the City. 

14 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

15 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and 

16 infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate 

17 infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the time of the adoption of the 

18 Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected 

19 that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, 

20 Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-

21 migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such 

22 that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. 

23 The Planning Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to 

. 24 verify the City is well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the 

· 25 population for which the Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure 

26 to support. 

27 The Planning Department has determined that, in the future, the community plan 

28 update process is the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at 
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1 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

2 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

3 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

4 http:/lwww.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 

5 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)" in all other budget years. 

6 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

7 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

8 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

9 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

10 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

11 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that 

12 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

13 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

14 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

15 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

16 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

17 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

18 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

19 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

20 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

21 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

22 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

23 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

24 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

25 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

26 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

27 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

28 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

25 

RESPONDENT CITY'S SUPLLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PETITIONER SAUNDERS' 
FORM INTERROGATORIES (SET ONE) 



1 population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level 

2 (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; 

3 link-> Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by 

4 entering the planning area of interest and the year and the used reader can compare the 

5 differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth information is also presented 

6 in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info link. The building permit 

7 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

8 citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

9 35 such areas). The Web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

10 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and chart forms, 

11 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

12 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

13 estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building and Safety's 

14 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

15 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

16 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst l, City Hall, 200 N. 

17 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The population and 

18 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

19 Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

20 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

21 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-

22 outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

23 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

24 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

25 information (with the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

26 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 

27 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted 

28 by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 
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I (a) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES, NO. 10·11 

2 City does not intend to pursue these affirmative defenses. 

3 FORM INTERROGATORY N0.17.1: 

4 Is your response to each request for admission served with these interrogatories an 

5 unqualified admission? If not, for each response that is not an unqualified admission: 

6 (a) state the number of the request; 

7 (b) state all facts upon which you base your response; 

8 (c) state the names, ADDRESSES, and telephone numbers of all PERSONS who 

9 have knowledge of those facts; and 

10 (c) identify all DOCUMENTS and other tangible things that support your denial or 

II special or affirmative defense, and state the name, ADDRESS and telephone number of the 

12 PERSON who has each DOCUMENT 

13 RESPONSE TO FORM INTERROGATORY N0.17.1: 

14 The responses of City were prepared under the direction and supervision of counsel. 

15 To the extent that this interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the 

16 attorney work-product doctrine, and on the additional grounds that the interrogatory calls for 

17 information protected from disclosure by the attorney work-product doctrine, and ori the 

18 additional grounds that the interrogatory is overly broad and seeks information that is neither 

19 relevant to the subject matter of this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

20 of admissible evidence. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections 

22 or any other objections, City responds as follows: 

23 REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS, NOS. 1-9, 13-14, 18, 20, 23, 24, 33 

. 24·· 

25 

(a) Nos.1-9, 13-14, 18, .20, 23, 24, 33 

(b) Since at least 2001, the Planning Department has prepared annual growth reports 

26 covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections 

27 and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing 

28 construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with the 
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1 Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2004) 126 Cai.App.4th 1180 

2 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. (2000) 83 

3 Cai.App.4th 1252 and, therefore, are barred by res judicata and/or collateral estoppel. City 

4 has not yet completed its discovery regarding the scope of involvement, if any, of the 

5 petitioners, or any of their individual members, in the above-referenced actions. 

6 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. 

7 Main Street, City Hall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

8 (d) Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of Los Angeles, eta/. 

9 (2004) 126 Ca!.App.4th 1180 and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assoc., eta/. v. City of 

10 Los Angeles, eta/. (2000) 83 Cai.App.4th 1252 and pleading files. 

11 (a) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES, NOS. 5, 7, AND 8 

12 (b) Some or all of the issues raised in this litigation should have been raised at the 

13 time of the adoption of the General Plan Framework Element and certification of the 

14 Environmental Impact Report (EIR} for the General Plan Framework Element and therefore 

15 are barred by the statute of limitations, and the failure to comply with Public Resources Code 

16 section 21167 et seq. 

17 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. Main 

18 Street, City Hall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

19 (d) City Council determination adopting the General Plan Framework Element and 

20 certification of the EIR, and any administrative record prepared in connection thereto; 

21 (a) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE, NO.9 

22 (b) To the extent petitioners may be trying to raise issues which should have been 

23 raised pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, petitioners have failed to comply 

24. with the. procedural requirements setforth in Public Resources Code section 21167 et seq. 

25 (c) Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, 200 N. 

26 Main Street, City Hall East, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-8248. 

27 (d) Not applicable. 

28 /// 
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1 5. Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los 

2 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding 

3 Party through counsel for City. 

4 6. Brad Packer, Electrical Engineer, 111 N. Hope Street, Room1250, Los Angeles, 

5 California 90012, (213) 367-0421. Mr. Packer may.only be contacted directly by Propounding 

6 Party through counsel for City. 

7 (d) 

8 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

9 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

10 Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

11 Waste Water Capital Improvement Program Report 

12 Integrated Resource Plan, Quarterly and Monthly Reports, and Environmental Impact 

13 Report, for Bureau of Sanitation 

14 Integrated Plan for the Wastewater Program 

15 Integrated Resource Plan, Department of Water and Power 

16 Urban Water Management Plan 

17 Congestion Management Program 

18 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Annual Screenline Summary 

19 Reports, 1958 to present, LADOT SURVEY Section, Lan Nguyen, (213) 972-8491; 

20 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service Information, LADOT 

21 Westchester Office, (213) 485-1062; LADOT Metro Development Review Office, Tomas 

22 Carranza, (213) 972-8476; 

23 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database, Public Work's Navigate LA intra net website 

24 Community Plan TIMP chapters, http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

25 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

26 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

27 (a) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES, NO.6 

28 (b) Some or all of the issues raised in this litigation were raised in Federation of 
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1 responses), wherein it discusses the capacity of each treatment facility and the Monthly 

2 Performance Report (January 2009) (a copy of which is submitted in conjunction with these 

3 discovery responses), which discusses the actual output of each treatment facility. Hyperion 

4 Treatment Plantis projected to be able to handle maximum monthly flow of 450 mgd (which 

.. 5 corresponds to an Average Dry Weather Flow "ADWF" of 413 mgd). In January 2009, the 

6 Monthly Report shows a maximum daily flow of 409 mgd, an amount under the maximum 

7 monthly flow for which the plant was project to be able to handle. 

8 The demand for power does not exceed the power supply. This fact may be 

9 substantiated by reference to the IRP from the Department of Water and Power 

10 (http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/cms//ladwp010273.pdD (coversheet and index submitted iri 

11 conjunction with these discovery responses), wherein it discusses the power need projects 

12 and supply through 2028. For example, on page 16 of Section 3.3 is a chart which indicates 

13 projected energy available at 25,000 GWh (gigawatts} and demand at 16,000 MW 

14 (megawatts}. A detailed discussion is available at Appendix B of this IRP. 

15 (c) 

16 1. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 

17 90015, (213) 485-4906. Mr. Haug may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

18 through counsel for City . 

. 19 2. Adel Hagekhalil, Asst. Dir. Of Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway. 9th Floor, 

20 Los Angeles, CA 90015, (213} 485-2210. Mr. Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by 

21 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

22 3. Jim McDaniel, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Water, 111 N. Hope Street, 

23 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted directly by 

24 Propoundin!:! Party through counsel for City. 

25 4. Aram Benyamin, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Power, 111 N. Hope Street, 

26 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213} 367-1022. Mr. Benyamin may only be contacted directly by 

27 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

28 I II 
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1 intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

2 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

3 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

4 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

5 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

6 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

7 .intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

8 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

9 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

10 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

11 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

12 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metrolink stops, and (3) 

13 light and heavy rail stops. 

14 The City's monitoring report is provided to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

15 (Metro). Since 1994, the City of Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of 

16 transportation improvement credits over new development debits (which contribute to 

17 vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 

18 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution and Local Development Report on August 

19 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to the MTA in compliance with CMP requirements. 

20 The demand does not exceed the supply of water. This fact may be substantiated by 

21 reference to the Urban Water Management Plan which can be found at 

22 (http://www.ladwp.com/ladwp.cms/ladwp007157.pdf). The cover and index to this document 

23 are submitted in conjunction with these discovery responses. This document projects the 

24 water needs of the City and the availability of water. 

25 Wastewater flows from the City of Los Angeles have not exceeded the Waste Water 

26 Treatment Capacity. This fact may be substantiated by reference to the IRP, Section 2, 

27 Waste Water Management (http://www.lacitv.org/san/irp/facilitiesplan.htm) (the index and 

28 Executive Summary of this document are submitted in conjunction with these discovery 
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1 the City Council adopt a ten-year "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding 

2 policy. She stated that under the new program, each community plan update will take 

3 approximately 3 years to complete, that the Department will work on 12 community plans at 

4 all times, and complete the update offour community plans each year (after year 3}. Based 

5 on this schedule, the Department will always be in the process of updating 12 Community 

6 Plans, and all 35 community plans will be more comprehensive documents and all will be 

7 updated by the year 2017. The funding program and schedule were adopted by the City 

8 Council. A similar report was made to the City Planning Commission on April1 0, 2008. A 

9 copy of the April1 0, 2008 power point presentation to the City Planning Commission is 

10 attached to these Special interrogatories. 

11 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

12 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 

13 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

14 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

15 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

16 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

17 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

18 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

19 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

20 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

21 funding sources to meet the needs. 

22 The Planning Department relies on the process provided by the California 

23 Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the 

24 project-specific level. 

25 The Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program 

26 (CMP), as mandated by the MTA, with the assistance of the Department of Transportation, 

27 which is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to MTA. The CMP 

28 contains intersection level of service information at approximately 4 7 critical City 
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I Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

2 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

3 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

4 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

5 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

6 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

7 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

8 mandatory duty on the City. 

9 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

10 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and 

11 infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate 

12 infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the time of the adoption of the 

13 . Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected 

14 that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, 

15 Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-

16 migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such 

17 that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. 

18 The Planning Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to 

19 verify the City is well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and \he 

20 population for which the Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure 

21 to support. 

22 The Planning Department has determined that, in the future, the community plan 

23 update process is the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at 

24 the community"wide level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the 

25 distribution of the city's 4.3 million population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time 

26 since the 1960's, adopted a funding policy to permit the Department of City Planning to 

27 develop such a comprehensive community plan update program. In a report presented to the 

28 City Council in January, 2008, S. Gall Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that 
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1 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

2 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

3 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

4 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

5 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

6 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that 

7 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

8 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

9 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

10 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

11 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

12 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

13 Each 'of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

14 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

15 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

16 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

17 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

18 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

19 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

20 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

21 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

22 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

23 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

· 24 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General . 

25 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

26 General Plan Framework Element <::;hapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), 

27 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

28 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 
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1 the information at a citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community 

2 Plan level (there are 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's 

3 building construction activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in 

4 tabular and chart forms, comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city 

5 to another. The Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's 

6 population estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building 

7 and Safety's monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in 

8 PDF format on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit 

9 activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City 

10 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The 

11 population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, 

12 Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los 

13 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the 

14 Planning Department, Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los 

15 Angeles, CA 90012. Print-outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the 

16 Propounding Party by the City. 

17 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

18 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

19 information (With the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

20 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehens.lve 

21 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplemenr and adopted 

22 by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 

23 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

24 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

25 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

26 http://www.lacitv.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 

27 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)" in all other budget years. 

28 
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1 presented its community plan program and schedule, stating that a community plan update 

2 takes approximately 3 years to complete and that the Department will update 12 community 

3 plans at a time, completing four each year. Based on this schedule, all 35 community plans 

4 will be updated by the year 2017. 

5 (c) 

6 Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721. Los 

7 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by 

8 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

9 (d) 

10 Draft Matrix of Existing, Planning and Proposed Land Use for the Hollywood 

11 Community Plan Update (Matrix), (CPU 3), dated February 17, 2005; 

12 Draft Hollywood CPU Appendix to Matrix, dated February 16, 2006; and 

13 Draft Hollywood Community Plan Area Map, dated March 2006. 

14 5. 

15 (a) 

16 City's response to each denial of a material allegation set forth in paragraphs 41, 

17 is as follows: 

18 (b) Since at least 2001, the Planning Department has prepared annual growth 

19 reports covering each yearfrom 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population 

20 projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including 

21 housing construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with 

22 the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission 

23 level (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at 

24 www,planning.lacity.org; link-> Local Population and Housing E::;timates. The data can be 

25 queried dynamically by entering the planning area of interest and the year and the 

26 user treader can compare the differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth 

27 information is also presented in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info 

28 link. The building permit information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides 
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1 LADOT Striping Design Program for Street Resurfacing Projects - Policy 9.1 

2 Safe Routes to School Program- Policy 10.6 

3 (c) 

4 1. Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los 

5 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding 

6 Party through counsel for City. 

7 (d) 

8 General Plan Framework Element 

9 Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Annual Screenline Summary 

10 Reports, 1958 to present, LADOT SURVEY Section, Lan Nguyen, (213) 972-8491; 

11 LADOT Bi-Annual Reports Re: Intersection Level of Service Information, LADOT 

12 Westchester Office, (213) 485c1062; LADOT Metro Development Review Office, Tomas 

13 Carranza, (213) 972-8476; 

14 LADOT On-Line Traffic Database, Public Work's Navigate LA intra net website 

1.5 Community Plan TIMP chapters, http:!/cityplanning.lacity.org/ 

16 LADOT Intersection Accident Data 

17 DASH and Commuter Annual Boarding Information 

18 Congestion Management Program 

19 4. 

20 (a) 

21 City's supplemental response to each denial of a material allegation set forth in 

22 paragraphs 35 and Affirmative Defenses 1-4, is as follows: 

23 (b) 

24 The Hollywood Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, including 

25 EIR preparation and numerous public workshops, and is scheduled to go to the City Planning 

26 Commission in the calendar year 2009. 

27 The City Council fully funded the community plan update program in 2007. In a report 

28 presented to the City Planning Commission on April10, 2008, the Planning Department 
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1 LADOT Transit Priority System developed for 23 MTA's Rapid Bus Corridors- Policies 2.14, 

2 2.15, 2.21 and 2.35 

3 ATSAC and ATCS Programs- Policy 2.22 

4 LAX and Van Nuys Master Plans- Policies 5.4 and 5.5 

5 Bicycle Master Plan Update (underway)- Policies 3.15 and 10.1 

6 TDM Ordinance Update with City Planning (underway) plus Establishment of Warner Center 

7 TMO and Century City TMO (underway)- Policies 2.3, 2.7, 2.9 and 2.11 

8 LADOT coordination with Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic (FAST) Initiative- Policy 2.2 

9 Parking Policy Update with City Planning (underway)- Policies 2.24 and 2.25 

10 Downtown Figueroa Corridor HOV lane- Policy 2.23 

1 1 Wilshire Boulevard Bus-Only Lane- Policy 2.26 

12 Various Arterial Street Widening Projects- Policies 2.28 and 2.29 

13 Various Peak-Hour Curb Parking Removal Projects- Policy 2.26 

14 LADOT Traffic Policies and Procedures Guideline Update (underway) -Policies 3.1, 3.2, 

15 3.3, 3.4, 3.7, 3.8, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.16 

16 LADOT's participation at the Downtown Street Standards Committee- Policies 2.20, 3.12, 

17 3.13 and 6.13 

18 LADOT Neighborhood Traffic Management Program- Policies 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 

19 LADOT Goods Movement Access Program - Policy 5.12 

20 US DOT Urban Partnership Agreement grant to LADOT, Caltrans and MTA for the 110 

21 Freeway High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Project (underway)- Policy 5.13 

22 LADOT's membership and participation with the National Association of City Transportation 

23 Officials (NACTO)- Policies 6.2, 6.4 and 6. 7 

· 24 LADOT's membership and .participation atthe Regional Development and Transportation 

25 Working Group with City of Culver City, County of LA, Caltrans and MTA- Policy 6.5 

26 SCAG Grant Study on Maximizing Mobility Options (underway)- Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 

27 2.20 and 6.12 

28 Smart Parking Meter Technology Upgrade- Policies 2.24 and 2.35 
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1 • The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program {TIMP) chapter in each 

2 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

3 • Annual Screenline summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

4 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screenlines throughout the City; 

5 • Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

6 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

7 assumptions (from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions (from regional 

8 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

9 mode split and vehicl.e occupancy assumptions; 

10 • Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

11 approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

12 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

13 • LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

14 and street segments) throughout the City, an on-line database; 

15 • Intersection accident data, available via an internal database called 

16 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

17 

18 

• 

• 

Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 

ATSAC loop detector database at intersections (currently being developed 

19 using a grant from SCAG). 

20 In addition, DOT, as part of its regular work program, has initiated, implemented, 

21 expanded or reviewed, in coordination with other agencies, programs, projects and studies, in 

22 an effort to carry out the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Transportation 

23 Element, including but not limited to the following: 

24 . DASH and Commuter Express Servi.ces- Objective 1 

25 Hail a Cab Pilot Program -:- Policies 2.20, 3.8 · 

26 Pedi-Cab Pilot Program (under consideration)- Policies 2.20, 3.8 

27 Downtown Street Car (underway)- Policies 2.20 and 3.8 

28 Ill 
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1 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Population and 

2 Employment Projections and Estimates; 

3 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, New Community Plan Program 

4 Power Point Presentation to the City Planning Commission, April10, 2008. 

5 2. 

6 (a) 

7 City's supplemental response to each denial of a material allegation set forth in 

8 paragraphs 33 and Affirmative Defenses 1-4, is as follows: 

9 (b) 

10 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

11 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

12 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

13 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

14 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

15 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

16 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), 

17 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

· 18 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

19 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

20 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

21 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

22 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

23 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

24 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

25 timi'ng and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

26 mandatory duty on the City. 

27 Nevertheless, the Department of Transportation has numerous transportation 

28 databases, including but not limited to the following: 
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1 Plan with community specific infrastructure and public facilities goals. This chapter will 

2 identify the infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the specific needs of each 

3 community and will address both the adequacy of existing public facilities as well as what is 

4 needed to support future development and accommodate the growth that will be projected for 

5 each community. The Infrastructure and Public Facilities chapter of each Community Plan 

6 will evaluate existing facilities and services of each type of infrastructure and public facility, 

7 identify the relevant level-of-service standard for each, identify the need or gap that may exist 

8 for each infrastructure type in order to reach the full build-out of the plan, and potential 

9 funding sources to meet the needs. 

1 0 The Planning Department relies on the process provided by the California 

II Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at the 

12 project-specific level. 

13 (c) 

14 1. Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

15 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted 

16 directly by Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

17 2. Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel 

18 for Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, 

19 and City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

20 (d) 

21 General Plan Framework Element, and Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

22 Environmental Impact Report and Framework Final EIR Findings and Statement of 

23 Overriding Considerations prepared for the General Plan Framework Element, and 

24 . Administrative Record pertaining thereto; 

25 Preliminary Staff Draft Community Facilities and Infrastructure Chapter for the 

26 Community Plan Updates; 

27 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Reports on Building and Housing 

28 Construction Activity; 
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1 Framework Element, the Southern California Associations of Government (SCAG) projected 

2 that the City would reach a population of 4.3 million people in the year 2010. Since that time, 

3 Los Angeles has experienced demographic and economic shifts, including an increase in out-

4 migration, a decrease in in-migration, loss of jobs, and an aging baby boom generation, such 

5 that SCAG now projects that the City will not reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030. 

6 The Planning Department regularly monitors its population estimates and projections, to 

7 verify the City is well below the 4.3 million people estimate made by SCAG and the 

8 population for which the Framework Element EIR concluded there is adequate infrastructure 

9 to support. 

10 The Planning Department has determined that, in the future, the community plan 

11 update process is the most meaningful way to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts at 

12 the community-wide level, to reflect the planned distribution and potential shifts in the 

13 distribution ofthe city's 4.3 million population. In 2007, the City Council, for the first time 

14 since the 1960's, adopted a funding policy to permit the Department of City Planning to 

15 develop such a comprehensive community plan update program. In a report presented to the 

16 City Council in January, 2008, S. Gail Goldberg, the Planning Director, recommended that 

17 the City Council adopt a ten-year "New Community Plan Program" schedule and funding 

18 policy. She stated that under the new program, each community plan update will take 

19 approximately 3 years to complete, that the Department will work on 12 community plans at 

20 all times, and complete the update of four community plans each year (after year 3). Based 

21 on this schedule, the Department will always be in the process of updating 12 Community 

22 Plans, and all 35 community plans will be more comprehensive documents and all will be 

· 23 updated by the year 2017. The funding program and schedule were adopted by the City 

24 Council. A similar report was made to the City Planning Com mission on April 10, 2008. A 

25 copy of the April10, 2008 power point presentation to the City Planning Commission is 

26 attached to these Special Interrogatories. 

27 The New Community Plans will include a chapter entitled "Community Facilities and 

28 Infrastructure." This chapter will integrate citywide policies established in the Framework 
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1 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

2 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

3 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

4 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

5 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

6 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

7 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

8 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

9 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

10 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

11 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

12 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

13 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

14 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10-1), 

15 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

16 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

17 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

18 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

19 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

20 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

21 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

22 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

23 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

24 . mandatory duty on the City. 

25 The Planning Department relies on the certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

26 prepared for the General Plan Framework Element for its City-wide analysis of growth and 

27 infrastructure impacts. The EIR concluded that, at the citywide level, the City has adequate 

28 infrastructure to service a population of 4.3 million people. At the time of the adoption of the 
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1 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

2 Research Analyst.ll, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

3 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

4 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-

S outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

6 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

7 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

8 information (with the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

9 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 

10 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted 

II by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 

12 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

13 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

14 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

15 http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 

16 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)'' in all other budget years. 

17 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

18 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

19 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

20 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the · 

21 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

22 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that 

23 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

24 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

25 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

26 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

27 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

28 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 
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1 Subject to and without waiving any objections: 

2 1. 

3 (a) 

4 City's supplemental response to each denial of a material allegation set forth in 

5 paragraphs 1-2, 7-8,27, 29, 31,39-41, 57, 59, 62, and Affirmative Defenses 1-4, is as 

6 follows: 

7 (b) 

8 Since at least 2001, the Planning Department has prepared annual growth reports 

9 covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections 

10 and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing 

11 construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with the 

12 population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level 

13 (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; 

14 link-> Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by 

15 entering the planning area of interest and the year and the user/reader can compare the 

16 differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth information is also presented 

17 in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical info link. The building permit 

18 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

19 citywide levei, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

20 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

21 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and chart forms, 

22 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

23 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

24 estimates, The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building and Safety's 

25 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

26 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

27 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. 

28 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The population and 
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1 and City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

2 8. Kim Rodgers Westhoff, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel for 

3 Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, and 

4 City of Los Angeles Planning Department. 

5 9. Eva Yuan-McDaniel, Deputy Planning Director, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 51
h Floor, 

6 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1273. 

7 FORM INTERROGATORY NO. 15.1: 

8 Identify each denial of a material allegation and each special or affirmative defense in 

9 your pleadings and for each state: 

10 (a) state all facts upon which you base the denial or special or affirmative defense; 

11 (b) state the names, ADDRESSES, and telephone numbers of all PERSONS who 

12 have knowledge of those facts; and 

13 (c) identify all DOCUMENTS and other tangible things that support your denial or 

14 special or affirmative defense, and state the name, ADDRESS and telephone number of the 

15 PERSON who has each DOCUMENT. 

16 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO FORM INTERROGATORY N0.15.1: 

17 The responses of City were prepared under the direction and supervision of counsel. 

18 To the extent that this interrogatory calls for information protected from disclosure by the 

19 attorney work-product doctrine, and on the additional grounds that the interrogatory calls for 

20 information protected from disclosure by the attorney work-product doctrine, and on the 

21 additional grounds that the interrogatory is overly broad and seeks information that is neither 

22 relevant to the subject matter of this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

23 of admissible evidence. 

24 I II 

25 I I I 

26 I I I 

27 I I I 

28 II I 
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1 or otherwise change any answer herein as further discovery may make appropriate, and 

2 when City has ascertained all relevant facts. 

3 FORM INTERROGATORY N0.1.1: 

4 State the name, ADDRESS, telephone number, and relationship to you of each 

5 PERSON who prepared or assisted In the preparation of the response to these 

6 interrogatories, (Do not identify anyone who simply typed or reduced the responses.) 

7 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO FORM INTERROGATORY NO. 1.1:. 

8 1. Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 

9 721. Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1372. 

10 Ms. Blumenfeld may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party through counsel 

11 for City. 

12 2. Jay Kim, Principal Transportation Engineer, 100 S. Main St., 10th Floor, Los 

13 Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 972-8438. Mr. Kim may only be contacted directly by Propounding 

14 Party through counsel for City. 

15 3. Tim Haug, Deputy City Engineer, 1149 S. Broadway, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 

16 90015, (213) 485-4906. Mr. Haug may only be contacted directly by Propounding Party 

17 through counsel for City. 

18 4. Adel Hagekhalil, Asst. Dir. Of Bureau of Sanitation, 1149 S. Broadway. 9th Floor, 

19 Los Angeles, CA 90015, (213) 485-2210. Mr. Hagekhalil may only be contacted directly by 

20 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

21 5. Jim McDaniel, Sr. Asst. General Managerfor Water, 111 N. Hope Street, 

22 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. McDaniel may only be contacted directly by· 

23 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

24 6. Aram Benyamin, Sr. Asst. General Manager for Power, 111 N. Hope Street, 

25 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 367-1022. Mr. Benyamin may only be contacted directly by 

26 Propounding Party through counsel for City. 

27 7. Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Deputy City Attorney, City of Los Angeles, Counsel 

28 for Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles, City Council of the City of Los Angeles, 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
1 OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

Res ondents. 

5 PROPOUNDING PARTY: Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles 

One 

6 RESPONDING PARTY: 

7 SET NO. 

8 

9 Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, including City Council of Los Angeles and 

10 City of Los Angeles Department of Planning ("City") submits its supplemental response to 

11 

12 

13 

Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders Form Interrogatories, Set One as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These supplemental answers and objections are made solely for the purpose of this 

14 action. Each response is subject to all objections as to competence, relevance, materiality, 

15 proprietary and admissibility, and any other objections and grounds that would require the 

16 exclusion of any response herein as if made by a witness present testifying in Court, all of 

17 which objections and grounds are reserved and may be interposed at the time of trial. 

18 No incident or implied admissions are intended hereby. The fact that City has 

19 responded to these interrogatories should not be taken that City accepts or admits the fact(s) 

20 set forth or assumed by these interrogatories, or that such response constitutes admissible 

21 evidence. 

22 While these responses are based upon a diligent exploration and investigation by City 

23 and its counsel, they reflect the current state of City knowledge respecting these matters. 

24 City has not yet had an opportunity to complete investigation oftheJacts relatingtoJhis 

25 action, to identify and meet with all relevant witness, or to locate all documents which 

26 conceivably could relate to the subject matter of this lawsuit. Accordingly, City has not been 

27 able to ascertain all relevant facts herein, and these answers are not intended to be final 

28 and/or conclusive. City reserves the right to amend, supplement, delete from, alter, modify, 
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1 ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney (SBN: 125465X) 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney (SBN: 102630) 

2 TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney (SBN: 137182} 
700 City Hall East 

3 200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

4 Telephone: (213~ 978-8248 
Facsimile: (213 978-8214 

5 E-Mail: terrv.kau mann-macias@lacitv.org 

6 Attorneys for Respondents 

7 CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 

8 LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

12 LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual, and 
LA BREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION, a 

13 California unincorporated association; 
14 LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

ASSOCIATION OF HOLLYWOOD, a 
15 California unincorporated association; SAN 

PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS 
16 UNITED, INC., a California tax-exempt 
17 corporation; GRANADA HILLS ALLIANCE 

FOR SMART GROWTH, a California 
18 unincorporated association; HOLLYWOOD 

19 HERITAGE, INC., a California tax-exempt 
corporation; OLD GRANADA HILLS 

20 RESIDENTS' GROUP, a California tax
exempt corporation; Residents Against Cut-

21 thru (ReACT), a California unincorporated 

22 association; SAN PEDRO PENINSUAL 
HOMEOWNERS COALITION, a California 

23 unincorporated association:. R 
NEIGHBORHOODS ARE 1, a California 

24 unincorporated association; WESTWOOD 

25 SOUTH OF SANTA MONICA BLVD. 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 

26 California tax-exempt corporation; 

27 

28 vs. 

Petitioners, 

Case No.: BS 115435 

Assigned to the Honorable James C. 
Chalfant, Dept. 85 

Action Filed: June 20, 2008 

RESPONDENT AND DEFENDANT CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES' SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSES TO 
PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF LUCILLE 
SAUNDERS' FORM 
INTERROGATORIES (SET ONE) 
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1 ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney (SBN: 125465X) 
JERIL. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney (SBN: 102630) · · 

2 TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney (SBN: 137182) 
700 City Hall East 

3 200 North Main Street 
l..os Angeles, California 90012 

4 Telephone: (213~ 978-8248 
Facsimile: (213 978-8214 

5 E-Mail: ~erry.kau mann-macias@lacitv.org 

6 Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 

7 CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 

8 LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

12 LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual, and 
LA BREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION, a 

n California unincorporated association; 

14 
LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION OF HOLLYWOOD, a 

15 California unincorporated association; SAN 
PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS 

16 UNITED, INC., a California tax-exempt 

17 corporation; GRANADA HILLS ALLIANCE 
FOR SMART GROWTH, a California 

18 unincorporated association; HOLLYWOOD 
HERITAGE, INC., a California tax-exempt 

19 corporation; OLD GRANADA HILLS 
20 RESIDENTS' GROUP, a California tax-

. exempt corporation; Residents. Against Cut-
21 thru (ReACT), a California unincorporated 

association; SAN PEDRO PENINSUAL 
22 HOMEOWNERS COALITION, a California 
23 unincorporated association; R 

NEIGHBORHOODS ARE 1, a California 
24 unincorporated association; WESTWOOD 

25 
SOUTH OF SANTA MONICA BLVD. 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 

26 California tax-exempt corporation; 

27 Petitioners, 

28 vs. 

Case No.: BS 115435 

Assigned to the Honorable James C. 
Chalfant, Dept. 85 

Action Filed: June 20; 2008 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

.5 

Respondents and Defendants. 

6 PROPOUNDING PARTY: Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

RespondenVDefendant City of Los Angeles 

One 

7 RESPONDING PARTY: 

8 SET NO. 

9 Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, including City Council of Los Angeles and 

10 City of Los Angeles Department of Planning ("City'') responds to Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille 

II 

12 

13 

Saunders' ("Plaintiff') First Set of Requests for Production of Documents, as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. These responses are made solely for the purpose of this action. Each response is 

14 subject to all appropriate objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of any 

15 statement contained herein if any request were asked or response were made by a witness 

16 present and testifying in court.· All objections and grounds are expressly reserved and may 

17 be interposed at the time of trial. 

18 2. City has not yet completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action, its 

19 discovery in this action, or its preparation for trial of this action. Consequently, these 

20 responses are given without prejudice to the right of City to produce at the time of trial any 

21 and all subsequently discovered evidence relating to the proof of presently known materials 

22 facts, and produce all evidence, whenever discovered, relating to the proof of subsequently 

23 discovered material facts. 

24 3. City objects to the request In its entirety as unreasonable as to time and place 

25 pursuant to CCP § 2031.030 (c)(2) and (3), to the extent it demands the production of 

26 documents at the offices of Petitioner/Plaintiffs counsel. City policy does not permit original 

27 documents to be removed from City Hall or other City locations. To the extent feasible, City 

28 will produce copies of the requested documents as attachments to this Response, bate-
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stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0781. In all other instances, the location of the original 

2 documents will be identified and the documents will be made available at the City location for 

3 inspection and copying on May 6, 2009 or on another date upon request. In the alternative 

4 and upon request, the City will copy the documents at $.10 per page and mail to Petitioner's 

5 counsel after payment is received. 

6 

7 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

8 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: 

9 Please produce the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure covering the years 

10 1990-1994, as referenced in City's Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special 

11 Interrogatories, at page 7, lines 2-3. 

12 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.1: 

13 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

14 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

15 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

16 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

17 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

18 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

19 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

20 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

21 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

22 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

23 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

24 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

25 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows; 

26 The City will produce the requested Report. The Report is attached to this Response, 

27 bate-stampe page LA-0780. 

28 Ill 
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1 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 

2 Please produce the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure covering years 1994-

3 1996, as referenced in City's Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, 

4 at page 7, lines 3-4. 

5 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 

6 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

7 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

8 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

9 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

· 10 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

11 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

12 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

13 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

14 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

15 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner,. 

16 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

17 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

18 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

19 The City will produce the requested Report. The Report is attached to this Response, 

20 bate-stamped page LA-0781. 

21 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 

22 Please produce the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure covering years 1996-

23 1998, as referenced in City's Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, 

24 at page 7, lines 4-5. 

25 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.3: 

26 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

27 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

28 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 
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1 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion In any particular manner; therefore, 

2 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

3 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

4 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

5 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

6 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

7 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

8 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

9 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element. 

10 . Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

11 The City will produce the requested Report. The Report is attached to this Response, 

12 bate-stamped LA-0779. 

!3 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4: 

14 Please produce the Framework Element Environmental Impact Report, as referenced 

15 in City's Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, at page 7, line 25. 

16 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.4: 

17 City objects to this Request on the grounds that the document sought is equally 

18 available to the propounding party. The Framework Element Environmental Impact Report, 

19 including public comments, is available on line at http://planning.lacity.org/, Go to General 

20 · Plan -> Framework-> Framework Final EIR. 

21 Without waiving the foregoing objection, the City will produce the Framework Element 

22 Environmental Impact Report, including public comments, for inspection on May 6, 2009 at 

23 10:00 a.m~ at the Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 721, Los • 

24 Angeles, California, attention Claire Bowin, (213) 473-9987, or Jane Choi, (213) 978-1377. In 

25 the alternative, upon request, City will copy the requested documents and charge $.10 per 

26 page for copying, and mail the copies to Petitioner's counsel after payment is received. 

27 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: 

28 Please produce all DOCUMENTS contained in City Planning Commission Case 
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1 Number CPC 94-0354GPF. 

2 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: 

3 City will produce the requested documents for inspection on May 6, 2009, at the • 

4 Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 575, Automated Records, 

5 Los Angeles, California, 90012, attention Beatrice Pacheco, (213) 978-1260. In the 

6 alternative, upon request, City will copy the requested documents an.d charge $.10 per page 

7 for copying, and mail the copies to Petitioner's counsel after payment Is received. 

8 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: 

9 Please produce all DOCUMENTS contained in Council File Number 95-2259. 

10 REPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.6: 

11 City will produce the requested documents, consisting of approximately 800-900 

12 pages, for inspection on May 6, 2009, at the City Clerk's Records Management Division, C. 

13 Erwin Piper Technical Center (Piper Tech), Space 320, 555 Ramirez Street, Room 320, 

14 Los Angeles, 90012, attention Jay Jones, (213) 473-8441. Copy machines are available at 

15 Piper Tech or, in the alternative, upon request. City will copy the requested documents and 

16 charge $.10 per page for copying, and mail the copies to Petitioner's counsel after payment is 

17 received. 

18 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.7: 

19 Please produce all DOCUMENTS contained in Council File Number01-1162. 

20 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7: 

21 City will produce the requested documents, consisting of approximately 800-900 

22 pages, for inspection on May 6, 2009, at the City Clerk's Records Management Division, C. 

23 Erwin Piper Technical Center (Piper Tech), Space 320, 555 Ramirez Street, Room 320, 

24 Los Angeles, 90012, attention Jay Jones, (213} 473-8441. Copy machines are available at 

25 Piper Tech or, in the alternative, upon request, City will copy the requested documents and 

26 charge $.10 per page for copying, and mail the copies to Petitioner's counsel after payment Is 

27 received. 

28 I I I 
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1 REqUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: 

2 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 1996. 

3 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: 

4 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

5 · to admissible evidence because ( 1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

6 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

7 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

8 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

9 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annuai.Growth 

10 · and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

11 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

12 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

13 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

14 financing arid timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

15 additional approval from the City Council or amending .the General Plan Framework Element; 

16 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

17 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

18 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

19 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

20 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-. 

21 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

22 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

23 (213) 978-1087. 

24 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: 

25 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 1997. 

26 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: 

27 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

28 to admissible evidence because ( 1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 
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any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

2 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

3 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

4 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

5 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

6 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

7 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particwlar 

8 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

9 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

1 o additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

11 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

12 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

13 funds for the Planning Department related to the.General Plan Framework. 

14 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

I 5 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-.. 

16 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

17 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

18 (213) 978-1087. 

19 REQUEST FOB PRODUCTION N0.10: 

20 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 1998. 

21 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10: 

22 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

23 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

24 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the ,court 

25 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

26 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

27 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

28 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 
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the referenced Report, Program, or Database. in any particular format, method and/or 

2 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

3 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

4 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

5 . additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

6 and (3) the allocation of general funds Is established through a discretionary process set 

7 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

8 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

9 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

10 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-· 

11 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

12 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

13 (213) 978-1087. 

14 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11: 

15 Please produce the PLANNING DI::PARTMENT budget for fiscal year 1999. 

16 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.11: 

17 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

18 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

19 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the .court 

20 has no authority to order the City to exercise. its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

21 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

22 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

23 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

24 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

25 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

26 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

27 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

28 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 
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1 and (3} the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

2 forth in Los Angeles Charter s.ections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

3 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

4 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

5 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate- . 

6 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

7 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian,· 

8 (213) 978-1087. 

9 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12: 

10 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2000. 

11 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12: 

12 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

13 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

14 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, thepourt 

15 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner, therefore, 

16 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

17 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

18 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

19 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

20 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

21 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

22 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

23 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

24 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

25 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 31 0 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

26 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

27 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

28 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-
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I stamped pages LA-0737 - LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

2 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

3 (213} 978-1087. 

4 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13: 

5 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2001. 

6 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13: 

7 City objects to this Request on the grounds that It is not reasonably calculated to lead 

8 to admissible evidence because (1} the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

9 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

10 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

11 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2} the General Plan 

12 Framework Element, by its tenms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

13 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

14 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

15 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

16 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

17 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

18 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

19 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

20 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

21 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

22 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

23 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-

24 stamped pages LA-0737 - LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

25 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

26 (213} 978-1087. 

27 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14: 

28 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARMENT budgeHor fiscal year 2002. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14: 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it Is not reasonably calculated to lead 

3 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

4 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

5 has no authority to orderthe City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

6 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

7 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

8 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

9 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

10 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

11 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

12 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

13 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

14 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

15 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

16 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

17 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

18 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-· 

19 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

20 ·copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

21 (213) 978-1087. 

22 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15: 
' . 

23 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2003. 

24 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15: 

25 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

26 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

27 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the :court 

28 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 
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1 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

2 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

3 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

4 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

5 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

6 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

7 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

8 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

9 and ( 3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

10 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

11 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

12 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

13 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate- · 

14 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

15 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

16 (213) 978-1087. 

17 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.16: 

18 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2004. 

19 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.16: 
' 

20 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

21 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

22 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

23 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

24 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

25 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

26 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

27 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

28 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 
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time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

2 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

3 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

4 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process s~t 

5 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

6 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

7 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

8 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate·: 

9 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

10 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, . 

11 (213) 978·1087. 

12 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17: 

13 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2005. 

14 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17: 

15 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

16 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

17 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the .court 

18 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

19 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

20 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

21 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

22 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

23 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

24 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

25 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

26 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

27 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

28 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 
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1 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

2 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

3 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate- • 

4 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

5 copying at 200 N.Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

6 (213) 978-1087. 

7 REQ4EST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18: 

8 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2006. 

9 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18: 

10 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

11 to admissible evidence because ( 1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impi:.Jse 

12 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

13 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

14 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

15 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

16 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

17 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

18 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

19 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

20 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

21 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

22 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

23 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

24 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

25 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

26 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-

27 ·stamped pages LA-0737 - LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

28 
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1 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

2 (213) 978-1087. 

3 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19: 

4 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2007. 

5 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19: 
' 

6 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

7 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

8 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the .court 

9 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

10 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

11 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

12 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

13 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

14 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

15 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

16 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

17 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

18 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

19 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 31 0 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

20 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

21 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

22 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-

23 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

24 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

25 (213) 978-1087. 

26 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20: 

27 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2008. 

28 /// 
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1 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20: 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

3 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

4 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

5 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

6 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

7 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

8 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

9 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular format, method and/or 

10 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

· 11 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

12 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 

13 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

14 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set . 

15 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

16 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

17 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

18 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate-. 

19 stamped pages LA-0737 - LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

20 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

21 (213) 978-1087. 

22 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21: 

23 Please produce the PLANNING DEPARTMENT budget for fiscal year 2009. 

24 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21: 

25 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

26 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

27 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

28 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 
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petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

2 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

3 and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation Database, or to prepare 

4 the referenced Report, Program, or Database in .any particular format, method and/or 

5 manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or Database at any particular 

6 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

7 financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without the necessity of seeking 
. ; ' 

8 additional approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; 

9 and (3) the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

10 forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of 

11 funds for the Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. 

12 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

13 City will produce a copy of the requested budget, attached to this Request, bate- . 

14 stamped pages LA-0737- LA-0778. The original documents are available for inspection and 

15 copying at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 233, Los Angeles, 90012, attention Avak Sarafian, 

16 (213) 978-1087. 

17 

18 Dated: May 4, 2009 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO. City Attorney 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney 
TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney 

By " t>d. . p K .L )1l.,.A...o. -.::.......l. 
TEM_Y P. KAUFMA"N MACIAS 

~eputy City Att6rney 

Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

26 M:\Real Prop_Env_Land Use\Land_Use\Land Use\Teny K. Maclas\Saunders\Discovery\Response to Document Request No. 1.doc 

27 

28 
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I 

2 

VERIFICATION 

3 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

4 I, JANE BLUMENFELD, declare as follows: 

5 I am a Principal City Planner in the Department of City Planning of the City of 

6 Los Angeles and am authorized to make this verification on behalf of the Department ofCity 

7 Planning. I have read the foregoing RESPONDENT AND DEFENDANT CITY OF LOS . 

8 ANGELES' RESPONSES TO PETITIONERIPLAINTIFF LUCILLE SAUNDERS' FIRST SET 

9 OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT 

10 CITY OF LOS ANGELES. 

II The matters contained therein are true and on that ground I certify or declare 1,mder 

12 penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the same are true and correct. 

13 . Executed this$ day of May, 2009, at Los Angeles, California . 

. ~N~ 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



1 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

2 I, the undersigned, say: I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the within 
action or proceeding. My business address is 701 City Hall East, 200 North Main Street, 

3 Los Angeles, California 90012. 

4 On M~ 4, 2009, I served the fore~oing documents described as RESPONDENT AND 

s ~abrL~~~'lu~,~~t. Mk~~~~¥'oEFs R~au~~~~~~k~k~TI0~tt5~b~AJ~1l~~ENTs 
TO RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND DOCUMENTS BATE-

6 STAMPED PAGES LA-0737- LA-0781 on all interested parties in this action by placing 

7 copies thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope addressed as follows: · 

Sabrina D. Venskus Esq. 
Emilee Moeller, Esq. 
Law Offices of Sabrina Venskus 
1055 Wilshire Blvd., #1660 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

BY MAIL. -1 deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California, with First 
class postage thereon fully prepaid. I am readily familiar with the business practice for 
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, it is 
deposited with the United States Postal Service on that same day, at Los Angeles, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postage cancellation date or postage meter date 
is more than one (1) day after the date of deposit for mailing in affidavit; and/or 

BY PERSONAL SERVICE- ()I delivered by hand, or ( } I caused to be delivered. via 
Los Angeles City Attorney Document Services Division, such envelope to the offices of 
the addressee with delivery time prior to 5:00 p.m. on the date specified above. 

BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION ·I caused the document, without the bate-stamped 
pages, to be transmitted to the offices of the addressee via facsimile machine at 
telephone number 213.482.4246 on the date and time specified on the Transmission 
Report. 

BY OVERNIGHT COURIER- I deposited such envelope, including the bate-stamped 
pages, in a regularly maintained overnight courier parcel receptacle prior to the time 
listed thereon for pick-up. Hand delivery was guaranteed by the next business day. 

24 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

25 foregoing is true and correct. Executed on May 4, 2009, at Los Angeles, California. 

26 

27 

28 



. 1 ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney (SBN: 125465X) . 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant Citv Attorney (SBN: 102630) 

2 TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACfAS, Deputy City Attorney (SBN: 137182) 

3 
700 City Hall East · · 
200 North Main Street 

4 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Telephone: (213) 978-8248 
Facsimile: (213) 978-8214 

5 E-Mail: terrv.kaufmann-macias@lacity.org 

6 Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 
7 CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 

OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 
8 LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

9 

10 

11 

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 

12. LUCILLE SAUNDERS, an individual, and 
. LA BREA-WILLOUGHBY COALITION, a 

13 California unincorporated association; 
14 LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

ASSOCIATION OF HOLLYWOOD, a 
15 California unincorporated association; SAN 

PEDRO PENINSULA HOMEOWNERS 
16 UNITED, INC., a California tax-exempt 

17 corporation; GRANADA HILLS ALLIANCE 
FOR SMART GROWTH, a California 

18 unincorporated association; HOLLYWOOD 

19 
HERITAGE, INC., a California tax-exempt 
corporation; OLD GRANADA HILLS 

20 RESIDENTS' GROUP, a California tax- . 
exempt corporation; Residents Against Cut-

21 thru (ReACT), a California unincorporated 
association; SAN PEDRO PENINSUAL 

22 HOMEOWNERS COALITION, a California 
23 unincorporated association; R 

NEIGHBORHOODS ARE 1, a California 
24 unincorporated association; WESTWOOD 

25 
SOUTH OF SANTA MONICA BLVD. 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, a 

26 California tax-exempt corporation; 

27 Petitioners, 

28 vs. 

Case No.: BS 115435 

Assigned to the Honorable James C. 
Chalfant, Dept. 85 

Action Filed: June 20, 2008 . 

RESPONDENT AND DEFENDANT CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES' RESPONSES TO 
PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF LUCILLE 
SAUNDERS' SECOND SET OF 
REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS TO 
RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
1 OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF LOS 

2 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, 
and DOES 1 through 10, 

3 

4 

5 

Respondents and Defendants. 

6 PROPOUNDING PARTY: Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille Saunders 

Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles 

Two 

7 RESPONDING PARTY: 

8 SET NO. 

9 Respondent/Defendant City of Los Angeles, including City Council of Los Angeles and 

10 City of Los Angeles Department of Planning ("City") responds to Petitioner/Plaintiff Lucille 

11 Saunders' ("Plaintiff") First Set of Requests for Production of Documents, as follows: 

12 

13 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. These responses are made solely for the purpose of this action .. Each response is 

14 subject to all appropriate objections and grounds that would require the exclusion of any 

15 statement contained herein if any request were asked or response were made by a witness 

16 present and testifying in court. All objections and grounds are expressly reserved and may 

17 be interposed at the time of trial. 

18 2. City has not yet completed its investigation of the facts relating to this action, its 

19 discovery in this action, or Its preparation for trial of this action. Consequently, these 

20 responses are given without prejudice to the right of City to produce at the time of trial any 

21 . and all subsequently discovered evidence relating to the proof of presently known materials 

22 facts, and produce all evidence, whenever discovered, relating to the proof of subsequently 

23 discovered material facts. 

24 3. City objects to the request in its entirety as unreasonable as to time and place 

25 pursuant to CCP § 2031.030 (c)(2) and (3), to the extent it demands the production of 

26 documents at the offices of Petitioner/Plaintiffs counsel. City policy does not permit original · 

27 documents to be removed from City Hall or other City locations. To the extentfeasible, City 

28 will produce copies of the requested documents as attachments to this Response, bate-
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1 · stamped pages LA-0782 - LA-1228. In all other instances, the location of the original 

2 documents will be identified and the documents will be made available at the City location for 

3 inspection and copying on June 19, 2009 or on another date upon request. In the alternative 

4 and upon request, the City will copy the documents at $.10 per page and mail to Petitioner's 

5 counsel after payment is received . 

6 

7 

. SECOND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

8 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: 

9 Please produce all DOCUMENTS RELATING TO the Los Angeles City Council's 

10 decision to revoke Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 11.5.8, which provided for the 

11 periodic update of tne CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN. 

12 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION .NO. 1: 

13 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks documents not relevant to the 

14 subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence 

15 because neither state or local law requires the periodic update of the City's General Plan and, 

16 to the extent the Request seeks to determine the reason for the legislative action, how the 

17 decision was reached, or to determine what material or evidence was relied on in making the · 

18 decision, such discovery is impermissible due to the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

19 City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is burdensome and oppressive 

20 because it seeks documents that are public documents and equally available to the 

21 Requesting Party and it is unreasonable to shift the burden of obtaining these documents to 

22 the City. 

23 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

· 24 The documents are available on the City Clerk's website, http:/fcityclerk.lacity.org, 

25 urider Council File 01-0760 and "Ordinance Search", Ordinance No. 177,103. 

26 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 

27 Please produce a signed and dated copy of the most recent Annual Progress Report 

28 for the Water Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) addressed to the Los Angeles City Council. 

3 
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1 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks documents not relevant to the 

3 subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. 

4 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

5 The City will produce the requested Report. The Report is attached to this Response, 

6 bate-stamped page LA 0782-LA 0805. 

7 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 

8 Please produce all DOCUMENTS providing the basis for the City's Response to 

9 Petitioner's Special Interrogatory No. 1 that " ... SCAG now projects that the City will not 

10 reach 4.3 million people until the year 2030." 

11 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 

12 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks documents not relevant to the 

13 subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. 

14 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

15 The City will produce the requested documents, attached to this Request and bate-

16 stamped pages LA 0806- LA 0836. 

17 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.4: 

18 Please produce all DOCUMENTS, including, but not limited to, .internal memoranda 

19 and emails, REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's staff analysis of the monitoring 

20 data contained in the annual growth reports covering each year from 1999 to the present as 

21 referenced in City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories, Set One, 

22 page 5, Jines 8-11. 

23 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4: 

24 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks documents not relevant to the 

25 subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence 

26 because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any mandatory duty on 

27 the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court has no authority to 

28 order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, petitioners are not 
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1 entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan Framework 

2 Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare a monitoring program in any 

3 particular format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete within any particular 

4 time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, 

5 financing and timing of any monitoring program without the necessity of seeking additional 

6 approval from the City Council or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) 

7 the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set forth in Los 

8 Angeles Charter sections 310 et seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the 

9 Planning Department related to the General Plan Framework. City further objects to this 

10 Request on the grounds that it seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental 

. 11 process privilege. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term 

12 "REFLECTING" and the phrase "REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's staff 

13 analysis of the monitoring data contained in the annual growth reports" are vague, confusing 

14 and ambiguous. 

15 Without waiving the foregoing objection, the City responds as follows: 

16 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

17 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no additional 

18 documents, other than those documents previously provided to the Requesting Party. 

19 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: 

20 Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the total capacity of Hyperion 

21 Treatment Plan to treat wastewater as of the date of this request. 

22 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: 

23 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks documents not relevant to the 

24 subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. 

25 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

26 The City will produce documents responsive to this Request, attached and bate-

27 stamped pages LA 0837 - LA 0997. 

28 
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1 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: 

2 Please produce all DOCUMENTS, dating from January 1, 2009 to the present, 

3 REFLECTING the City's calculation under the Sewer Allocation Ordinance, Ordinance No. 

4 166,060 of the allotted sewer capacity available for proposed development projects. 

5 REPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: 

6 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks documents not relevant to the 

7 subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence. 

8 City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term "REFLECTING" is vague, 

9 confusing and ambiguous .. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is 

10 vague, confusing and ambiguous because the Sewer Allocation Ordinance, Ordinance No. 

11 166,060 was repealed in 1996 and imposes no mandatory duty on the City or any of its 

12 departments. 

13 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

14 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

15 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because Ordinance 166,060 has been 

16 repealed. However, the City will produce a copy of Ordinance 166,060 and the Resolution of 

17 Adoption referencing Ordinance No. 166,060. The documents are attached to this 

18 Response, bate-stamped pages LA 0998- LA 1024. 

19 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO: 7: 

20 . Please produce all DOCUMENTS, dated January 1, 1998 to the present, 

21 REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's decision not to PUBLISH ANNUAL 

22 REPORTS ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

23 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7: 

24 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

25 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

26 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

27 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

28 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 
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1 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

2 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

3 method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

4 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

5 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

6 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

7 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

8 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

9 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms 

10 "REFLECTING", "PUBLISH" and "ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

11 INFRASTRUCTURE" are vague, confusing and ambiguous. City further objects to this 

12 Request on the grounds that it is burdensome and oppressive in that the documents 

13 requested have previously been produced to the Requesting Party. City further objects to 

14 this Request on the grounds that it seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental 

15 process privilege. 

16 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

17 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

18 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are nO additional 

19 documents, other than those documents previously provided to the Requesting Party, in 

20 particular, the April 20, 2000 letter from Con Howe, then Director of Planning, to the Members 

21 of the City Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor. 

22 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: 

23 Please produce all DOCUMENTS, dated January 1, 2002 to the present, 

24 REFLECTING any changes to the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT approved by the Director of the 

25 PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

26 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: 

27 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is irrelevant 

28 to the subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible 
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1 evidence. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "REFLECTING" 

2 and "changes" are vague, confusing and ambiguous and on the grounds that it seeks 

3 information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

4 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

5 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

6 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there have been no changes 

7 to the Framework Element. 

8 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: 

9 Please produce all. DOCUMENTS, dated January 1, 2002 to the present, 

10 ·REFLECTING any FRAMEWORK ELEMENT update voted upon by the CITY COUNCIL. 

11 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: 

12 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is irrelevant 

13 to the subject matter of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead. to admissible 

14 evidence. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms "REFLECTING" 

15 and "update" are vague, confusing and ambiguous and on the grounds that it seeks 

16 information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

17 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

18 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

19 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there have been no updates 

20 to the Framework Element. 

21 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10: 

22 Please produce all DOCUMENTS consisting of public hearing notices RELATING to 

23 YOUR consideration of the Hollywood Community Plan update dating from January 1, 2007 

24 to the present. 

25 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.10: 

26 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

27 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

28 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 
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1 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

2 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) neither state law, 

3 nor the General Plan Framework Element, mandate that the City update the Hollywood 

4 Community Plan at all or at any given time; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

5 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

6 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to 

7 Community Plan updates. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the phrase 

8 "RELATING to YOUR consideration" is vague, confusing and ambiguous and to the extent 

9 the Request seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

10 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

11 The City will produce all documents within its possession, custody and control related 

12 to this Request. The documents are attached and bate-stamped pages LA 1025- LA 1224. 

13 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.11: 

14 Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's 

15 consideration of the Hollywood Community Plan update dating from January 1, 2007 to the 

16 present. 

17 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.11; 

18 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

19 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does riot impose 

20 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

21 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

22 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) neither state law, 

2.3 nor the General Plan F~amework Element, mandate that the City update the Hollywood 

24 Community Plan at all or at any given time; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

25 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

26 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to 

27 Community Plan updates. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the phrase 

28 "REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's consideration" is vague, confusing and 
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1 ambiguous and to the extent the Request seeks information protected by the deliberative or 

2 . mental process privilege. 

3 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

4 The City will produce all documents within its possession, custody and control related 

5 to this Request. The documents are attached and bate-stamped pages LA 1025 - LA 1224. 

6 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12: 

7 . Please produce all PLANNING COMMISSION and CITY COUNCIL agendas 

8 RELATING TO consideration of the Hollywood Community Plan update dating from January 

9 1 , 2007 to the present. 

10 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12: 

11 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

12 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

13 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

14 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

15 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) neither state law, 

16 nor the General Plan Framework Element, mandate that the City update the Hollywood 

17 Community Plan at all or at any given time; and (3) the allocatio.n of general funds is 

18 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

19 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to 

20 Community Plan updates. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the term 

21 "consideration" as used is vague, confusing and ambiguous because the Hollywood 

22 Community Plan update has not yet gone to Planning Commission and City Council. 

23 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

24 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

25 the DOCUMENT requested, but is unable to comply because there are no documents 

26 responsive to this Request. 

27 

28 
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1 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13: 

2 Please produce all YOUR interdepartmental correspondence RELATING TO the 

3 PREPARATION OF ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE, dating 

4 from January 1, 2007 to the present. 

5 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13: 

6 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

7 to admissible evidence because (1) the General. Plan Framework Element does not impose 

8 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

9 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

10 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

11 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

12 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

13 method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

14 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

15 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

16 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

17 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

18 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

19 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms 

20 "RELATING", "PREPARATION" and "ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

21 INFRASTRUCTURE" are vague, confusing and ambiguous. 

22 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

23 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

24 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because, other than documents 

25 previously provided to the Request Party, there are no other documents responsive to the 

26 Request. 

27 

28 
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1 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14: 

2 Please produce all correspondence from Mr. Con Howe to the PlANNING 

3 COMMISSION RElATING TO the PlANNING DEPARTMENT's change in "method of 

. 4 preparation of the [annual] reports due to changes in technology and budget constraints," as 

5 referenced in the City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner Saunders' Form 

6 Interrogatories, page 6, lines 19-20. 

7 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14: 

8 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

9 to admissible evidence because.(1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose · 

10 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powe(s, the court 

11 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

12 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

13 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

14 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

15 method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

16 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

17 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

18 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

19 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et · 

20 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

21 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms 

22 "REFLECTING", "PUBLISH" and "ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

23 INFRASTRUCTURE" are vague, confusing and ambiguous. 

24 Withoutwaiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

25 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

26 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no additional 

27 documents, other than those documents previously provided to the Requesting Party, in 

28 
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1 particular, the April 20, 2000 letter from Con Howe, then Director of Planning, to the Members 

2 of the City Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor. 

3 REQUESTFOR PRODUCTION NO. 15: 

4 Please pmduce all correspondence from Mr. Con Howe to the CITY COUNCIL 

5 RELATING TO the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's change in "method of preparation of the 

6 [annual] reports due to changes in technology and budget constraints," as referenced in the 

7 City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner Saunders' Form Interrogatories, page 6, lines 

8 19-20. 

9 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.15: 

10 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

11 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose· 

12 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

13 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

14 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

15 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

16 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

17 method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

18 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

19 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

20 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is . 

21 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

22 seq.; which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

23 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that the terms 

24 "REFLECTING", "PUBLISH" and "ANNUAL REPORTS ON GROWTH AND 

25 INFRASTRUCTURE" are vague, confusing and ambiguous. 

26 Without waiving the foregoing objections, the City responds as follows: 

27 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

28 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no additional 
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1 documents, other than those documents previously provided to the Requesting Party, in 

2 particular, the April 20, 2000 letter from Con Howe, then Director of Planning, to the Members 

3 of the City Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor. 

4 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.16: 

5 Please produce the report referenced in the City's Supplemental Responses to 

6 Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One), at page 9, lines 1-4. 

7 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.16: 

8 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and ambiguous 

9 because there is no report referenced in the City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's 

10 Form Interrogatories (Set One), at page 9, lines 1-4 and, as a result, the City is unable to 

11 comply with this Request. 

12 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.17: 

13 Please produce the report referenced as "a similar report was made to the City 

14 Planning Commissionon April10, 2008" in the City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's 

15 Form Interrogatories (Set One), at page 8, line 24. 

16 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.17: 

17 City objects to this Request as vague, ambiguous and confusing because it assumes 

18 that the referenced report is a writing, and not an oral report. 

19 Without waiving the foregoing objection, the City has conducted a diligent search and 

20 reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to coni ply 

21 · because there are no documents responsive to the Request. 

22 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.18: 

23 Please produce the all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT's 

24 decision to analyze growth and infrastructure impacts in the community plan update process, 

25 as referenced on page 8, lines 10-13 of the City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's 

26 Form Interrogatories (Set One). 

27 

28 
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1 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18: 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

3 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

4 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

5 has no authority to order the City to exercise ,its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

6 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plari 

7 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

8 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

9 method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

10 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

11 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

12 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

13 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

14 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

15 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, 

16 ambiguous and confusing because it assumes the decision was a single decision and was 

17 required to be, or was reduced to, a writing. City further objects to this Request to the extent 
. 

18 it seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

19 Without waiving the foregoing objection, the City responds as follows: 

20 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

21 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no documents 

22 responsive to the Request. 

23 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION N0.19: 

24 Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S 

25 determination that the "community plan update process is the most meaningful way to 

26 analyze growth and infrastructure impacts ... " as referenced on page 8, lines 24-25 of the 

27 City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One). 
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1 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19: 

2 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead to 

3 admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose any 

4 mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court has 

5 no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

6 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 

7 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

8 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

9 method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

10 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

11 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

12 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

13 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

14 seq., which does not mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

15 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, 

16 ambiguous and confusing because it assumes the decision was a single decision and was 

17 required to be, or was reduced to, a writing. City further objects to this Request to the extent 

18 it seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

19 Without waiving the foregoing objection, the City responds as follows: 

20 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

21 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no documents 

22 responsive to the Request. 

23 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20: 

· 24 Please produce the Administrative Record referenced on page 9, line 21 ·of the City's 

25 Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One) .. 

26 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20: 

27 The City will produce the document requested.· The Administrative Record prepared in 

28 . connection with Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BS 071595 consists of 4 volumes and 
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1 over 700 pages. The City will produce the Administrative Record for inspection at the Los 

2 Angeles City Attorney's Office, 200 North Main Street, 700 City HaH East, Los Angeles, 

3 California 90012, attention Nune Mnatsakanyan, (213) 978-8262, to arrange for a mutually 

4 agreeable date and time to inspect the documents. In the alternative, upon request, City will 

5 copy the requested documents and charge $.10 per page for copying, and mail the copies to 

6 Petitioner's counsel after payment is received. 

7 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21: 

8 Please produce the Administrative Record referenced on page 9, line 24 of the City's 

9 Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One). 

1 0 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21: 

11 The City will produce the document requested. The Administrative Record prepared in 

12 connection with Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. BS 042964 consists of approximately · 

13 80 volumes and over 17,000 pages. The City will produce the Administrative Record for 

14 inspection at the Los Angeles City Attorney's Office, 200 North Main Street, 700 City Hall 

15 East, Los Angeles, California 90012, attention Nune Mnatsakanyan, (213) 978-8262, to 

16 arrange for a mutually agreeable date and time to inspect the documents. 

17 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22: 

18 Please produce all "Preliminary Staff Draft Community Facilities and Infrastructure 

19 Chapters" for the Community Plan Updates referenced on page 9, lines 25-26 of the City's · 

20 Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One), and all memoranda 

21 and ernails pertaining thereto. 

22 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22: 

23 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate. 

24 the DOCUMENTS requested, bllt, aside from the preliminary draft previously provided to the 

25 Requesting Party, there are no additional documents responsive to the Request. 

26 

27 

28 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 23: 

Please produce the Petitions, Answers and all briefs filed in Los Angeles Superior 

Court for the two cases referenced on page 22, lines 8-10 of the City's Supplemental 

Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One). 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 23: 

. City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is burdensome and oppressive in 

that the documents are public documents and equally available to the Requesting Party by 

request to the. Los Angeles Superior Court and it is unreasonable to shift the burden of 

obtaining these documents to the City. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24: 

Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S 

current methodology for compiling population information as referenced on page 24, lines 2-3 

of the City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's Form Interrogatories (Set One). 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24: 

Citywill produce all documents within its possession, custody and control responsive 

to this Request. The documents are attached to this Request, bate-stamped pages LA 1225 

-LA 1227. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 25: 

Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S 

decision to "no longer compile infrastructure information on behalf of other departments and 

agencies," as referenced on page 6, lines 19c2Q of the City's Supplemental Responses to 

Petitioner's Special Interrogatories (Set One). 

23 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 25: 

24 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to lead 

25 to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element does not impose 

26 any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of powers, the court 

27 has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular manner; therefore, 

.28 petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) the General Plan 
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1 Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare an Annual Growth 

2 and Infrastructure Report, or to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format, 

3 · method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report at any particular time, and 

4 provides the City with the discretion to change the format, method, manner, financing and 

5 timing of the report without the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council 

6 or amending the General Plan Framework Element; and (3) the allocation of general funds is 

7 established through a discretionary process set forth in Los Angeles Charter sections 310 et 

8 seq., which does not' mandate a set aside of funds for the Planning Department related to the 

9 General Plan Framework. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, 

10 ambiguous and confusing because it assumes the decision was a single decision and was 

11 required to be, or was reduced to, a writing. City further objects to this Request to the extent 

12 it seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

13 Without waiving the foregoing objection, the City responds as follows: 

14 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inqu[ry in an effort to locate 

15 the DOCUMENTS requested, but, aside from the April 20, 2000 letter from Con Howe, then 

16 Director of Planning, to the City Council, City Planning Commission and the Mayor, 

17 previously provided to the Requesting Party, there are no additional documents responsive to 

18 the Request. 

19 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 26: 

20 Please produce the "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" referenced on page 

21 24, line 27 of the City's Supplementai Responses to Form Interrogatories (Set One) for 1997. 

22 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 26: 
. 

23 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is not 

24 relevant to the action and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

25 City further objects'to this Request on the grounds that it is burdensome and oppressive in 

26 that, as previously stated to the Requesting Party, the documents are public documents and . . 

27 equally available to the Requesting Party on the City's web site for the City Administrator's 

28 
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1 Office at http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm and it is unreasonable to shift the burden of 

2 obtaining these documents to the City. 

3 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 27: 

4 Please produce the "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" referenced on page 

5 24, line 27 of the City's Supplemental Responses to Form Interrogatories (Set One) for 2000. 

6 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 27: 

7 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is not 

8 relevant to the action and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

9 City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is burdensome and oppressive in 

10 . that, as previously stated to the Requesting Party, the documents are public documents and 

11 equally available to the Requesting Party on the City's web site for the City Administrator's 

12 Office at http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm and it is unreasonable to shift the burden of 

13 obtaining these documents to the City. 

14 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28: 

15 Please produce all DOCUMENTS that specify all activities and projects constituting 

16 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S year 1996 "general work program," as referenced in City's 

17 Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, at page 29, line 28. 

18 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28: 

19 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is not 

20 relevant to the action and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

21 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

22 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonably inquiry in an effort to locate 

23 the DOCUMENTS requested, but has not yet completed its search. City will supplement 

24 ·these responses at the earliest possible time. 

25 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 29: 

26 Please produce all DOCUMENTS that specify all activities and projects constituting 

27 the PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S year 2000 "general work program," as referenced in City's 

28 Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, at page 29, line 28. 
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1 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 29: 

2 · City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is not 

3 relevant to the action and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

4 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

5 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonably inquiry in an effort to locate 

6 the DOCUMENTS requested, but has not yet completed its search. City will supplement 

7 these responses at the earliest possible time. 

8 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 30: 

9 Please produce the DOCUMENT REFLECTING the total revenue for fiscal year 2008 

10 that the City of Los Angeles collected from "planning and land use revenue", as referenced in 

11 City's Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, at page 28, lines 16. · 

12 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 30:. 

13 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is not 

14 . relevant to the action and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

15 Without Waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

16. City will produce the document, attached to this Request as bate-stamped page LA 

17 1228. 

18 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31; 

19 Please produce all DOCUMENTS, except the GENERAL PLAN, dating from January 

20 1, 1996 to May 19, 2009 specifically desc~ibing the MONITORING PROGRAM. 

21 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31: 

22 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is not 

23 relevant to the action and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence 

24 because the General Plan Framework does not mandate that the City prepare a monitoring 

25 ·program or that it prepare such a program at any particular time and/or in any particular 

26 manner. City further objects to this Request on the grounds that it is vague, confusing and 

27 ambiguous because it assumes that the Monitoring Program must be reduced to a writing or 

28 produced in a specific format. 
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1 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

2 The City has conducte.d a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

3 the DOCUMENTS requested, but, aside from the documents previously provided to the 

4 ·Requesting Party, there are no additional documents responsive to the Request. 

5 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 32: 

6 Please produce all emails between Jane Blumenfeld, Principal City Planner, Los 

7 Angeles Planning Department, and any PERSON dated from June 1, 2007 and the present 

8 RELATING TO an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

9 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 32: 

10 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

11 the DOCUMENTS requested, but, aside from the email from Council Deputy Frank Hong, 

12 which was previously provided to the Requesting Party, there are no additional documents 

13 responsive to the Request. 

14 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 33: 

15 Please produce all emails between Gail Goldberg, Director of Los Angeles Planning 

16 Department, and any PERSON dated from June 1, 2007 and the present RELATING TO an 

17 ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

18 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 33: 

19 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

20 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no documents · 

21 responsive to the Request. 

22 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 34: 

23 Please produce all emails between Council Deputy Frank Hong and any PERSON 

24 dated from June 1, 2007 and the present RELATING TO an ANNUAL REPORT ON 

25 GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 

26 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 34: 

27 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

28 the DOCUMENTS requested, but, aside from the email from Council Deputy Frank Hong, 
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1 which was previously provided to the Requesting Party, there are no additional documents 

2 responsive to the Request. 

3 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 35: 

4 Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the City's determination that "the 

5 Department has not had sufficient funds to prepare the Transportation Element Evaluation 

6 Report in its entirety", as referenced in City's Supplemental Responses to Petitioner's First 

7 Set of Special Interrogatories, at page 66, lines 3 to 4. 

8 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 35: 

9 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is irrelevant 

10 and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because there is no mandatory 

11 duty imposed on the City to expend funds in any. particular manner or to prepare a 

12 transportation element evaluation report. City further objects to this Request to the extent it 

13 seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 

14 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

15 The City has conducted a diligent search arid reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

16 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no additional 

17 documents responsive to the Request. 

18 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 36: 

19 Please produce all DOCUMENTS REFLECTING the City's detenmination that the 

20 Transportation Element Evaluation Report is not a "high priority work program task" as 

21 referenced in City's Supplemental Reponses to Petitioner's First Set of Special 

22 Interrogatories, at page 66, lines 3 -4. 

23 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 36: 

24 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is irrelevant 

25 to the action and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because there is 

26 no mandatory duty imposed on the City to expend funds in any particular manner or to 

27 prepare a transportation element evaluation report. City further objects to this Request to the 

28 extent it seeks information protected by the deliberative or mental process privilege. 
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1 Without waiving .the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

2 The City has conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry in an effort to locate 

3 the DOCUMENTS requested, but is unable to comply because there are no documents 

4 responsive to the Request. 

5 REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 37: 

6 Please produce the "Planning Department Budget Proppsal for FY 2008-09" as 

7 referenced in City's Supplemental Responses to First Set of Special Interrogatories, at page 

8 77, lines 20 to 21. 

9 RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 37: 

10 City objects to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information which is irrelevant 

11 to the action and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

12 Without waiving the foregoing objection, City responds as follows: 

13 The City will produce the document requested. The document is available for 

14 inspection by contacting Deputy Director of Planning, Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, 

15 Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

16 Dated: June 19, 2009 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney 
TERRY P. KAUFMANN MACIAS, Deputy City Attorney 

Attorneys for Respondents and Defendants 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES; CITY COUNCIL 
OF LOS ANGELES; and CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

24 

25 
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26 

27 
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1 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

2 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

3 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

4 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

5 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

6 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

7 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

8 Plan Framework Element. 

9 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

10 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Council meets three times a week and, even 

11 January 1, 2007, has received potentially tens of thousands of "COMMUNICATIONS" from 

12 the Planning Department during that time which would need to be reviewed. City further 

13 objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and 

14 ambiguous. 

15 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is burdensome, 

16 oppressive and overbroad in that the City Planning Commission meets twice a month and, 

17 since even January 1, 2007., has received potentially tens of thousands of 

18 "COMMUNICATIONS" from the Planning Department during that time which would need to 

19 be reviewed. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term 

20 "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and ambiguous. 

21 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

22 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

23 City conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry to identify any 

24 communications described in this Interrogatory. The City's inquiry included available e-mails. 

25 However, there is no database to search general City Planning Department files, which 

26 consist of a minimum of tens of thousands of documents. The City searched the General 

27 Plan Files in the Citywide Planning Division, but the inquiry produced no results. City also 

28 
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1 searched the Council File Index, using the description "Annual Growth and Infrastructure 

2 Report", but the inquiry produced no results. 

3 The City is aware of the following communications: Since at least 2001, 

4 communications from the Planning Department to the City Council relating to annual growth 

5 . reports have been available on-line. The Planning Department has prepared annual growth 

6 reports covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population 

7 projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including 

8 housing construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with 

9 the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission 

10 level(there are seven such areas). Population information is available at 

11 www.planning.lacity.org; link - > Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be 

12 queried dynamically by entering the planning area of interest and the year and the 

13 user/reader can compare the differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth 

14 information is also presented in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info 

15 link. The building permit information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides 

16 the information at a citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community 

17. Plan level (there are 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's 

18 building construction activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in 

19 tabular and chart forms, comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city 

20 to another. The Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's 

21 population .estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building 

22 and Safety's monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in 

23 PDF format on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit 

24 activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City 

25 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The 

26 population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, 

27 Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

28 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in 
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1 the Planning Department, Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

2 Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the 

3 Propounding Party by the City. 

4 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

5 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

6 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

· 7 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

8 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

9 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that 

10 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

11 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

12 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

13 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

14 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

15 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

16 Council Deputy Frank Hong, Council District 15, sent an e-mail to Jane Blumenfeld, 

17 dated 10/2/2008 regarding the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure, a copy of which 

18 is attached to these Supplemental Responses. 

19 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 36 

20 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS from January 1, 2001 to the present 

21 between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT and the Los Angeles City Council RELATING TO 

22 the absence of an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE .. 

23 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 36 

24 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably 

25 calculated to lead to admissible evidence because (1) the General Plan Framework Element 

26 does not impose any mandatory duty on the City and, based on the doctrine of separation of 

27 powers, the court has no authority to order the City to exercise its discretion in any particular 

28 manner; therefore, petitioners are not entitled to a writ of mandate as a matter of law; and (2) 
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1 the General Plan Framework Element, by its terms, does not mandate that the City prepare 

2 an Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report, a Monitoring Program or a Transportation 

3 Database, or to prepare the referenced Report, Program, or Database in any particular 

4 format, method and/or manner, and/or initiate and/or complete the Report, Program, or 

5 Database at any particular time, and provides the City with the discretion to change the 

6 format, method, manner, financing and timing of the reports, programs and databases without 

7 the necessity of seeking additional approval from the City Council or amending the General 

8 Plan Framework Element. 

9 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

10 lead to admissible evidence because the interrogatory requests information that goes beyond 

11 the scope of this lawsuit. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

12 burdensome, oppressive and overbroad in that the City Council meets three times a week 

13 and, since even January 1, 2007, has received potentially tens of thousands of 

14 "COMMUNICATIONS" from the Planning Department during that time which would need to 

15 be reviewed. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the term 

16 "COMMUNICATIONS" is vague and ambiguous. 

17 City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the phrase, "RELATING 

18 TO the absence of' is vague and ambiguous. 

19 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

20 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

21 City conducted a diligent search and reasonable inquiry to identify any 

22 communications described in this Interrogatory. The City's inquiry included available e-mails. 

23 However, there is no database to search general City Planning Department files, which 

24 consist of a minimum of tens of thousands of documents. The City searched the General 

25 Plan Files in the Citywide Planning Division, but the inquiry produced no results. City also 

26 searched the Council File Index, using the description "Annual Growth and Infrastructure 

27 Report," but the inquiry produced no results. 

28 I I I 
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1 The City is aware of the following communications: Since at least 2001, 

2 communications from the Planning Department to the City Council relating to annual growth 

3 reports have been available on-line. The Planning Department has prepared annual growth 

4 reports covering each year from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population 

5 projections and estimates, employment estimates, and building permit activity, including 

6 housing construction activity. The population and employment data is updated annually, with 

7 the population estimates shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission 

8 level (there are seven such areas). Population information is available at 

9 www.planning.lacity.org; link-> Local Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be 

10 queried dynamically by entering the planning area of interest and the year and the 

11 user/reader can compare the differences amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth 

12 information is also presented in the Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info 

13 link. The building permit information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides 

14 the information at a citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community 

15 Plan level (there are 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's 

16 building construction activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in 

17 tabular and chart forms, comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city 

18 to another. The Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's 

19 population estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building 

20 and Safety's monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in 

21 PDF format on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit 

22 activity is prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City 

23 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The 

24 population and employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, 

25 Operations and Statistical Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

26 Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in 

27 the Planning Department, Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, 

28 Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the 
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Propounding Party by the City. 

2 . Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound annual 

3 reports on growth and infrastructure, covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-1996, and 1996-

4 1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the reports due to 

. 5 changes in technology and budget constraints. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the 

6 time the three reports were prepared, advised the City Planning Commission, the City 

7 Council and the Mayor, in introductory comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that 

8 "Because of the differences in the availability of certain types of data and to take advantage 

9 of technological developments, this report will be made available on the Internet in stages for 

10 the first time. Completed sections of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are 

11 ready, to make the information as timely as possible. Already land development activity 

12 (building permits) is presented on a quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate 

13 sections of the report will be placed in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

14 Council Deputy Frank Hong, Council District 15, sent an e-mail to Jane Blumenfeld,· 

15 dated 101212008 regarding the Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure, a copy of which 

16 is attached to these Supplemental Responses. 

17 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 37 

18 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

19 and the Department of Public Works, from January 1, 2004 to present, RELATING TO 

20 OVERBURDENED WASTEWATER TREAMENT CAPACITY. ("WASTEWATER 

21 TREATMENT CAPACITY" shall mean the ability to treat, prior to discharge into the Santa 

22 Monica Bay or any rivers or streams, waste matter or excrement carried away in sewers or 

23 drains; "DEMAND" shall mean the need to make use of a service.) 

24 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 37 
.... .... . . .. ······ 

25 No change. 

26 Ill 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 38 

2 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

3 and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board from January 1, 2004 to present 

4 RELATING TO OVERBURDENED WASTEWATER TREAMENT CAPACITY. 

5 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 38 

6 No change. 

7 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 39 

8 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

9 and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, from January 1, 2004 to present 

10 RELATING TO power supply for the City of Los Angeles not meeting the DEMAND for power 

1 in the City of Los Angeles 

12 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 39 

13 No change. 

14 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 40 

15 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

16 and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, from January 1, 2006 to present, 

17 RELATING TO STORMWATER RUNOFF causing SEWAGE SPILLS. ("STORMWATER 

18 RUNOFF" shall mean the water derived from rains falling within the iributary basin, flowing 

19 over the surface of the ground or collected in channels or conduits: "SEWAGE SPILLS" 

20 means raw and untreated sewage entering any water of the State of California or water of the 

21 United States.) 

22 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 40 

23 No change. 

24 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 41: 
.. . ......... ········ . ... ... .. . .... .. .. 

25 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

26 and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, from January 1, 2004 to present, 

27 RELATING TO STORMWATER RUNOFF CAUSING SEWAGE SPILLS . 

. 28 Ill 
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1 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 41 

2 No change.· 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 42 

4 Please IDENTIFY all COMMUNICATIONS between the PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

5 and the Department of Water and Power, from January 1, 2004 to present, RELATING TO 

6 water supply not meeting DEMAND for water in the City of Los Angeles. 

7 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 42 

8 No change. 

9 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 43 

10 Please IDENTIFY all water supply shortages in the City of Los Angeles at any time 

ll between January 1, 1998 and the present, and for each water supply shortage IDENTIFIED, 

12 state the dates each water supply shortage remained in effect. 

!3 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 43 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 44 

16 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has PREPARED a 

17 TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT. (For purposes of these 

18 interrogatories, TRANSPORTATION EVALUATION REPORT refers to the report of the same 

19 name referenced and described in Chapter VIII, Section D of the Transportation Element of 

20 the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN.) 

21 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO iNTERROGATORY No. 44 

22 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

23 lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on the City, and the City has 

24 discretion, pursuant to its General Plan and state law to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or 

25 to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the . 

26 Report at any particular time. 

27 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

28 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 
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1 As mandated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the Planning 

2 Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program (CMP), which is 

3 identified in the Transportation Element as one component of the Transportation Element 

4 Evaluation Report. The CMP is prepared with the assistance of the Department of 

5 Transportation. The CMP is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to 

6 Metro. The CMP contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical 

7 City intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

8 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

9 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

10 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven seleCted 

11 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 

12 conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

13 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

14 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

15 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

16 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

17 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

18 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metrolink stops, and (3) 

19 light and heavy rail stops. 

20 The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to monitor both 

21 the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of development 

22 activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

23 The City's CMP monitoring report is provided to the Metro. Since 1994, the City of 

24 Los Angeles has maintained a positive balance of transportation improvement credits over 

25 new development debits (which contribute to vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the 

26 CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution 

27 and Local Development Report on August 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to Metro in 

28 compliance with CMP requirements. 
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1 The City's budget has not permitted any increase in staffing resources in the Planning 

2 Department despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work 

3 program. As a result, the Department has not had sufficient funds to prepare the 

4 Transportation Element Evaluation Report in its entirety, other than the CMP. In the exercise 

5 of discretion, staff has been reallocated to handle higher priority work program tasks in the 

6 Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required responsibilities as set forth in 

7 the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

8 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

9 new Community Plan update program, 

10 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 45 

11 If the answer to the immediately preceeding interrogatory is in the affirmaHve, state the 

12 dates on which the DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING began PREPARING and concluded 

13 PREPARING each TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT, and whether 

14 the specified TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT was PUBLISHED and 

15 the date PUBLISHED. 

16 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 45 

17 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

18 lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on the City, and the City has 

19 discretion, pursuant to its General Plan and state law to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or 

20 to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the 

21 Report at any particular time. City also objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

22 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f). 

23 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

24 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

25 As mandated by Metro, the Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual 

26 Congestion Management Program (CMP), which is identified in the Transportation Element 

27 as one component of the Transportation Element Evaluation Report. The CMP is prepared 

28 with the assistance of the Department of Transportation. The CMP is submitted bi-annually 
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I for approval to the City Council in or about August of each year and then to MT A. The 2008 

2 CMP was approved by Council on 8-3-08. The CMP, a statewide program, was established 

3 in 1990. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 46 

5 Please state whether the DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION has PREPARED a 

6 TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT. (For purposes of these 

7 interrogatories, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION refers to the City of Los Angeles' 

8 Department of Transportation.) 

9 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 46: 

10 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

11 lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on the City, and the City has 

12 discretion, pursuant to its General Plan and state law to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or 

13 to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the 

14 Report at any particular time. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the 

15 term "PREPARED" is vague and ambiguous 

16 Subject to the foregoing objections. and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

17 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

18 As mandated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the Planning 

19 Department has prepared a bi-annual Congestion Management Program (CMP), which is 

20 identified in the Transportation Element as one component of the Transportation Element 

21 Evaluation Report. The CMP is prepared with the assistance of the Department of 

22 Transportation. The CMP is submitted bi-annually for approval to the City Council and then to 

23 Metro. The CMP contains intersection level of service information at approximately 47 critical 

24 City intersections. The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to 

25 monitor both the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of 

26 development activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

27 As part of CMP compliance, the City biennially monitors forty-seven selected 

28 intersections within the City's portion of the CMP Highway and Roadway System by 
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I conducting traffic counts and calculating the Level of Service (LOS) at each of the 

2 intersections. In addition to the intersection monitoring, the Planning Department monitors 

3 development in the City each year that relates to the Network by providing statistical 

4 information on all new commercial, residential and mixed use development. The Department 

5 also tracks and reports all residential and mixed use development at a density of 29 units per 

6 acre or greater (on lots of 5,000 square feet or greater) within 1300 feet of (1) stops on the 

7 city's major bus stops that are on designated transit corridors, (2) metrolink stops, and (3) 

8 light and heavy rail stops. 

9 The CMP, a statewide program established in 1990, requires the City to monitor both 

10 the vehicular activity of the City's portion of the CMP Network and the type of development 

II activity that facilitates the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in the Network. 

12 The City's CMP monitoring report is provided to the Metro. Since 1994, the City of Los 

13 Angeles has maintained a positive balance of transportation improvement credits over new 

14 development debits (which contribute to vehicular trips) to preserve compliance with the 

15 CMP. The City Council approved the 2008 CMP Conformance Self-Certification Resolution 

16 and Local Development Report on August 13, 2008, and transmitted the report to Metro in 

17 compliance with CMP requirements. 

18 The City's budget has not permitted any increase in staffing resources in the Planning 

19 Department despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work 

20 program. As a result, the Department has not had sufficient funds to prepare the 

21 Transportation Element Evaluation Report in its entirety, other than the CMP. In the exercise 

22 of discretion, staff has been reallocated to handle higher priority work program tasks in the 

23 Department, in order to accomplish the Department's required responsibilities as set forth in 

24 the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

25 Additional transportation evaluation and monitoring will occur in conjunction with the 

26 new Community Plan update program. 

27 Ill 

28 Ill 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 47 

2 If the answer to the immediately preceeding interrogatory is in the affirmative, state the 

3 dates on which the DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION began PREPARING and 

4 concluded PREPARING each TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT and 

5 whether the specified TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT EVALUATION REPORT was 

6 PUBLISHED and the date of PUBLISHING. 

7 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 47 

8 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

9 lead to admissible evidence because there is no mandatory duty on the City, and the City has 

10 discretion, pursuant to its General Plan and state law to prepare an Evaluation Report, and/or 

11 to prepare the referenced Report in any particular format or manner and/or complete the 

12 Report at any particular time. City also objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 

13 compound, conjunctive and disjunctive in violation of CCP § 2030.060(f). 

14 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

16 As mandated by Metro, the Planning Department has prepared a bi-annual 

17 Congestion Management Program (CMP), which is identified in the Transportation Element 

18 as one component of the Transportation Element Evaluation Report. The CMP is prepared 

19 with the assistance of the Department of Transportation. The CMP is submitted bi-annually 

20 for approval to the City Council in or about August of each year and then to MTA. The 2008 

21 CMP was approved by Council on 8-3-08. The CMP, a statewide program, was established 

22 iri 1990. 

23 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 48 

24 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the HOLLYWOOD 

25 COMMUNITY PLAN. ("UPDATED" shall mean revised, brought up to date, and the revision 

26 of which was approved by the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission; "HOLLYWOOD 

27 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

28 with the same title.) 
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1 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 48 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that It is not reasonably calculated to 

3 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

4 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

5 Hollywood Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any particular 

6 manner or within any particular period of time. 

7 Subject to the foregoing objections, and with.out waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

8 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

9 The Hollywood Community Plan was last updated on 12-13-99. The Hollywood 

10 Community Plan update has been ongoing for several years, including EIR preparation and 

11 numerous public workshops, and is at present scheduled to go to the City Planning 

12 Commission for a public hearing in August 2009 and adopted by December 2009. 

13 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 49 

14 Please state the reasons why YOU have not UPDATED the HOLLYWOOD 

15 COMMUNITY PLAN since 1988. 

16 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 49 

17 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

18 ·lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

19 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

20 Hollywood City Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any 

21 particular manner or within any particular period of time. City further objects to this 

22 Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information protected by the mental or deliberative 

23 process privilege and legislative motive is irrelevant and not subject to inquiry under the facts 

24 and issues presented in this action. 

25 Iff 

26 I I I 

27 I I I 

28 I I I 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 50 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the GRANADA HILLS-

3 KNOLL WOOD COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "GRANADA 

4 HILLS-KNOLL WOOD COMMUNITY PLAN" sh<:~ll mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS 

5 ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same title) 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 50 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

8 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

9 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

10 Granada Hills-Knollwood Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in 

II any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 51 

16 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the SAN PEDRO 

17 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "SAN PEDRO COMMUNITY 

18 PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same 

19 title) 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 51 

21 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

22 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

23 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the San 

24 Pedro Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any particular 
.. I . 

25 manner or within any particular period of time. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

28 No change. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 52 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the BEL-AIRIBEVERL Y 

3 CREST COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "BEL-AIR/BEVERLY 

4 CREST COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' 

5 GENERAL PLAN with the same title) 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 52 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

8 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

9 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the Bel-

lO Air/Beverly Crest Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any 

11 particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 53 

16 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the BRENTWOOD/PACIFIC 

17 PALISADES COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, 

18 "BRENTWOOD/PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY 

19 OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same title} 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 53 

21 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to. 

22 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

23 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

24 Brentwood/Pacific Palisades Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, 
. I 

25 in any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

28 No change. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 54 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the PALMS/MAR VISTA/DEL 

3 REY COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "PALMS/MAR VISTA/DEL 

4 REY COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL 

5 PLAN with the same title) 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 54 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

8 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

9 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

I 0 Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in 

II any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 55 

16 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the BOYLE HEIGHTS 

17 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "BOYLE HEIGHTS 

18 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

19 with the same title) 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 55 

21 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

22 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

23 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the Boyle 

24 Heights Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any particular 

25 manner or within any particular period of time. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

28 No change. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 56 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WEST LOS ANGELES 

3 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, 'WEST LOS ANGELES 

4 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

5 with the same title) 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 56 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

8 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

9 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the West 

10 Los Angeles Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any particular 

11 manner or within any particular period of time. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 57 

16 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WESTCHESTER 

17 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, 'WESTCHESTER 

18 COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN 

19 with the same title) 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 57 

21 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

22 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

23 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

24 Westchester Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any particular 

25 manner or within any particular period of time. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

28 No change. 
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1 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 58 

2 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WESTWOOD 

3 COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, 'WESTWOOD COMMUNITY 

4 PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL PLAN with the same 

5 title) 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 58 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

8 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

9 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

10 Westwood Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in any particular 

11 manner or within any particular period of time. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 59 

16 Please state the most recent date that YOU UPDATED the WILMINGTON-HARBOR 

17 CITY COMMUNITY PLAN. (For purposes of these interrogatories, "WILMINGTON-HARBOR 

18 CITY COMMUNITY PLAN" shall mean a portion of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES' GENERAL 

19 PLAN with the same title) 

20 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 59 

21 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

22 lead to admissible evidence because neither state law nor any City law or regulation, or the 

23 General Plan Framework Element, imposes a mandatory duty on the City to update the 

24 Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan, or any other of the City's 35 community plans, in 

25 any particular manner or within any particular period of time. 

26 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

27 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows; 

28 No change. 
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SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 60 

2 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has provided the Mayor of the 

3 City of Los Angeles an estimate of the total amount of money needed to operate the 

4 PLANNING DEPARTMENT for fiscal year 2009, as required in City of Los Angeles Charter 

5 Section 311 (a). 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 60 

7 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

8 lead to admissible evidence because it goes beyond the subject matter of this lawsuit and 

9 because the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

10 forth in Los Angeles Charter Sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate any set aside of 

11 funds for the Planning Department. 

12 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

13 City responds as follows: 

14 No change. 

15 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 61 

16 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 60 is in the affirmative, please state the 

17 total amount of money estimated. 

18 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 61 

19 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 
' 

20 lead to admissible evidence because it goes beyond the subject matter of this lawsuit and 

21 because the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

22 forth in Los Angeles Charter Sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate any set aside of 

23 funds for the Planning Department. 

24 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

25 City and assuming that FY 2009 is from July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009, City 

26 supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

27 The amount estimated by the Planning Department to operate for FY 2009 is 

28 $34,067,321. The Planning Department Budget is available on line at 
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http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm, as well as in the Planning Department and may be 

2 viewed by contacting Deputy.Director of Planning, Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, 

3 Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

4 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 62 

5 lfYOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 60 is in the affirmative, please IDENTIFY 

6 all DOCUMENTS used by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT to support the fiscal year 2009 

7 estimate. 

8 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 62 

9 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

10 lead to admissible evidence because it goes beyond the subject matter of this lawsuit and 

11 because the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

12 forth in Los Angeles Charter Sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate any set aside of 

13 funds for the Planning Department. 

14 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "support" and "estimate" are vague, 

15 overbroad and ambiguous. 

16 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

17 City and assuming that FY 2009 is from July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009, City 

18 supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

19 The documents relied on by the Planning Department to prepare its fiscal year 2009 

20 budget estimate are contained in the bound document entitled the Planning Department 

21 Budget Proposal for FY 2008-09, which may be viewed by contacting Deputy Director of 

22 Planning, Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City Hall, 200 N. Spring 

23 Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

24 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 63 

25 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT has provided the Mayor of the 

26 City of Los Angeles an estimate of the total amount of money needed to operate the 

27 PLANNING DEPARTMENT for fiscal year 2008, as required in City of Los Angeles Charter 

28 Section 311(a). 
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1 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 63 

2 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

3 lead to admissible evidence because it goes beyond the subject matter of this lawsuit and 

4 because the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

5 forth in Los Angeles Charter Sections 310 el seq. which does not mandate any set aside of 

6 funds for the Planning Department. 

7 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "needed" and "estimate" are vague, 

8 overbroad and ambiguous. 

9 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

10 City and assuming that FY 2008 is from July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008, City 

11 supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

12 No change. 

13 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 64 

14 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 63 is in the affirmative, please state the 

15 total amount of money estimated. 

16 RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No 64 

17 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

18 lead to admissible evidence because it goes beyond the subject matter of this lawsuit and 

19 because the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

20 forth in Los Angeles Charter Sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate any set aside of 

21 funds for the Planning Department 

22 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "needed" and "estimate" are vague, 

23 overbroad and ambiguous . 

. 24 . Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

15 City and assuming that FY 2008 is from July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008, City 

26 supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

27 $27,666,705. 

28 I II 
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1 The Planning Department Budget is available on line at 

2 http://www.lacitv.org/cao/budgets.htm, as well as in the Planning Department by contacting 

3 Deputy Director of Planning, Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City 

4 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

5 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 65 

6 If YOUR answer to Special Interrogatory No. 63 is in the affirmative, please IDENTIFY 

7 all DOCUMENTS used by the PLANNING DEPARTMENT to support the fiscal year 2008 

8 estimate. 

9 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 65 

10 City objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is not reasonably calculated to 

11 lead to admissible evidence because it goes beyond the subject matter of this lawsuit and 

12 because the allocation of general funds is established through a discretionary process set 

13 forth in Los Angeles Charter Sections 310 et seq. which does not mandate any set aside of 

14 funds for the Planning Department 

15 City further objects on the grounds that the terms "needed" and "estimate" are vague, 

16 overbroad and ambiguous. 

17 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

18 City and assuming that FY 2008 is from July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008, City 

19 supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

20 The documents relied on by the Planning Department to estimate its FY 2008 budget 

21 estimate are located in the bound document entitled the Planning Department Budget 

22 Proposal for FY 2007-08, which may be viewed at the Planning Department by contacting 

23 Deputy Director of Planning, Eva Yuan-McDaniel, 213 978-1273, Planning Department, City 

24 Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 51
h Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

25 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 66 

26 Please state whether or not the PLANNING DEPARTMENT PUBLISHED a 

27 DOCUMENT entitled "1996-1998 Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure." 

28 I II 
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1 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSETO INTERROGATORY No. 66 

2 Yes. 

3 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 67 

4 Please state whether or not the PLANNING DEPARTMENT PUBLISHED a 

5 DOCUMENT entitled "1994-1996 Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure." 

6 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 67 

7 Yes. 

8 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 68 

9 Please state whether the PLANNING DEPARTMENT ceased PUBLISHING a 

10 DOCUMENT entitled "Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure" as of January 1, 2001. 

11 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No .. 68 

12 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that the phrase "ceased 

13 PUBLISHING" as defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, 

14 assumes only one method of publication, and does not take into account alternative methods 

15 of presenting the material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the 

16 City's website. 

17 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

18 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

19 Since at least 2001, the Planning Department no longer publishes a document entitled 

20 "Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report" Instead, consistent with the General Plan 

21 Framework Element, the Department has prepared annual growth reports covering each year 

22 from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections and estimates, 

23 employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing construction activity. 

24 The population and employment data is updated annually, with the population estimates 

25 shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level (there are seven such 

26 areas). Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; link-> local 

27 Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by entering the 

28 planning area of interest and the year and the user/reader can compare the differences 
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1 amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth information is also presented in the 

2 Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info link. The building permit 

3 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

4 citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

5 35 such areas). The web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

6 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and. chart forms, 

7 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

8 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

9 estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building and Safety's 

10 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

11 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

12 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. 

13 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 978-1381. The population and 

14 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

15 Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213) 

16 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

17 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-

18 outs of some of these reports were previously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

19 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

20 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

21 information (with the exception of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

22 which data is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 

23 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted 

24 by the City Councilas part of its adoption of the annual budget All of this information, which 

25 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

26 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

27 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

28 http://www.lacitv.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 
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1 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)" in all other budget years. 

2 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound documents 

3 entitled" Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure," covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-

4 1996, and 1996-1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the 

5 reports due to changes in technology and budget constraints consistent with the Framework 

6 Element. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, 

7 advised the City Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory 

8 comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the 

9 availability of certain types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this 

10 report will be made available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections 

1 I of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as 

12 timely as possible. Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a 

13 quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed 

14 in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

15 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

16 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

17 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

18 despite the fact that there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

19 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

20 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

21 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

22 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

23 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

24 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

25 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

26 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

27 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

28 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10- Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), 
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1 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

2 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

3 Federal and regional governments and funding agE)ncies, and other conditions. The 

4 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

5 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

6 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

7 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

8 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

9 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

I 0 mandatory duty on the City. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 69 

12 If you answered the immediately preceding interrogatory in the affirmative, please 

13 state the reasons why the PLANNNING DEPARTMENT ceased PUBLISHING a 

14 DOCUMENT entitled "Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure." 

15 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 69 

16 City objects to this special interrogatory on the grounds that the phrase "ceased 

17 PUBLISHING" as defined is vague, confusing and ambiguous, is too narrowly defined, 

18 assumes only one method of publication, and does not take into account alternative methods 

·19 of presenting the material due to changing technology, including presenting material on the· 

20 City's website. City further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks 

21 information protected by the mental or deliberative process privilege and legislative motive is 

22 irrelevant and not subject to inquiry under the facts and issues presented In this action. 

23 Subject to the foregoing objections, and without waiver or prejudice to such objections, 

. 24 City supplements its prior response to this Interrogatory as follows: 

25 Since at least 2001, the Planning Department no longer publishes a document entitled 

26 "Annual Growth and Infrastructure Report" Instead, consistent with the General Plan 

27 Framework Element, the Department has prepared annual growth reports covering each year 

28 from 1999 to the present. These reports consist of population projections and estimates, 
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1 employment estimates, and building permit activity, including housing construction activity. 

2 The population and employment data is updated annually, with the population estimates 

3 shown at the citywide level and at the Area Planning Commission level (there are seven such 

4 areas}. Population information is available at www.planning.lacity.org; link-> Local 

5 Population and Housing Estimates. The data can be queried dynamically by entering the 

6 planning area of interest and the year and the user/reader can compare the differences 

7 amongst the City's various neighborhoods. Growth information is also presented in the 

8 Planning Department's web site under the Statistical Info link. The building permit 

9 information is updated quarterly, as well as annually, and provides the information at a 

10 citywide level, the Area Planning Commission level, and the Community Plan level (there are 

11 35 such areas}. The web site includes comparisons of each year's building construction 

12 activity to previous years to identify growth trends and presents in tabular and chart forms, 

13 comparisons of building construction activity from one part of the city to another. The 

14 Planning Department regularly monitors the information, including the City's population 

15 estimates. The Planning Department staff compiles the Department of Building and Safety's 

16 monthly building permit data into quarterly charts and lists. The information is in PDF format 

17 on the web site and can easily be printed by the user/reader. The building permit activity is 

18 prepared by Louis Cherene, Operations and Statistical Research Analyst I, City Hall, 200 N. 

19 Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213} 978-1381. The population and 

20 employment projections and estimates are prepared by Jack Tsao, Operations and Statistical 

21 Research Analyst II, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213} 

22 978-1367. These reports are also available in hard copy in the Planning Department, 

23 Citywide Section, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 721, Los Angeles, CA 90012. Print-

24 outs of some of these reports werepreviously provided to the Propounding Party by the City. 

25 The Planning Department no longer compiles infrastructure information on behalf of 

26 other departments and agencies. Instead, all infrastructure and public service data and 

27 information (with the exception· of Metro, a regional agency and 3 proprietary agencies, for 

28 which data Is available from other sources) is compiled annually into a single, comprehensive 
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1 publicly-available report, entitled "Detail of Department Programs Supplement" and adopted 

2 by the City Council as part of its adoption of the annual budget. All of this information, which 

3 delineates in a highly detailed manner, the infrastructure and public service information 

4 provided, constructed or produced by of each responsible city department is also available 

5 each July 1 on the City's web site for the City Administrator's Office at 

6 http://www.lacity.org/cao/budgets.htm (link to "Volume 2" in 2008-2009 budget and to "Detail 

7 of Department Programs with Financial Summaries (Blue Book)'' in all other budget years. 

8 Although the City Planning Department prepared three individually bound documents 

9 entttled" Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure", covering the years 1990-1994, 1994-

10 1996, and 1996-1998, the Planning Department changed its method of preparation of the 

11 reports due to changes in technology and budget constraints consistent with the Framework 

12 Element. Con Howe, the Director of Planning at the time the three reports were prepared, 

13 advised the City Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor, in introductory 

14 comments to the third report, dated April 20, 2000, that "Because of the differences in the 

15 availability of certain types of data and to take advantage of technological developments, this 

16 report will be made available on the Internet in stages for the first time. Completed sections 

17 of the report will be placed on the Internet as they are ready, to make the information as 

18 timely as possible. Already land development activity (building permits) is presented on a 

19 quarterly basis on the Department's website. Appropriate sections of the report will be placed 

20 in a published, hard copy report in the near future." 

21 Each of the three prior reports required the services of two designated, full-time 

22 employees, and each took approximately one year to complete. In the subsequent years, the 

23 city's budget did not permit an increase in staffing resources in the Planning Department 

24 despite the factthat there was a significant increase in the department's work program. As a 

25 result, in the exercise of discretion, these two positions were reallocated to handle higher 

26 priority work program tasks in the Department, in order to accomplish the Department's 

27 required responsibilities set forth in to the City Charter and other applicable laws. 

28 If I 
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1 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

2 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

3 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

4 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

5 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

6 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

7 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10- Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), 

8 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

9 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

10 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

11 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

12 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

13 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

14 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

15 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

16 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

17 mandatory duty on the City. 

18 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 73 

19 Please state any and all contentions in support of YOUR denial that YOU have a 

20 mandatory duty to IMPLEMENT a MONITORING PROGRAM. 

21 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 73 

22 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

23 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth.and 

24 i_nfrastru0ture rep()rts, as well as the details. of the scope of work of each program, was 

25 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

26 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

27 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

28 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10- Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), 
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1 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

2 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

3 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

4 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

5 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

6 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

7 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

8 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

9 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

10 mandatory duty on the City. 

11 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 74 

12 Please state any and all contentions in support of YOUR denial that YOU have a 

13 mandatory duty to prepare an ANNUAL REPORT ON GROWTH AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

14 at the end of each fiscal year. 

15 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 74 

16 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the timing, method, manner 

17 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

18 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

19 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

20 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

21 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

22 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10- Implementation Programs (at page 10-1 ), 

23 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

24 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

25 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

26 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

27 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

28 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 
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1 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

2 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

3 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

4 mandatory duty on the City. 

5 SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 75 

6 Please state any and all contentions in support of YOUR denial that YOU have a 

7 mandatory duty to ESTABLISH a CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION DATABASE. (For 

8 purposes of these interrogatories, "ESTABLISH" shall mean to create and put in place; 

9 "CITYWIDE TRANSPORTATION DATABASE" shall mean the database of the same title 

10 described in the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT, Chapter 10, Plan P44.) 

11 SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY No. 75 

12 The General Plan Framework Element contemplated that the liming, method, manner 

13 and financing of preparation of its various programs, including the annual growth and 

14 infrastructure reports, as well as the details of the scope of work of each program, was 

15 subject to change due to changes in funding, priorities and other conditions. The Framework 

16 Element (at page 7) states: "A diversity of programs is specified to implement the General 

17 Plan Framework Element. Their timing is contingent on the availability of adequate funding." 

18 General Plan Framework Element Chapter 10 -Implementation Programs (at page 10·1), 

19 states, in pertinent part, "Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate 

20 funding, which is likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of 

21 Federal and regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The 

22 programs should be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding 

23 limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation 

24 dates, responsible agencies, and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed 

25 without requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element." Emphasis added. 

26 Based on this language, program implementation, including the method, manner and/or 

27 timing and preparation and financing of same, is discretionary and does not impose any 

28 mandatory duty on the City. 
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I Nevertheless, the Department of Transportation has numerous transportation 

2 databases, including but not limited to the following: 

3 • The Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) chapter in each 

4 Community Plan updated since 1996, including the text and technical appendices; 

5 • Annual Screen line summary reports, prepared since approximately 1958 to the 

6 present, including traffic counts conducted at pre-established screenlines throughout the City; 

7 • Traffic analyses conducted as part of the Community Plan update, containing 

8 street segment levels of service information (calculated from actual traffic counts), mode split 

9 assumptions (from regional SCAG model) and vehicle occupancy assumptions (from regional 

10 SCAG model), also including the City-refined SCAG model for each community plan with the 

11 mode split and vehicle occupancy assumptions; 

12 • Bi-annual reports containing intersection level of service information at 

13 approximately 47 critical City intersections to MTA as part of the Congestion Management 

14 Program (CMP), available since the early 1990s; 

15 • LADOT on-line traffic database containing traffic counts (at both intersections 

16 and street segments) throughout the City, an on-line database; 

17 • Intersection accident data, available via an internal database called 

18 CrossRoads, available since 2000; 

19 

20 Ill 

21 Ill 

22 Ill 

23 Ill 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

• Annual boarding information since 1995 for DASH and Commuter Express; 
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• A TSAC loop detector database at intersections (currently being developed 

2 using a grant from SCAG). 

3 

4 
Dated: March 11, 2009 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
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ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO, City Attorney 
JERI L. BURGE, Assistant City Attorney 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
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1 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

2 I, the undersigned, say: I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the within 
action or proceeding. My business address is 701 City Hall East; 200 North Main Street, 

3 Los Angeles, California 90012. 

4 On March 11, 2009, I served the foregoing documents described as RESPONDENT 
AND DEFENDANT CITY OF LOS ANGELES' SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO 5 
PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF LUCILLE SAUNDERS' FIRST SET OF SPECIAL 

6 INTERROGATORIES PROPOUNDED TO RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES on all interested parties in this action by placing copies thereof enclosed in a 

7 sealed envelope addressed as follows: 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 [ l 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 [X] 

18 

19 [ l 

20 

21 

22 

23 

26 

27 

28 

[ 1 

Sabrina D. Venskus Esq. 
Emilee Moeller, Esq. 
Law Offices of Sabrina Venskus 
1055 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1660 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

BY MAIL -I deposited such envelope in the mail at Los Angeles, California, with First 
class postage thereon fully prepaid. I am readily familiar with the business practice for 
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, it is 
deposited with the United States Postal Service on that same day, at Los Angeles, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postage cancellation date or postage meter date 
is more than one (1) day after the date of deposit for mailing in affidavit; and/or 

BY PERSONAL SERVICE - ( ) I delivered by hand, or (X) I caused to be delivered via 
Los Angeles City Attorney Document Services Division, such envelope to the offices of 
the addressee with delivery time prior to 5:00 p.m. on the date specified above. 

BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION- I caused the document to be transmitted to the 
offices of the addressee via facsimile machine at telephone number 
-------on the date and time specified on the Transmission Report. 

BY OVERNIGHT COURIER- I deposited such envelope in a regularly maintained 
overnight courier parcel receptacle prior to the time listed thereon for pick-up. Hand 
delivery was guaranteed by the next business day. 

PAULETTE JDES 
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PLAN MoNITORING 

required general finding, decision-makers acting on certain projects In the 
West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan Area shall refer to each 
of the applicable additional findings that the Plan identifies as programs in 
Chapter Ill of the Plan and which are underlined for ease of reference, To 
further substantiate the consistency findings, decision makers may cite 
other programs, policies or objectives which would be furthered by the 
proposed project In addition, Chapter V of the Plan requires a decision
maker to make a finding of conformance with applicable design standards 
for discretionary projects. 

The Plan has a land use capacity greater than the projected development 
likely to occur during the Plan period, During the life of the Plan, growth wHI 
be monitored for the Congestion Management Program (CMP), adopted in 
December 1993 by the Los Angeles County Transportation Authority and 
reported in the City's Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure, which will 
be submitted to the City Planning Commission, Mayor and City CounciL In 
the flflh year following Plan adoption (and every five years thereafter), the 
Director shall report to the Commission on the relationship between 
population, employment, and housing growth and plan capacities. If growth 
has occurred faster than projected, a revised environmental analysis will be 
prepared and appropriate changes recommended to the Community Plan 
and Zoning, These plan and Zone Changes shall be submitted to the 
Planning Commission and City Council as specified in the LAM.C. 

WEn AOAM!-8At0WIN HJtu-LE!M£RT 
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PLAN MONITORING 

Specific Plans, or other specific limitations on discretionary approvals. The 
Plan recognizes that the residential densities, commercial intensities, and 
industrial intensities depicted on the Plan map are theoretical and will not 
occur due to plan and zone regulations, economic conditions, and design 
limitations. 

For each plan category, the Plan permits all identified corresponding zones, 
as well as those zoneswhich are more restrictive, as referenced in Section 
12.23 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Any subsequent action 
that modifies the Plan or any monitoring review that results in changes to the 
Plan must make new Plan consistency findings at the time of that decision. 

City actions on most discretionary projects require a finding that the action 
is consistent or in conformance with the General Plan. In addition to the 
required general finding, decision makers acting on certain projects in the 
San Pedro Community Plan Area shall refer to each of the applicable 
programs, policies, or objectives which are contained in Chapter Ill. To further 
substantiate the consistency findings, decision makers may cite other 
programs, policies, or objectives which would be furthered by the proposed 
project. 

The Plan has a land use capacity greater than the projected development 
likely to occur during the Plan period. During the life of the plan, growth will 
be monitored and reported in the City's Annual Report on Growth and 
Infrastructure which will be submitted to the City Planning Commission, 
Mayor, and City Council. In the fifth year following Plan adoption (and every 
five years thereafter), the Director shall report to the Commission on the 
relationship between population, employment, and housing growth and plan 
capacities. If growth has occurred faster than projected, a revised 
environmental analysis will be prepared and appropriate changes 
recommended to the Community Plan and zoning. These Plan and zoning 
changes shall be submitted to the Planning Commission, Mayor, and City 
council as specified in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (L.A.M.C.). 

SAN PEDRO 
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Chapter Ill 
LAND USE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

RESIDENTIAL 

Chapter 3 of the Plan Text Contains Goals, Objectives, Policies, and 
Programs for all appropriate land use issues, such as residential, 
commercial, and industr"1al, as well as public and institutional service system 
categories. The Planning Department has responsibility for the goals, 
objectives, policies, and the initiation and direct implementation of the 
programs contained in Chapter 3. 

The quality of life and stability of neighborhoods throughout San Pedro 
critically depends on providing infrastructure resources (i.e., police, fire, 
water, sewerage, parks, trafficcirculat'1on, etc.) commensurate with the needs 
ofits population. If population growth occursfasterthan projected and without 
needed infrastructure improvements to keep pace with that growth, the 
consequences for livability within San Pedro could be problematic. 

Accordingly, the proposed Plan has three fundamental premises. First, is 
limiting residential densities in various neighborhoods to the prevailing density 
of development in these neighborhoods. Second is the monitoring of 
population growth and infrastructure improvements through the City's Annual 
Report on Growth and Infrastructure with a report to the City Planning 
Commission every five years on the San Pedro Community following Plan 
adoption. Third, if this monitoring finds that population in the Plan area Is 
occurrmg faster than projected; and that infrastructure resource capacities 
are threatened, particularly critical resources such as water and sewerage; 
and that there is not a clear commitment to at least begin the necessary 
improvements within twelve months; then building controls should be put into 
effect, for all or portions of San Pedro, until land use designations for the San 
Pedro Plan and corresponding zoning are revised to limit development. 

Existing residential land use patterns in the San Pedro Plan Area fall within 
the middle ranges of the land use designations, from low to high medium. 
Single family neighborhoods are located in the southern and western portion 
of the Community. Multiple family residential uses are located in various 
areas with a majority located east of Meyler Street between Oliver Street and 
Twenty-second Street. 

Historically, the majority of the Community Plan area has been designated 
for residential purposes and approximately 2,303 acres are designated for 
this use. Of this acreage, 61 percent (1,411 acres) is designated for single
family use. The plan policy is to provide for the continued preservation of the 
existing residential neighborhoods throughout the area, retain existing single 
family districts and multi-family clusters. Approximately one half of the 
number of dwelling units were developed more than 40 years ago. 

SANPEtlkO 
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SAN PEDRO lOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SPECIFIC PLAN 

GOALS 

Objective 6-1 

Objective 6-2 

Development in the Coastal Zone is subject to the provisions of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976. San Pedro has a Specific Plan and an approved Coastal 
Land Use Plan (LUP} which guide development in the Coastal Zone. The 
boundaries are generally the western City boundary, Twenty-fifth Street, 
Anchovy Avenue, Paseo Del Mar, Western Avenue, Twenty-fifth Street, 
Pacific Avenue, Ninth Street, Harbor Boulevard, and Crescent Avenue. 

PRESERVATION OF THE SCENIC AND VISUAL QUALITY OF COASTAL 
AREAS. THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976 DECLARED THE 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE A DISTINCT AND VALUABLE RESOURCE 
OF VITAL AND ENDURING INTEREST TO ALL PEOPLE AND EXISTS 
AS A DELICATELY BALANCED ECOSYSTEM. 

To provide a guide for the Land Use of the policies contained in the California 
Coastal Act of 1976 within the designated Coastal Zone in San Pedro. 

Policies 

6.1. 1 The San Pedro Coastal Land Use Plan constitutes the Land Use 
Plan portion of the City's Local Coastal Program {LCP} for San 
Pedro. Development within the Coastal Zone shall conform to all 
Policies and Objectives contained within this Plan. 

Program: The Coastal Land Use Plan portion of Local Coastal 
Program was adopted by the City Council and approved by the 
California Coastal Commission in 1991. The Specific Plan was 
adopted in 1986 and amended in 1990 as the implementation portion 
of the LCP. 

Program: The LIP that was denied should be revised for resubmittal 
to the California Coastal Commission. 

To protect, maintain and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall 
quality of the Coastal Zone environment and its natural and man-made 
resources. 

Policies 

6-2.1 That the scenic and visual qualities of San Pedro be protected as 
a resource of Community as well as regional importance, with 
permitted development sited and designed to: protect views to and 
along the ocean, harbor, and scenic coastal areas; minimize the 
alteration of natural landfonm; be visually compatible with the 
character of the surrounding area; and prevent the blockage of 
existing views for designated public scenic view areas and Scenic 
Highways. 

Program: The Specific Plan requirements for height and protection 
of public views implement this policy. 

SAN PEDRO 

111-20 

000316 



Objective 7-2 

Program: Require the decision"maker involved in discretionary 
review of proposed schools to adopt a finding which supports the 
application of this policy. 

7" 1.2 Site schools in a manner which complements and preserves the 
existing stable single family and multiple-family residential 
neighborhoods. 

Program: The decision-maker involved in discretionary review of 
a proposed school should adopt a finding which supports the 
application of this policy. 

7" 1.3 Proximity to noise sources should be avoided whenever possible or 
the school design should buffer classrooms from such noise. 

Program; implement appropriate provisions of the City's Noise 
Element. 

Program: Incorporate noise mitigation measures to reduce adverse 
environmental impacts in order to comply with CEQA. 

7"1.4 Expansion of existing schools should be preferred over the 
acquisition of new sites. 

Program; The Los Angeles Unified School District is the 
responsible agency for providing adequate school facilities. 

7" 1.5 Elementary schools should be located along collector streets. 

Program: The Los Angeles Unified School District is the agency 
responsible for the siting, design, and construction of public 
elementary schools. 

7"1.6 Encourage cooperation to provide recreation facilities for the 
community. 

Program: The Los Angeles Unified School District and the City's 
Department of Recreation and Parks should work together jointly to 
develop programs to fully utilize each of their respective sites. 

Work constructively with LAUSD to promote the siting and construction of 
adequate school facilities phased with growth. 

Policies 

7-2.1 Explore creative alternatives for providing new school sites in the 
City, where appropriate. 

Program: Develop plans to address issues of siting and joint use 
offacilities including strategies for expansion in transit-rich locations. 

S/INPllORO 
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Objective 7-3 

LIBRARIES 

GOALS 

Objective 8-1 

Program: Utilize the City's Annual Report on Growth and 
Infrastructure to monitor locations for growth and potential new 
school sites. 

Maximize the use of local schools for community use and local open space 
and parks for school use. 

Policies 

7-3.1 Encourage the siting of community facilities (libraries, parks, schools 
and auditoriums) together. 

Program: Formulate/update plans to address issues relating to 
siting and the joint use of facilities. Identify strategies for the 
expansion of school facilities including: 

Siting of school and other community facilities (libraries, parks, and 
auditoriums) within a transit station, center or mixed-use area so 
they can complement each other and make the most efficient use 
of the land provided forthese seNices. 

a. Localing middle schools and high schools where possible, 
close to transit stations and key centers and mixed use 
districts, so students can use the transit system to get to and 
from school. 

b. Encouraging private redevelopment of existing school sites in 
the immediate vicinity of transit stations and centers so that 
the existing site (a low intensity use) would be replaced by a 
high intensity mixed-use development that would incorporate 
school facilities. 

The Plan Area is seNiced by the San Pedro Regional Library located at 931 
S. Gaffey Street. The library has an area of 20,000 square feet and over 
132,000 catalogued volumes. 

ENSURE THAT ADEQUATE LIBRARY FACILITIES ARE PROVIDED FOR 
THE COMMUNITY'S RESIDENTS. 

To encourage the City's Library Department to provide adequate libraryseNice 
which responds to the needs of the community. 

Policies 

8-1.1 Support construction of new libraries and the rehabilitation and 
expansion of the existing library as required to meet the changing 
needs of the community. 

Program: The existing library site is designated as a public facility 
and is to be zoned Public Facilities (PF). This designation gives the 
libraries additional protection to retain their existing use and allows 

SAN P~ORO 
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GOALS 

Objective 6-1 

GOAL7 

Objective 7 ·1 

Objective 7-2 

APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS AND ADEQUATE FACILITIES FOR 
SCHOOLS TO SERVE THE NEEDS OF EXISTING AND FUTURE 
POPULATION. 

To site schools in locations complementary to existing land uses and 
community character. 

Policies 

6-1.1 Encourage compatibility in school locations, site layout and 
architectural design with adjacent land uses and community 
character and as appropriate use schools to create a logical 
transition and buffer between uses such as multiple-family and 
single-family residential or between commercial and residential uses. 

Program: Require that a decision maker involved in a discretionary 
review for a proposed school, adopt a finding which supports the 
application of this policy. 

6-1.2 Retain existing school sites within the Community Plan area. 

Program: The Plan designates the existing school sites in the 
Public Facilit'1es plan category and changes the zone to Public 
Facility (PF). This new designation provides more protection to 
retain the existing uses on site which allows for greater certainty for 
needed City approvals when rehabilitating or expanding structures 
on site. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS THAT PROVIDE A QUALITY EDUCATION FOR ALL 
OF THE CITY'S CHILDREN, INCLUDING THOSE WITH SPECIAL NEEDS, 
AND ADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES TO SERVE EVERY 
NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE CITY. 

Work constructively with the Los Angeles Unified School District to promote 
the siting and construction of adequate school facilities phased with growth. 

Policies 

7-1.1 Explore creative alternatives for providing new school sites in the 
City, where appropriate. 

Program: Develop plans to address issues of siting and joint use 
of facilities, including strategies for expansion in transit-rich 
locaflons. 

Program: Utilize the City's "Annual Growth Report" to monitor 
locations for growth and potential new school sites. 

Maximize the use of local schools for community use and local open space 
and parks for school use. 

SouTH CENTRAL LOS ANGELES 
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SCHOOLS 

GOALS 

Objective 6-1 

In the Plan Area, based on the Los Angeles Unified School D'1str'1ct enrollment 
and capacities table of 1992; the overall planned capacity of students in the 
thirty-one elementary schools was 34,548, with an actual enrollment of 
32,205 students. The five middle schools had a planned operational capacity 
of 11,930 students, with an actual enrollment of 9,764 students. In the four 
senior high schools, the operational capacity was 11 ,823, with an actual 
enrollment of 11 ,638 students. In addition to these facilities, there are two 
special education facilities with a capacity .of 338 students. 

The Los Angeles Unified School District, anticipating significant increases 
in enrollment over the next several years, is presently considertng numerous 
options for student enrollment patterns. Factors involved in determining future 
student enrollment range from legal decisions, State financing, construction 
of new or expansion of existing schools, and the overall Unified School 
District budget. 

The Los Angeles Unified School District, anticipating significant increases 
in enrollment over the next several years, is presently considering numerous 
options for student enrollment patterns. Factors involved in determining future 
student enrollment range from legal decisions, State financing, construction 
of new or expansion of existing schools, and the overall Unified School 
District budget. The traditional track program has been expanded to include 
the LEARN program, the 90/30 Four-Tract program which increases operating 
capacity by 33% without increasing the number of days of instruction, the 
60/20 Four-Tract Program, which is similar to the 90130 Program but with 
shorter and more frequent breaks, the CONS Program, which is a three track 
program which increases the operating capacity by 50%, and the CON6M 
Program which is a modified version ofthe CON6 Program with shorter more 
frequent breaks. 

The intent ofthese programs is to respond to increases In student enrollment 
without increases in facility space. The Community Plan includes policies 
based upon appropriate mitigation measures defined in the EIR and which 
encompass policy statements contained in the General Plan Framework. 
These policies are intended to address the potential increases in student 
population that may be generated as development occurs based upon Plan 
designations. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS THAT PROVIDE A QUALITY EDUCATION FOR ALL 
OF THE CITY'S CHILDREN, INCLUDING THOSE WITH SPECIAL NEEDS, 
AND ADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES TO SERVE EVERY 
NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE CITY. 

Work construcf!Vely w'ilh the Los Angeles Unlfied School D'1str'1ct to promote 
the siting and construction of adequate school facilities phased with growth. 

Policies 

6-1.1 Explore creative alternatives for providing new school sites in the 
City, where appropriate. 
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Objective 6-2 

liBRARIES 

Program; Develop plans to address issues of siting and joint use 
of facilities, including strategies for expansion in transit-rich 
locations. 

Program: Utilize the City's "Annual Growth Report" to monitor 
locations for growth and potential new school sites. 

6-1.2 Retain existing school sites within the Community Plan area. 

Program: The Plan designates the existing school sites in the 
Public Facilities plan category and changes the zone to Public 
Facility (PF). This new designation provides more protection to 
retain the existing uses on site which allows for greater certainty for 
needed City approvals when rehabilitating or expanding structures 
on site. 

Maximize the use of local schools for community use and local open space 
and parks for school use. 

Policies 

6-2.1 Encourage the siting of community facilities (libraries, parks, schools 
and auditoriums) together. 

Program: Formulate/update plans to address issues relating to 
siting and the joint use of facilities. Consider the following actions 
when developing/updating this Plan: 

Identify strategies for the expansion of school facilities including: 

1. Siting of schools and other community facilities (libraries, 
parks, and auditoriums) within a transit station, center, or 
mixed-use area so they can complement each other and make 
the most efficient use of the land provided for these services. 

2. Locating middle schools and high schools where possible, 
close to transit sta1'1ons and key centers and mixed-use 
districts, so students can use the transit system to get to and 
from school. 

3. Encouraging the private redevelopment of existing school sites 
in the immediate vicinity of transit stations and centers so that 
the existing site (a low Intensity use) would be replaced by a 
high Intensity mixed-use development that would incorporate 
school facilities. 

The Plan Area is serviced by four public library branches, none of which is 
of a regional scale, all are community branches. The renovation and 
structural reinforcement of the Vernon branch will increase the size of the 
facility to 10,325 square feet. The Ascot branch which is in need of structural 
reinforcement, renovation and expansion is likely to be moved and an 
expanded facility built. The Watts branch was one of the smallest branches 
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PLAN MONITORING 

PLAN CONSISTENCY 

anticipated depending on economic trends. Regional forecasts do not 
always reflect the adopted community plan land use capacity or buildout 
and is also an estimate based on specific assumptions about future density 
of development and household size. It should also be noted that the 
community plan capacity does not include housing in commercial districts 
nor the current residential vacancy rate. 

In addition to the seven state mandated elements, the City's General Plan 
includes a service system element, a cultural element and a major public 
facilities area element. All the provisions and requirements of the General 
Plan elements apply to the Central City Community Plan. 

Neighborhood Plans involve the ·preparation of specific plans which blend 
both policy and implementation functions for unique neighborhoods within 
a community or district plan area. In addition to these specific plans, 
overlay zones also combine policy and implementation functions to address 
issues peculiar to a specific neighborhood. 

The Plan has a land use capacity greater than the projected development 
likely to occur during the Plan period. During the life of the Plan, growth will 
be monitored and reported in the City's Annual report on Growth and · 
Infrastructure, which will be submitted to the City Planning Commission, 
Mayor, and City Council. In the filth year following the Plan adoption ( and 
every five years thereafter), the Director shall report to the Commission on 
the relationship between the population, employment and housing growth 
and plan capacities. If growth has occurred faster than projected, a revised 
environmental analysis will be prepared and appropriate changes 
recommended to the Community Plan and zoning. These Plan and zoning 
changes, and any related moratoria or interim control ordinances, shall be 
submitted to the Planning Commission, Mayor, and City Council as 
specified in the Los Angeles Municipal Code. · 

Each Plan category indicates the corresponding zones permitted by the 
Plan unless further restricted by the Plan text, footnotes, adopted Specific 
Plans or other specific limitations on discretionary approvals. The Plan 
recognizes that the residential densities and the commercial and industrial 
intensities depicted on the Plan map are theoretical and will not occur due 
to Plan zone regulations, economic limitations and design limitations. 

For each plan category, the Plan permits all identified corresponding zones, 
as well as those zones which are more restrictive as referenced 12.23 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Any subsequent action that modified 
the Plan or any monitoring review that results in changes to the Plan must 
make new Plan consistency findings at the time of that decision. 
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PLAN MONITORING 

consistency findings, decision makers may cite other programs, policies or 
objectives which would be furthered by the proposed project. 

The Plan has a land use capacity greater than the projected development 
likely to occur during the Plan period. During the life of the Plan, growth will 
be monitored and reported in the City's Annual Report on Growth and 
Infrastructure, which will be submitted to the City Planning Commission, 
Mayor and City Council. In the fifth year following Plan adoption (and every 
live years thereafter), the Director of Planning shall report to the Commission 
on the relationship between population, employment, housing growth and plan 
capacities. If growth has occurred faster than projected, a revised 
environmental analysis will be prepared and appropriate changes 
recommended to the Community Plan and zoning. These Plan and zoning 
changes and any related moratoria or interim control ordinances, shall be 
submitted to the Planning Commission, Mayor and City Council as specified 
in the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

WEsT Los ANGELEs 

11-5 

000327 



Chapter Ill 
LAND USE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

RESIDENTIAL 

Chapter Ill of the Plan text contains goals, objectives, policies, and programs 
for appropriate land use issues of residential, commercial, and industrial, 
public and institutional service system categories.· The Planning Department 
has authority for the goals, objectives, policies, the initiation and direct 
implementation of the programs contained in Chapter Ill. 

The quality of life and stability of neighborhoods throughout the West Los 
Angeles Community critically depends on providing infrastructure resources 
(i.e., police, fire, water, sewerage, parks, traffic circulation, etc.) 
commensurate with the needs of its population. If population growth occurs 
faster than projected and without needed infrastructure improvements to keep 
pace with that growth, the consequences for livability within the Community 
could be problematic. 

Accordingly, the proposed Plan has three fundamental premises, First, is 
limiting residential densities in various neighborhoods to the prevailing density 
of development in these neighborhoods. Second, is the monitoring of 
population growth and infrastructure improvements through the City's Annual 
Report on Growth and Infrastructure with a report to the City Planning 
Commission every five years on the West Los Angeles Community following 
Plan adoption. Third, if this monitoring finds that population in the Plan area 
is occurring faster than projected; and, that infrastructure resource capacities 
are threatened, particularly critical ones such as water and sewerage; and, 
that there is not a clear commitment to at least begin the necessary 
improvements within twelve months; then building controls should be put into 
effect, for all or portions of the West Los Angeles Community, until land use 
designations for the Community Plan and corresponding zoning are revised 
to limit development. 

The Community Plan includes appropriate policies and implementation 
measures generated from the mitigation measures listed in the environmental 
clearance. In many instances these measures encompass the policies 
contained in the General Plan Framework Element. 

According to the 1990 Census, the Community Plan area had a population 
of 68,062. This included an ethnic mix of 73.1 percent Caucasian (non
Hispanic), 12.8 percent Hispanic, 11.2 percent Asian, 2.6 percent African 
American, and less than one percent Native American. 

The 1990 Census indicated that there were 35,679 total dwelling units in the 
Community, Of this total, 10,089 (28 percent) were single-family units, and 
25,590 (72 percent) were multi-family units. Most of the housing is well 
maintained. Some older units have been replaced with new construction that 
provides landscaped front yards, in-house amenities, and subterranean 
parking for multiple residential developments 

The Community Plan designates 2,161 acres of residential land use, or 47 
percent of the Plan area. Residential land use in the Plan consists of 1,472 
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SCHOOLS 

GOALS 

Objective 6-1 

Objective 6-2 

The Los Angeles Unified School District (LA US D) administers public schools 
in the West Los Angeles Community Plan area. There are six elementary 
schools and one high school within the community. The Plan encourages 
shared use of existing school facilities for the general public after hours and 
on weekends. School grounds should be made available so as to facilitate 
after school hour recreational uses. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS THAT PROVIDE A QUALITY EDUCATION FOR ALL 
OF THE CITY'S CHILDREN, INCLUDING THOSE WITH SPECIAL NEEDS, 
AND ADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES TO SERVE EVERY 
NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE CITY. 

To site schools in locations complimentary to existing land uses with 
buffering, convenient to the Community with access to recreational 
opportunities. 

Policies 

6-1.1 Encourage compatibility between school locations, site layout and 
architectural design, and Community character. 

Program: Require a decision maker in a discretionary review action 
for a proposed school to adopt a finding which supports the 
appucation of this policy. 

6-1.2 School design should buffer classrooms from noise sources. 

Program: Implement appropriate provisions of the City's Noise 
Element. 

Program: Incorporate noise mitigation measures to reduce adverse 
environmental Impacts in compliance with California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

6-1.3 Expansion of existing school facilities should be considered prior 
to acquisition of new sites. 

Program: The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) is the 
responsible agency for providing schools facilities. 

6-1.4 Encourage cooperation between the School District and the 
Department of Recreation and Parks to provide recreation facilities 
for the Community. 

Program: The School District and the Department of Recreation 
and Parks should develop a program where both schools and parks 
can be utilized for recreational and instructional purposes. 

Work constructively with the School District to promote the siting and 
construction of adequate school facilities phased with growth. 

Policies 

W£Si losANGELU 
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Objective 6·3 

LIBRARIES 

GOAL 7 

Objective 7 ·1 

6-2.1 Explore creative alternatives for providing new school sites in the 
City, w~1ere appropriate. 

Program: Develop plans to address issues of siting and joint use 
of facilities including strategies for expansion in transit-rich locations. 

Program: Utilize the City's "Annual Growth Report" to monitor 
locations for growth and potential new school sites. 

Maximize the use of local schools for Community use and of local open 
space and parks for school use. 

Policies 

6-3.1 Encourage the siting of community facilities (libraries, parks, schools 
and auditoriums) together. 

Program: Formulate/update plans to address issues relating to 
siting and the joint use ·of facilities. Identify strategies for the 
expansion of school facilities including: 

1. Siting of schools and other community facilities (libraries, 
parks, and auditoriums) within a transit station, center, or 
mixed-use area so they can compliment each other and make 
the most efficient use of the land provided lor these services. 

2. Locating middle schools and high schools where possible, 
close to transit stations, centers and mixed-use districts, so 
students can use the transit system to get to and from school. 

3. Encouraging private redevelopment of existing school sites in 
the immediate vicinity of transit stations and centers so that 
the existing site (a low intensity use) would be replaced by a 
high intensity mixed-use development that would incorporate 
school facilities. 

The City of Los Angeles Library Department provides library services within 
the Community. The Plan area is served primarily by the West Los Angeles 
Regional Library, located at 11360 Santa Monica Boulevard, and a branch 
library at 2920 Overland Avenue adjacent to Palms Parle Other facilities near 
the community include branch libraries at 11820 San Vicente Boulevard in 
Brentwood, and at1719 S. Robertson Boulevard. 

ENSURE THAT ADEQUATE LIBRARY FACILITIES ARE PROVIDED FOR 
COMMUNITY RESIDENT$. 

To encourage the City's Library Department in providing adequate library 
service to the community. 

Policies 

7-1.1 Support construction of new libraries and rehabilitation and 
expansion ol existing libraries. 
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PLAN MONITORING 

For each plan category, the Plan permits all identified corresponding zones, 
as well as those zones which are more restrictive, as referenced in Section 
12,23 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Any subsequent action 
that modifies the Plan or any monitoring review that results in changes to 
the Plan must make new Plan consistency findings at the time of the 
decision. 

City actions on most discretionary projects require a finding that the action 
is consistent or in conformance with the General Plan. In addition to the 
required general finding, decision-makers acting on certain projects in the 
Plan area shall refer to each of the applicable additional findings that the 
Plan identifies as programs in Chapter 3 of the Plan. To further substantiate 
the consistency findings, decision makers may cite other programs, policies 
or objectives which would be furthered by a proposed project. In addition, 
Chapter 5 of the Plan requires a decision maker to make a finding of 
conformance with applicable design standards for discretionary projects. 

The Plan has a land use capacity greater than the projected development 
l'tkely to occur dur1ng the Plan period. Dur1ng the life of the Plan, growth will 
be monitored and reported in the City's Annual report on Growth and 
Infrastructure, which will be submitted to the City Planning Commission, 
Mayor, and City Council. In the fifih year following Plan adoption (and every 
five years thereafter), the Director shall report to the Commission on the 
relationship between population, employment, and housing growth and plan 
capacities. If growth has occurred faster than projected, a revised 
environmental analysis will be prepared and appropriate changes 
recommended to the Community Plan and zoning. These Plan and zoning 
changes, and any related moratoria or interim control ordinances, shall be 
submitted to the Planning Commission, Mayor, and City Council as 
specified in the LAMC. 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report 
State Clearinghouse No. 2002061090 

2.0 SUMMARY 

2.1 LAND USE IMPACTS 

City of LA E!R No. ENV-2003-1922-EJR 
CPC No. 98-0010 (CPU) 

Implementation of the proposed Plan would alter the existing Conununity Plan. The proposed Plan 
attempts to redesignate the landuse categories in areas that are identified on the basis of prevailing 
density and intensity ofw;e. lt would not result in a substantial amount of existing development 
being considered as non-conforming. However, it does have the potential to cause some existing 
buildings to become non-conforming. The proposed Plan would alter the existing Community Plan 
by increasing the density or intensity allowed in a few selected areas while decreasing it in others 
where changes are being proposed. It will leave other areas unchanged. Although it will not 
potentially create land use conflicts, it could have a minimal potential for initiating changes that may 
result in significant environmental impacts to the character of some neighborhoods due to changes 
in the intensity of residential land uses from lower density residential land uses to higher density 
residential land uses. The proposed Plan will also have a few areas being converted from non
residential to residential and vice versa. 

The proposed Plan has three premises. The first is a general limitation of residential densities in 
various neighborhoods to the prevailing existing density of development in these neighborhoods. 
The second is the monitoring of population growth and infrastructure improvements through the 
City's Annual Report on Growth and Infi·astructure with a report to the City Planning Commission 
every five years on the Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community following Plan adoption. The third 
is, if this monitoring finds that population in the CPA is occurring faster than projected, and that 
infrastructure capacities are threatened in relation to user need, particularly critical infrastructure 
such as those pertaining to water and sewerage, but also including public schools, police and fire 
services, and transportation infrastructure, and that there is not a clear commitment to at least begin 
the necessary improvements within twelve months, then building controls would be put into effect 
for the affected portions of the CPA until land use designations for the Community Plan and 
corresponding zoning are revised to more appropriately limit new development. 

The residential land use policies reflect the need for a safe, secure and high-quality residential 
environment for all economic, age and ethnic segments of the Community. 

The commercial land use policies reflect the need to encourage a strong and competitive commercial 
sector that promotes economic vitality and serves the needs of the Community, through safe, 
accessible, and well-designed commercial districts, while preserving the historic and cultural 
character of the Community. 

The industrial land use policies reflect the need to provide sufficient land for limited and light 
industrial uses with employment opportunities that are safe for the environment and workers, and 
which have minimal adverse impact on adjacent uses. 

Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan Update Page 2.0-1 
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The Honorable Antonio Yillaraigosa 
The Honorable Rockard J. Delgadillo 

LAURA N. CHICK 
CONTROLLER 

The Honorable Members of the City Council 

200 N. MAIN STRE£T 
ROOM 300 

LOS ANGELES 90012 
t213! e7e-7200 

Ever since the mid 1990s when I was a City Councilmcmber. I wondered what actually happened 
with the conditions we imposed when approving development projects. The City often sets 
requirements to shape and improve a project, promote safety and mitigate negative impacts to 
communities. 

Now as Controller, I have circled back to answer the question: "Who ensures that the 
requirements attached to these developments are followed''" The answer is: "No one," We are 
actually often relying on voluntary compliance by the developers. 

My repor1 found that, in general, there is no single Department in charge of development projects 
from beginning to end. The Planning Department is indeed the lead agency in imposing 
conditions. However other Depar1ments, such as Building and Safety, can add or change 
conditions without including the Planning Department. 

The Planning Depar1ment's new data management system was intended to be a central database 
that tracked conditions for approvaL However, this is not the cure-all it was intended. Instead we 
have ended up with three stand-alone systems that are neither integrated not coordinated. Further, 
a new computer system alone won't solve the problems in the current development process, 
unless accompanied by key changes in our business processes. 

It is clear some significant changes must be made here. If projects are approved with conditions 
attached, is it not in the City's best interest to ensure those conditions are met? Certainly that is 
what the public expects. 

LAURA N. CHICK 
City Controller 

AN EQUAL. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNlTV- AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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1. Imposing Entitlement Conditions 

• The City of Los Angeles' community plans, which represent the Land Use 
Element of the General Plan, are outdated and not specific enough to direct 
the development project approval process consistently and predictably. 
Though the City's development project approval process allows for 
discretion on the part of the decision makers for proposed projects not 
covered by the Planning and Zoning Code, development projects are subject 
to a larger degree of case-by-case discretion than would be necessary if 
community plans were well-developed. 

• The Department of City Planning recommends conditions of approval that 
often are not clear or specific. For example, a college development project 
determination letter failed to specifically define additional parking required 
as a condition of approval. The City Planning Commission bad specified that 
dormitory parking should be provided within the project's parking garage 
pursuant to Planning and Zoning Code requirements but the Director of 
Planning's modification requiring a minimum of 84 parking spaces was less 
than Planning and Zoning Code requirements. An alternative reading of the 
Code could bave required 116 parking spaces. The City Planning 
Commission's determination letter should have specified the exact parking 
requirements to reduce the risk of misinterpretation. 

• Further, the Department of City Planning has not established quantitative 
criteria to use as the basis of conditions of approval for common development 
issues for which there are no standards in the Planning and Zoning Code. 
For example, Department of City Planning staff recommended to the City 
Planning Commission the college parking requirements that exceeded the 
Planning and Zoning Code requirement without a quantitative basis for the 
recommended number of parking spaces. 

• Decision makers use administrative procedures to address perceived 
shortcomings in the community plans. However, by imposing conditions 
based upon the Department of City Planning's administrative procedures, 
the decision makers may be acting without the authority granted by the 
Planning and Zoning Code. For example, Department of City Planning staff 
recommend conditions requiring guest parking for multi-residence projects 
in the absence of Planning and Zoning Code or specific plan requirements 
based on ·the Department of City Planning's Division of Land's internal 
policy. 
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I . .Imposing Entitlement Conditions 

• Prior to the completion of new community plans through the Department of 
City Planning's ten-year community planning process, the Director of 
Planning should clarify the Department of City Planning's authority in 
recommending development project conditions, such as guest parking, and 
ensure that conditions are imposed uniformly to development projects. Also, 
the Director of Planning should develop (1) procedures for ensuring specific 
and clearly written conditions and (2) quantitative standards for imposing 
conditions . 

.The California Government Code defines a development project as any project undertaken for 
the purpose of development, including projects requiring construction permits but not projects 
requiring operating permits. In the City of Los Angeles, the General Plan governs development. 
The City has 35 community plans that serve as the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
Individual neighborhoods within the community plans may have specific plans that define the 
zoning requirements for that neighborhood. Additionally, the City's Planning and Zoning Code 
sets forth (I) zoning requirements for the City as a whole and (2) procedures for ap]xoving 
development projects. 

Most construction projects receiving building permits from the Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety can be constructed "by-right", indicating that the project complies with the 
City's zoning requirements and does not require further approval. However, a development 
project is discretionary if the project or project site has special circumstances for which strict 
application of the Planning and Zoning Code provisions is impractical. 

Discretionary Development Projects 

In approving discretionary projects, the decision maker1 imposes conditions to remedy any 
disparities that may result, protect health and safety, and ensure general compliance with the 
objectives of the General Plan. If the decision maker approves the discretionary development 
project, the Department of City Planning can issue a land use permit ("entitlement") to the 
applicant once the conditions of approval have been met. 

The Planning and Zoning Code outlines the process for reviewing discretionary development 
projects and imposing conditions to ensure that the project conforms to the intent of the General 
Plan. For the land use entitlement, the decision maker imposes conditions specific to the 
entitlement. If the proposed development project impacts the public right of way or must meet 
some other City requirement, such as providing affordable housing, the appropriate City 
depa1tment recommends conditions to meet these requirements to the decision maker for 
inclusion in the determination letter. 

1 As discussed in the Introduction and shown in Exhibit I, the decision maker cr~n be the Director of Planning, 
Zoning Administrator, Area 'Planning Commission, City Planning Commission, or City Council, depending on the 
type of discretionary approval. 
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1. imposing Entitlement Conditions 

Entitlement conditions include: (I) the use of the property; (2) the site plan; (3) the building's 
floor area; (4) the density, or number of buildings or residential units on the property; (5) the 
height of all buildings; and ( 6) parking. 

Other conditions can include: (1) specific dwelling or housing requirements, such as senior 
housing; (2) building attributes, such as balconies and fayade; (3) detailed parking requirements; 
( 4) traffic, transportation, and pedestrian plans; (5) construction mitigation measures; (6) public 
improvements; (7) walls and fences; (8) operational conditions, such as hours of operation or 
noise levels; and (9) other conditions specific to the type of project. 

The Standard Conditions Manual provides a template for writing conditions specific to the 
project. · · 

Zoning Administration has a template for the determination letter that outlines five standard 
conditions for projects requiring zoning decisions. These standard conditions include 
requirements that: (I) the project's use, height, and area comply with the Planning and Zoning 
Code; (2) the project conform with the plot and floor plans submitted with the application; (3) 
the property use be conducted with due regard for the character of the surrounding district; (4) 
graffiti be removed within 24 hours; and (5) conditions be imprinted on the project plans. 

Finding #1: Outdated Community Plans Contribute to Discretion in 
Approving Development Projects 

The City of Los Angeles' community plans, which represent the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan, are outdated and not specific enough to direct the development project approval 
process consistently and predictably. The majority of the 35 specific community plans were last 
updated in the mid 1990s, with some that have not been updated since the 1980s. Further, many 
provisions of the Planning and Zoning Code are outdated. While the City Council periodically 
adopts new or revised Planning and Zoning Code provisions, many Code provisions have not 
been updated since the 1950s and 1960s. Though the City's development project approval 
process allows for discretion on the part of the decision makers for proposed projects not covered 
by the Planning and Zoning Code, development projects are subject to a larger degree of case
by-case discretion than would be necessary if community plans were well-developed. 

The Department of City Planning implemented the New Community Plan program in 2007 to 
update the plans, and is currently in the early stages of updating 12 of the 35 community plans. 
The Department of City Planning expects the New Community Plan Program to extend over ten 
years. The City Council allocated $4.8 million in FY 2008-09 for the New Community Plan 
Program. The Department of City Planning intends to initiate the community planning process 
for four community plans each year, requiring up to three years for each new community plan. 
According to the Director of Planning, the development project approval process will be 
streamlined and less discretionary once the new community plans are implemented. 

The Director of Planning should also recommend to the City Council new or updated Planning 
and Zoning Code provisions when the Planning and Zoning Code fail to address current zoning 
or development needs. 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

• The Department of City Planning serves as the lead agency in reviewing and 
approving applications for discretionary development projects, including 
receiving recommendations from other City departments for public 
improvements and incorporating the recommendations as conditions of 
approval in the determination letter. However, the Department of City 
Planning does not actively manage other City departments in reviewing and 
recommending public improvements and City departments do not always 
respond with timely review of proposed development projects. Consequently, 
City departments often do not provide recommendations for public 
improvements to the Department of City Planning prior to the public 
hearing and the determination letter, though they subsequently impose them 
on the applicant, resulting in proj~cts being approved without all public 
improvement requirements disclosed and documented. 

• Development project decision makers do not consistently impose conditions 
for public improvements that are clearly-written, specific, and uniform 
across projects. When conditions are not clear or specific, City department 
staff cannot ensure that the project plans meet the intent of the decision 
maker when reviewing and clearing conditions of approval on the project 
plans. Conditions are redundant in some instances and the condition 
numbering system is cumbersome, resulting in project applicants, their 
contractors, and City staff not being able to easily track compliance with 
these conditions. Non-uniform application of conditions results in ad hoc 
rather than standardized procedures, subjecting different applicants to 
different requirements. 

• While the "12 to 2 Committee", comprised of representatives of the primary 
City departments involved in the development project approval process, was 
intended to address bow the Department of City Planning and the 
Department of Building and Safety serve as lead agencies for the 
development process, the current focus of the 12 to 2 Committee is more 
limited. The 12 to 2 Committee is currently focused on City departments' 
processes for reviewing development project applications and submitting 
recommendations for conditions to be entered into the Department of City 
Planning's Condition Development and Management System (CDMS). If the 
12 to 2 Committee is the forum for discussing interdepartmental oversight of 
development projects, this Committee needs to better define its role in 
identifying and solving interdepartmental problems. Further, the Mayor, 
with the assistance of the Departm.ent of City Planning and the 12 to 2 
Committee, needs to define the role of the Department of City Planning in 
managing the development process. 
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2, imposing Conditions for Public improvements 

Applicants can be required to make public improvements to mitigate the impact of the project on 
the surrounding community or the City. According to the Department of Public Works' Land 
Development Manual: 

"Local agencies have a long history of exacting requirements in exchange for permission 
to develop, but this practice became more prevalent after the passage of California 
Proposition 13 in 1978. Proposition 13 greatly reduced local governments' ability to raise 
property taxes leaving less money to finance infrastructure improvements. Local agencies 
in turn have increasingly looked to applicants to fund the improvements that will be 
needed to serve the development." 

Finding #3: The Department of City Planning has Inadequate 
Procedures to Distribute Project Applications 

The Department of City Planning serves as the lead agency in reviewing and approving 
development project applications, referring applications to other City departments for their 
review. The Department of City Planning does not have well-established procedures for 
referring applications unless the application requires the subdivision of land. 

Applicants submit their development project application at the public counter at the central 
location or at one of the district locations. 1 Public counter staff provide the applicant information 
on the different City departments that may be responsible for reviewing the development project 
and "strongly suggest" that the applicant obtain permit information from the respective City 
departments. 

City departments become involved in development projects if: 

• The project requires subdivision of land; 

• The environmental review process recommends conditions with oversight from other City 
departments; and 

• The project requires a zone change, including adequate streets, drainage, sewers, utilities, and 
parks or recreation facilities; or 

• The project impacts the public right of way, requiring Department of Public Works penn its. 

Other City departments can also become involved if the project is located in a redevelopment 
zone, includes affordable housing, cultural or archaeology resources, or other issues specific to 
the project. 

1 Generally, applicants submit their development project application to the Department of Building and Safety. If the 
project requires discretionary approval~ the applicant will be referred to the Department of City Planning) which 
shares the public counter at both the 201 N. Figueroa Street and 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard locations. Applicants 
may also submit their applications directly to the Department of City Planning's public counter. 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

The Department of City Planning lacks a formal written procedure for distribution of 
development project applications to other City departments for review. Only the Department's 
Division of Land, which processes subdivision applications, has a formal procedure to distribute 
applications for land subdivision to other City depattments? lf the applicant requests to 
subdivide the property, the subdivision application is reviewed concurrently with the 
development project application. 

If the proposed development project requires environmental review, the application may be 
referred to the Department of Transpot1ation for a traffic assessment as part of the environmental 
review. OtherWise, the Department of City Planning, with the exception of the Division of Land, 
does not actively distribute applications to other City departments, monitor application review, or 
solicit recommendations for public improvements. 

As discussed in Section 5, implementation of the Department of City Planning's new Condition 
Development and Management System (CDMS) will allow the planner to assign other City 
departments access to a project's electronic case file. However, implementation of CDMS docs 
not change the Department of City Planning's current process for distributing hard copies of 
project applications, including proposed site plans, to other City departments for review 

Finding #4: The Department of City Planning Does Not Actively 
Manage Application Review by Other City 
Departments 

The Department of City Planning Requires Other City Departments to 
Submit Recommendations for Conditions of Approval Prior to Land 
Subdivision Hearings 

The Planning and Zoning Code defines the process to identify public improvements required for 
the subdivision of land. The Director of the Division of Land is the "Deputy Advisory Agency" 
appointed by the Director of Planning to decide on subdivision cases. A Subdivision Committee 
consisting of representatives from the Departments of Public Works, Transportation, Water and 
Power, Building and Safety, and Fire make recommendations on parcel map and tract map 
applications. Public improvements required by the Subdivision Committee can include streets, 
street lighting, and street trees. Although the subdivision application is separate from other 
applications to develop the property, under the 2003 City Council action the applications are 
considered jointly. The Deputy Advisory Agency does not conduct public hearings for 
subdivision cases prior to receiving the report and recommendations from the Bureau of 
Engineering. 

2 Subdivision of land includes parcel map or tract map applications. Under the California Subdivision Map Act, 
generally a parcel map subdivides the property into four or fewer parcels and a tract map subdivides the property 
into five or more parcels. 
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2, Imposing Conditionsjor Public Improvements 

The Department of City Planning Does Not Actively Solicit Recommendations 
for Public Improvements for Development Projects Not Requiring Land 
Subdivision 

Other City departments review project applications and recommend project conditions of 
approval to the Department of City Planning based on their own procedures. For example: 

The Denattment of Public Works' Bureau of Engineering 

The Department of Public Works' Bureau of Engineering reviews zone change and other 
development project applications as well as subdivision applications. The Bureau of Engineering 
reviews the development project's proposed plot plan, outlining the project and radius map, and 
showing the relationship of the project to the surrounding properties. The applicant must pay a 
fee at the time of application, covering the Bureau of Engineering's costs for investigating street 
dedication and improvement requirements and submitting a report to the Department of City 
Planning. 

The Bureau of Engineering's review includes: 

• Street design standards set by the Street Design Standards Committee composed of 
representatives from the Department of Transportation, Department of City Planning, and 
Bureau of Engineering, which sets right of way minimum width and roadway improvement 
standards; 

• Conformance with specific plan requirements; 

• City Engineer street improvement standards; and 

• Widening of existing substandard roadways. 

The Bureau of Engineering also reviews applications for storm drain and sewer requirements and 
recommends storm drain or sewer improvements to the Depattment of City Planning if 
necessary. 

The Bureau of Engineering's timeline for reviewing projects and submitting recommendations to 
the Department of City Planning is 39 days from the date of the fee collection. According to the 
Bureau of Engineering's Land Development Manual, priority for review is given to applicants 
who have paid the engineering investigation fee. 3 

· 

3 According to the City Engineer~ in general the Bureau of Engineering does not review the appl-ication until the fee 
has been paid. However, the Bureau of Engineering will review and prepare a report and recommendation to the 
Department of City Planning without the fee payment if the Department of City Planning staff request or if the 
Division of Land has scheduled a hearing. In these instances, the Bureau of Engineering requests that payment of the 
fee be included in the project's conditions of approval. 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

In the 2005 Performance Audit of City Planning's Case Processing Function, the Controller 
found that other City departments submitted their project recommendations to the Department of 
City Planning an average of 101 days for non-expedited development projects, although the 
City's performance standard allows for 39 days. While this audit did not specifically address 
review timeiine, according to interviews, City departments continue to not submit 
recommendations for project conditions of approval to the Department of City Planning prior the 
issuance of the determination letter. 

CDMS can track timelines for City departments' submission of recommendations for project 
conditions to the Department of City Planning, as discussed in Section 5. Although the Director 
of Planning, in conjunction with other City departments, is developing performance and 
reporting standards, the Department of City Planning has not yet developed the standards or 
begun generating management reports. 

Because the Bureau of Engineering does not consistently provide recommendations to the 
Department of City Planning within the time line, decision makers will conduct public hearings 
and issue determination letters for zone change and other project applications without receiving 
recommendations from the Bureau of Engineering. In these instances, the determination letter 
will contain placeholder language and the Bureau of Engineering will impose conditions for 
public improvements when the applicant applies for permits. 

The Department of Public Works' Bureaus of Street Lighting and Street Services 

The Bureau of Street Lighting and the Bureau of Street Services (which manages street trees) 
receive and review development project applications separately, although neither bureau 
generally submits recommendations for conditions to the Department of City Planning prior to 
the decision maker's determination letter. 

The Department of Transportation 

The Department of Transportation provides recommendations for project conditions to the 
Department of City Planning if the project is expected to have traffic impacts. If the 
development project is expected to increase traffic above a certain threshold, the Department of 
Transportation will conduct a traffic study, and as part of the study, the Depa1tment of 
Transportation will review the project's site plan and floor area calculations to calculate the 
increase in tl'ips, and consult with the Bureau of Engineering to determine street requirements. 

The Department of Transportation will consider traffic mitigation measures to be implemented 
by the applicant, including: 

• Vehicle trip reduction incentives for employees and visitors; 

• Financial support for increased public transit or vanpool services; 

• Providing on-site bicycling and other facilities to reduce car use; and 

• Other measures reducing car use. 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

The Department of Transportation also considers traffic signal improvements, and street 
widening and other improvements to be implemented by the applicant. 

Other City Departments 

Other City departments review specific aspects of a development project and may recommend 
conditions to the Department of City Planning as appropriate, for example: 

• The Fire Depattment reviews fire hydrant placement and access by fire vehicles to the 
completed building. 

• The Department of Water and Power reviews power transmission, encroachment into the 
public right of way, and adequate water access. 

• The Department of Housing monitors affordable housing requirements. 

• Under the Planning and Zoning Code, development projects in redevelopment areas are 
exempt from site plan review by the Department of City Planning if the Community 
Redevelopment Agency enters into an owner participation agreement or development and 
disposition agreement4 with the applicant. 

Finding #5: The Decision Maker Includes Non-Specific or Place 
Holder Conditions for Public Improvements in the 
Determination Letter When Other City Departments 
Fail to Provide Recommendations 

The Department of City Planning often does not impose conditions for public improvements that 
are specific to the project because: 

l. The Department of Public Works and other City departments do not recommend conditions 
for public improvements prior to the issuance of the determination letter; and 

2. The Department of City Planning's Standard Conditions Manual contains non-specific 
language for conditions for public improvements. 

Development projects that require subdivision of land or zone changes also require public 
improvements, such as widening of streets, installation of street lights, planting of trees, or 
implementation of traffic signals and improvements. If the Department of Public Works or other 
City departments fail to submit recommendations for improvements to the decision maker prior 
to the public hearing or the determination letter, the decision maker will include place holder 
language in the determination letter, pending review of the application by the appropriate 
depattment or bureau within the department. Because the Deputy Advisory Agency does not 

4 The owner participation agreement allows the applicant/owner to develop property owned by the applicant. The 
development and disposition agreement involves the sale of land owned by the Community Redevelopment Agency. 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

conduct public hearings or write the determination letter without submission of 
recommendations by the Department of Public Works, Department of Transportation, or other 
appropriate City department, the determination letters for development projects generally contain 
specific recommendations for public improvements. 

While development projects that require zone changes require public improvements5, and 
development projects that require modification of the Planning and Zoning Code or specific plan 
may require public improvements, the Department of Public Works, or other City departments 
often do not submit recommendations for public improvements prior to the public hearing or 
issuance of the determination letter. Consequently, the decision maker will issue a determination 
letter with non specific requirements for public improvements, generally stating that street, street 
lighting, street tree, traffic, or other improvements are to be completed to the "satisfaction of the 
City Engineer, Bureaus of Street Lighting or Street Services (which is responsible for street 
trees), or the Department ofTransp01tation". 

In our review of 26 development projects, we found that while the determination letters for 
projects requiring subdivision of land generally contained specific language for street, street 
lighting, and traffic improvements, determination letters for other types of projects did not. Very 
few detennination letters contained specific recommendations for street tree improvements. 

As shown in Table 2.1 the 26 development projects varied by type of discretionary action.6 

Table 2.1 

Type of Discretionary Action Reqnired for 26 Development Projects 

Total Cases by Percent of Total 
Type of Discretionary Action Type Cases 

Subdivision of Land 14 54% 
Zone Changes and Other Actions 11 42% 

No Public Improvements 1 4% 

Total 26 100% 

Source: Case Review of26 Development Projects 

5 According to the Planning and Zoning Code, a proposed zone change may require provisions for adequate streets, 
utilities, and other public improvements. The subject propexty is designated as a "T (or Tentative) classification" 
pending completion of the public improvements and recording of the final map. 
6 In 2007, approximately 18.5 percent of Department of City Planning cases involved land subdivision. Under the 
California Subdivision Map Act, subdivision cases are independent actions. In 2003 the City Council approved 
Municipal Code amendments that allowed for combined hearings on development projects that required subdivision 
and zone change or other discretionary action, although the decision maker issues separate determination letters for 
each action. Generally, only the larger development projects require public improvements,· and these larger projects 
can be combined with actions on land subdivision. In our review of 26 development projects, 50 percent required 
land subdivision in conjunction with other discretionary actions. 
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2. imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

As shown in Chart 2.1, the development projects requiring subdivision of land generally 
contained specific conditions for street, street lighting, and traffic improvements. 

Chart 2.1 

Percent of Specific and Non-Specific Conditions for Public 
Improvements in 14 Development Projects With Combined Subdivision 

and Other Discretionary Actions 1 
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Source: Case Review of 26 Development Projects 

1 Fourteen of the 26 development projects that we reviewed combined land subdivision actions with zone changes, 
variances to the Planning and Zoning Code, or other discretionary actions, such as an exception to a specific plan. 

As shown in Chart 2.2, most development projects not requiring subdivision of land did 
not contain specifically defined conditions for public improvements. 
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Chart 2.2 

Percent of Specific and Non-specific Recommendations for Public 
Improvements in 11 Development Projects with Discretionary Actions Not 
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Source: Review of26 Development Projects 

Traffic Improvements 

1 Eleven of the 26 development projects that we reviewed were discretionary actions that did not require 
land subdivision. One project did not require public improvements because of the project characteristics: an 
addition to an existing house in an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone. In addition to specific or non~ 
specific conditions~ the determination letter for these 11 projects mtght contain no condition referencing 
street, street lighting! street trees, or traffic requirements. 

The Planning and Zoning Code calls for public hearings for the City or Area Planning 
Commissions and other decision makers to hear evidence that forms the basis of the decision. 
The determination letter becomes the public document that records the decision. If the 
recommendations for public improvements are neither submitted to the public hearing nor 
included in the determination letter, the decision maker is effectively removed from the decision 
making process for public improvements associated with the development project. Further, the 
applicant and public Jack full information on the nature of the project and its requirements. Both 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

the applicant and the public can appeal the decision maker's determination, but the appeal 
process is less transparent if the public improvement requirements are not specified in the 
determination letter. 

Finding #6: The Decision 
Unclear, and 
Improvements 

Maker Can 
Non-Uniform 

Impose Non-Specific, 
Conditions for Public 

Decision makers may impose conditions for public improvements that are non-specific, unclear, 
or non-uniform. 

City Departments Impose Conditions for Public Improvements after the 
Determination Letter Has Been Issued 

When the determination letter contains non-specific language for conditions for public 
improvements, the Department of Public Works and other City departments impose conditions 
for public improvements after the decision maker issues the determination letter. As shown in 
Chart 2.2, the determination letters for the eleven development projects not requiring land 
subdivision did not have specific conditions for 50 to 75 percent of the street, street lighting, 
street tree, and traffic conditions. 

The Department of City Planning's Standard Conditions Manual language for public 
improvements states only that improvements are to be made "to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer" or other appropriate City representative. This language is incorporated into 
determination letters for development projects requiring zone changes or other modifications to 
the Planning and Zoning Code or specific plans. Consequently, the applicant must seek 
information from the Department of Public Works and other City departments after the 
detenminationletter has been issued regarding public improvement requirements. 

For the projects that contained non-specific or no recommendations, the Department of Public 
Works imposed street improvement conditions after the decision maker issued the determination 
letter for more than one-half of the projects. 
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Table 2.2 

Public Improvement Conditions Imposed after Issuance of the Determination 
Letter 

Street Street Lighting Street Tree Traffic 
Improvements Jmorovements Imorovements Improvements 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Projects with No or Non-
Specific Conditions with 
Public Improvement 
Conditions Imposed after the 
Determination Letter 4 57% I 8% 4 20% 0 0% 

Projects with No or Non~ 
Specific Conditions with 
Public Improvement 
Conditions Not Imposed after 
the Determination Letter 3 43% 12 92% 16 80% 0 0% 

Total 7 100% 13 100% 20 100% 7 100% 

Source: Review of26 Development Projects 

The Department of Public Works may have imposed additional street lighting and street tree 
requirements after the determination letter was issued but these requirements are not routinely 
documented on the "Clearance Summary Worksheet"- the Department of Building and Safety's 
tool to identify that all development project conditions have been cleared before issuing building 
permits. For example, for a new school, the Department of Public Works Bureau of Contract 
Administration construction inspector noted in the "Construction Inspector's Daily Job" work 
sheet that "street trees still need to be planted" although the street tree requirement was not 
documented in the Department of City Planning or Department of Building and Safety Clearance 
Summary Worksheet. 

Development project conditions of approval in the determination letter are printed on project 
plans, allowing Department of Building and Safety and Department of Public Works plan 
checkers and construction managers to compare the project plans and actual project construction 
with the conditions. When the determination letter does not contain specific conditions for public 
improvements, then these public improvement requirements are not clearly stated on the project 
plans and readily visible to plan checkers and construction managers, increasing the risk that the 
project's conditions of approval are not implemented. 
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2. Imposing Conditions fOr Public Improvements 

The Determination Letter Imposes Redundant, Cumbersome and Non 
Uniform Conditions for Public Improvements 

Redundant Conditions for Public Improvements for Projects Requiring Land Subdivision 

Because development projects requiring subdivision of land must comply with provisions of the 
California Subdivision Map Act, subdivision decisions are, considered concurrently with other 
discretionary decisions, resulting in two determination letters: one for the subdivision and one for 
the other discretionary actions. Determination letters for projects requiring subdivision of land 
contain both specific conditions and "standard" conditions, resulting in redundant conditions 
within one determination letter. For example, the Director of the Division of Land wrote a 
determination letter approving the subdivision of land for a six town house development at that 
contains specific conditions for street improvements, parking and driveway requirements, street 
light installation, and street tree removal or replacement, as well as standard but redundant and 
non-specific conditions to (1) "install street lighting facilities ... as required by the Bureau of 
Street Lighting", and (2) "plant street trees and remove any existing trees ... as required by the 
Bureau of Street Services". 

In addition, the City Council approved the zone change for the six townhouse development 
project, issuing a second determination letter. This determination letter included conditions for 
non-specific conditions for street improvements, parking and driveway requirements, street light 
installation, and street tree removal or replacement that were required for the zone change. 

Cumbersome Numbering Systems 

Many of the larger development projects can have a large number of conditions imposed, 
complicated by different numbering systems for conditions, depending on the City department or 
division within a City department recommending the condition. For example, the determination 
letter for subdivision of the six townhouse prope1ty contained the following numbering sequence 
for Conditions I through 18: 

• Condition 8 contained sub-conditions I through 21, 

• Condition 14 contained sub-conditions a through h, 

• Condition 17 contained sub-conditions MM-1 through MM-21, and 

• Condition 18 contained sub-conditions CM-1 through CM-21. 

In addition the determination letter for subdivision of the six townhouse property contained: 

• Department of City Planning Standard Condominium Conditions numbered C-1 through C-5, 
and 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

• Bureau of Engineering Standard Conditions numbered S-1 through S-3. Condition S-1 had 
sub-conditions (a) through (I); Condition S-2 had sub-conditions (a) through (3); and 
Condition S-3 had sub-conditions (a) through (i). 

The City Council's determination letter contained additional conditions for public improvements 
numbered 1 through 9. 

Project applicants, construction contractors, and City staff cannot easily track compliance when 
conditions are redundant with cumbersome numbering systems. Consequently, conditions may 
not be accurately implemented during the construction of the project. 

Non-Uniform Conditions 

Six of the 26 sample development projects bad conditions requiring the project to incorporate 
design guidelines for security, including secured building access and parking lot features. These 
conditions were applied to (a) three schools, (b) one 350 residential unit complex, (c) one 51 
residential unit affordable housing complex, and (d) one 16 residential unit condominium 
complex. Although the schools, affordable housing complex, and large 350 residential unit 
complex differed from the other 26 development projects in scope or purpose, the 16 residential 
unit condominium complex was similar in scope and purpose to several of the 26 development 
projects. However, no explanation was provided as to why the security design guidelines were 
imposed on the 16 residential unit condominium complex but not on other comparable 
properties. 

When conditions are not clear or specific, City department staff cannot ensure that the project 
plans meet the intent of the decision maker when the City department staff review project plans 
and clear the conditions on the project plans. 

When conditions are redundant or the numbering system is cumbersome, then project applicants, 
their contractors, and City staff can not easily track compliance with these conditions. 

Finally, non-uniform application of conditions results in ad hoc rather than standardized 
procedures, subjecting different applicants to different requirements. 

Finding #7: Neither the 12 to 2 Committee Nor the Implementation 
of CDMS Address Timely, Clearly-Written, or Specific 
Conditions of Approval 

The Mayor has established a 12 to 2 Committee to address problems in interdepartmental 
processes to approve and oversee development projects7

, and define the roles of the Department 

7 The 12 to 2 Committee consists of: (I) Department of City Planning, (2) Department of Building and Safety, (3) 
Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, (4) Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, (5) 
Department of Public Works Bureau of Street Lighting, (6) Depa1iment of Public Works Bureau of Street Services, 
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2. Imposing Conditions for Public Improvements 

of City Planning and Department of Building and Safety as lead agencies in the development 
process. In July 2008 the Mayor issued a memorandum to the 12 to 2 Committee instructing the 
Committee members to complete specific tasks, including: 

• Decrease the review time for Environmental Impact Reports; 

• Decrease the time to complete and issue determination letters; 

• Implement CDMS by October 2008; 

• Develop a system to track overall application timelines; and 

• Establish a new fee-based pre-development counseling program by January I, 2009. 

The 12 to 2 Committee is currently focused on City departments' processes for reviewing 
development project applications and submitting recommendations for conditions to be entered 
into CDMS. 

Although implementation of CDMS can facilitate the Department of City Planning's process for 
tracking other City departments' review of project applications and timely submission of 
recommendations for conditions for public improvements, the Department of City Planning has 
not yet implemented management reports tracking timelines. Also, implementation of CDMS 
does not give the Department of City Planning authority to require timely submission of 
recommendations for development project conditions (see Section 5). 

Further, while most City departments involved in development projects have submitted standard 
conditions for integration into CDMS, the system itself does not ensure that determination letters 
will have clearly written and numbered, or non-redundant conditions. The Depat1ment of City 
Planning should lead the 12 to 2 Committee in developing standard policies on writing and 
presenting conditions in the determination letters. 

Conclusions 

Although the Charter designates t!1e Department of City Planning as the depattment responsible 
for implementing the General Plan, which governs land use and development in Los Angeles, 
the City's practice limits the Department of City Planning's role to reviewing development 
projects for compliance with the General Plan and approving land use entitlements. Under 
current City practice, the Department of City Planning does not actively manage the Department 
of Public Works, Department of Transportation, or other City departments in reviewing 
development projects for impact on the public right of way and recommending public 
improvements. 

(7) Department of Transportation, (8) Department of Water and Power, (9) Recreation and Park Department, (10) 
Fire Department, (II) Housing Department, and (!2) Community Redevelopment Agency. 
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6. Costs of Maintaining Public Improvements 

• City departments do not consistently track, plan or budget for maintenance 
of public improvements installed as a result of conditions of approval for 
development projects. Although project applicants pay the costs of installing 
public improvements, only some departments track and recover maintenance 
costs for these improvements. Other departments do not track these costs 
separately or recover ongoing costs. No departments systematically track 
public improvements imposed as development project conditions of approval 
as part of their fiscal planning process. 

• Some City departments do not collect sufficient revenues to cover the costs of 
maintaining public improvements, particularly those imposed as conditions 
of approval for development. Specifically, the Urban Forestry Division of the 
Bureau of Street Services Street Tree Maintenance, Inspection and Clerical 
fees, the Bureau of Street Lighting Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment, 
and the Bureau of Sanitation Stormwater Pollution Abatement Charge 
revenues are not sufficient to recover the costs of maintaining public 
improvements. 

Well-run government agencies anticipate, plan and budget for changes in service costs by 
forecasting and tracking changes in conditions that affect their workload such as newly approved 
development projects. The Government Finance Officers Association recommends that public 
charges and fees be reviewed and updated periodically based on factors such as the impact of 
inflation, other cost increases, the adequacy of the coverage of costs, and current competitive 
rates. 1 City budget instructions direct departments to complete and submit an annual review of 
fees for services with their proposed budget. 

Finding #18: City Departments Do Not Consistently Track and 
Budget for Public Improvements Imposed as 
Conditions of Approval for Development Projects 

City departments do not consistently plan and budget for the maintenance of public 
improvements imposed as conditions of approval for development projects. City departments 
budget these costs in various ways including absorption into departmental budgets, one-time fee 
assessments, and periodic maintenance or usage fees. Although the City has no mechanism in 
place to actively track public improvement costs that result from conditionally approved 
development projects, department directors are instructed by the City Administrative Officer to 
submit an annual analysis offee(s) for services that estimates the amount of cost recovery. These 
analyses appear to be of limited analytical value to City policy makers. 

1 Government Finance Officers Association, Setting of Government Charges and Fees. Available online at: 
http://www.gfoa.org/downloads/budgetSettingofGovernmentChargesandFees.pdf 
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6. Costs of Maintaining Public Jmp•·ovements 

Some Departments Do Not Track or Recover Costs 

The Department of Transp01tation does not systematically track or budget for its additional 
maintenance costs resulting from private development such as for traffic signals, geometric 
design improvements, and additions to the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control network 
(A TSAC). Developers fully pay for the costs of design, construction, and activation of 
transportation improvements (other than for ATSAC2

) resulting from development project 
conditions of approval. However, developers do not pay for the ongoing maintenance of such 
improvements. 

Department of Transportation representatives have indicated that the maintenance costs for these 
improvements are nominal relative to the amount spent overall on maintaining the City's 
transportation infrastructure. For instance, there are approximately 4,400 traffic signals in the 
City with seven new signals installed in FY 2007-08 (or approximately 0.16 percent of the total). 
Since the Department of Transportation does not track improvements resulting from conditions 
of approval, the City has no way to know what proportion of the new signals resulted from 
development project approvals. Assuming that 100 percent of the new signals resulted from 
development project approvals, the additional maintenance costs added per year could be as 
much as $11,726.3 However, given that less than 100 percent of new traffic signals are installed 
by developers and that new signals tend to require less maintenance, it is likely that maintenance 
costs of such signals are significantly lower. 

Similarly, the Bureau of Street Services does not track or budget its additional street maintenance 
costs due to private development. Representatives from the Bureau of Street Services assert, 
however, that the additional maintenance costs associated with these public improvements is 
minimal and therefore not cost-effective to track. One representative asserted that newly paved 
streets would not require any substantive maintenance work for at least five to seven years. 

Planning and Tracking Varies Among Departments that Recover Costs 

The Bureau of Street Lighting, the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services and 
the Bureau of Sanitation collect either one-time or ongoing revenues intended to recover public 
improvement maintenance costs resulting from conditions of approval imposed on development 
projects. However, these departments do not consistently review such costs or incorporate these 
costs into the budgetary planning process. 

All City departments that charge special service fees4 are instructed by the City Administrative 
Officer to submit an analysis of fees for services with their proposed budget. Departments are 

2 To mitigate significant impacts on traffic, developers may contribute to the costs of expanding the ATSAC system. 
The contributions from developers generally range from about 5.5% to 8.3% of initial costs per project with the bulk 
of funding coming from the State or County. All maintenance costs are covered by the City's general fund. 
'LADOT had estimated expenditures of$7,329,000 on signal supplies and repairs in 2007-08. 0.16 percent of this 
amount is $11,726.40. 
4 A special service fee is generally defined as any service provided to an identifiable segment of the population or to 
one of the independent City departments (Harbor, Airports, and Water and Power). 
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6. Costs of Maintaining Public Improvements 

instructed that the analysis should consist of CAO 638-A and CAO 638-B forms, other working 
papers, and a calculation of division overhead rates. This annual review presents the status of 
cost recovery efforts for the previous and current fiscal years in order to inform budget decisions 
for the next fiscal year. 

The annual review of fees for services does not always reflect the true proportion of costs 
recovered. The Urban Forestry Division submitted the annual review of fees for services for FY 
2008-09, but the analysis did not accurately present the Division's true proportion of costs 
recovered for street tree maintenance. The projected fee revenue used in the analysis was based 
on an anticipated fee increase that was not in place the preceding fiscal year (2006-07) and never 
came to pass in the two fiscal years projected in the analysis. Further, these annual reviews do 
not include assessment funds such as the Street Light Maintenance Assessment Fund. 

Finding #19 Some City Departments do not Collect Sufficient 
Revenues to Fully Recover Costs Associated with 
Public Improvements 

The Urban Forestry Division, the Bureau of Street Lighting and the Bureau of Sanitation 
maintenance revenues are not sufficient to recover the costs of maintaining public improvements, 
regardless of whether they are due to private development. Fees and assessments do not fully 
recover costs associated with maintaining public improvements primarily due to the extended 
length of time between increases. The inability of City agencies to recover costs associated with 
increased infrastructure will require more revenue and/or restructuring to cut costs. 

The Street Light Maintenance Assessment is steadily losing its capacity to recover costs 
associated with maintaining street lights.5 The Street Lighting Assessment Fund ending balance 
has decreased from approximately $17.1 million in FY 2006-07 to $16.4 million in FY 2007-08 
to a projected balance of $1 J.J million by the end of FY 2008-09, representing a 35 percent 
decrease in fund balance over three years. Because only street light fees initially assessed after 
July I, 1997, or less than two percent of all such fees, are subject to annual adjustments based on 
the U.S. Department of Labor's Consumer Price Index, the majority of street lighting fee 
assessments do not keep pace with rising costs associated with inflation and fluctuating energy 
costs. The fees initiated prior to July I, 1997 cannot be increased or indexed to inflation without 
a majority vote within street light assessment districts, or a two-thirds vote of City residents per 
Proposition 218 requirements. 

The Street Tree Maintenance, Inspection and Clerical fees, administered by the Urban Forestry 
Division, also do not fully recover ongoing costs of public improvements installed due to private 
development. The Division's estimate of the annual cost of street tree maintenance in FY 2007-
08 is approximately $302,000. However, the estimated revenues collected in 2007-08 were 

' If the Department of City Planning and/or the Bureau of Street Lighting detennine that installation of street lights 
are- necessary for a development, the owner must make a good faith effort via a ballot process for the formation or 
annexation of the property within the boundary of the development into a Street Lighting Assessment District. 
Prope11y owners within the district are assessed fees to cover the costs of operating and maintaining such street 
lights. 
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$229,000, leaving a $73,000 or 24 percent gap in cost recovery. Although the fee has not been 
updated in over ten years, the Division has proposed an increase in the maintenance fee from 
$382 to $504 to the Board of Public Works for approval to close the gap. 

The Bureau of Street Services revised its policy regarding the method in which the Urban 
Forestry Division discretionary project street tree planting requirement is cleared. In September 
2008 the Board of Public Works revised the policy from collecting fees from developers for the 
installation of street trees and having the Urban Forestry Division contract the installations. The 
new policy will terminate the collection of fees for the purpose of installing street trees and will 
make developers responsible for the installations. Developers will continue to be assessed 
inspection, clerical and maintenance fees to cover the Bureau's associated costs. · 

The Storm Water Pollution Abatement Charge, administered by the Bureau of Sanitation, is also 
steadily losing its capacity to recover costs associated with maintaining public improvements.6 

The fee collects approximately $30 million annually from property owners to maintain storm 
drains and treat and abate storm water, but it is not enough to cover the associated costs. 
According to the adopted 2008-09 budget, the Storm Water Pollution Abatement Fund ending 
balance has decreased from approximately $7.7 million in FY 2006-07 to approximately $3.0 
million in FY 2007-08 to a projected zero balance by the end of FY 2008-09. According to staff 
at the Bureau of Sanitation, compliance, system and facilities, and operations and maintenance 
costs have risen while fee assessments have remained stagnant since 1993. In order to raise the 
assessment fee the City would have to follow Proposition 218 requirements to garner either a 
majority of property owners or two-thirds of a Citywide vote? 

Conclusions 

City departments do not consistently track, plan or budget for public improvements installed as a 
result of conditions of approval imposed by City Planning decision makers for development 
projects. Although project applicants pay the costs of installing public improvements, only some 
departments track and recover maintenance costs for these improvements. Other departments do 
not track these costs separately or recover ongoing costs. No departments systematically track 
requirements for new development projects imposed by City Planning decision makers as part of 
their fiscal planning process. 

Some City departments do not collect sufficient fee revenues to cover the costs of maintaining 
public improvements imposed as conditions of approval for development projects. Specifically, 
the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, the Bureau of Street Lighting, and 
in the Bureau of Sanitation maintenance fee revenues are not sufficient to recover the costs of 
maintaining public improvements. 

6 According to the Bureau of Sanitation, other fees administered by the Bureau of Sanitation recover costs, but these 
fees were not reviewed by auditors. · 

7 California Constitution Article !3D, Section6(c) 
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The Communi tv Plans are oriented towards 
5jlecific geographic areas of the Citv, 
detininp locally the more general citYwide 
golicies and grograms set forth in the 
Framework Element and the Citywide 
Elements with more specillcity than is 
impropriate at the citvwide level. This 
differentiation is necessarv because of Los 
Angele's varied topography, development 
gatterns, diverse cultural and ethnic 
eommunities, and other variations which 
require golicies, standards, and pro?rams 
cleveloped at the citvwide level be tailored to 
meet communitY and neighborhood neecls. 

The Citywide Elements address functional 
topics that cut across community 
boundaries. such as transoortation or public 
services. The Citywide Elements address 
these topics in mm·e detail than is 
appropriate in the Framework Element, 
whkh is the "umhrella document" that 
prnvidcs the direction und vision necess:u·v 
to hrina cohesion to the Citv's ovemll 
Genentl Plan. 

4;i:. Highways and Freeways 

The Transportation Element shall contain 
geueral policies and dellnitions concerning 
highways and freeways. Community Plans 
slli1!1 eo11tinue to identify highway and 
freeway designations consistent with the 
policies and- standards provided by the 
Transportation Element. 

.;;(!. Comprehensive Community Plan 
Updates Amerulme11ts 

As Citywide Elements, \!.t Comnmnity 
Plans, and Sfleeifie Plnns are amencle.a 
cnmprehensivelv updated through ffit a citv
initi!!led Uflclate or re·tision process, '*' 
tht•Augh fld'lllte nppliefllion for )llnn 
amendment/zone chnnge, auy proposed 
ehani'CS nmcnflmenis must wnfAml-ffl shall 
ile l"onsistent with the Citywide Genen1! 
!'Inn Frnmewcwk Element. If om 
lffilenchmnt a comprehensive update is 
pnlposed to a Citywide Element, or 
Cmnnwnity !'Inn, or Speriri~ Plun that is 
inwnsistent with the Cit1·wide Generul Plnn 
Fnunework Elenwnt an·d the Citv Coundl 
- finds that the proposed t11i1end1lli."ftf 
update to the Citywide Element, Q[ 
Cnn,munity Plan, nr Speeifle Plnn is in the 
he!it intet·est.~ of the City.. If a finciing i:; 

made thnt the cufleHdmeat. is in the best 
inte~ests ef the City then the Cityv<iae 
Gene.-rtl Plan Framework Element shall 
!tltl5t also be amended. eof!et~rrentl,rti) 
maiatnia General Plan eensisteney. 

61. Peri a die An nu ai Review 

The Department of City Planning shall 
annuallv peFieaieally review the need to 
eithe1· reYise er comprehensivelv update the 
Citywide Elements, including the Citywide 
Genenll Pkm Framework Element and the 
Community Plans. The results of this 
annual peFieclie review shall be reported to 
the City Planning Commission, the City 
Council, and the Mayor through the Annual 
Report on Growth and Infrastructure. This 
repm·t shall recommend which Citywide 
Element or Community Plan should be 
revir;ed Ar updated and why. These 
re.-ommcndations shall he based on an 
evaluation of r.hnnging circumstances, 
tn·nds, 

(Continued tm next page) 
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nud other information provided by tire 
:vfonitoring System. 

{Pet·iodie re,·iev> deseribed above is 
clistinguisked from PerieElie Plan· Review, a 
proeedure vrltieh !leFillits private 
!lflflliefltians fer pl.m amenclmel\~ 
changes.) 

+Ji. General Plan Preparation, Revision, 
and Update Program 

The Citywide Genernl Plan Fnunev.-ol'!t 
shall net supersede aar eurrently adoptee 
General Pla<t Element er CorHrllHnity Plan 
with the e:<eeptions of Ceneept Los Angeles 
ana the Citywide Pln11. Instead, The 
Department of City Planning has established 
a program to prepm·e, revise, e1· 
eomprehensivelv update General Plan 
Elements and Community Plans to 
implement the goals. policies, and objectives 
estahlished in the Citywide General Plan 
Framework. Thb [mlgmm is ele.;igned te 
ensure eensis!ene'i nna eenfe•·mity between 
the Citywicle Genenc1l Plan Frmneworh and 
the other een~penents or the General Plan. 
The eempl~tien ef this ~rt)gram may tal<e 
seveml er mere y~ Subject to 
avHilahilitv of funding. nil comprehensive 
updates of the Citvwide Elements and the 
Communitv Plans for the purpose of 
implementing th~ Fr:Hue,,·m·k Element shall 
lw initiated within rive vears of aclootion of 
the Framework Ell'mt•nt. Plwsing of such 
uudntes mav he madt• in at:rorciance with 
Objective 3.3. and Policies 3.3.1 auci 3.3.2 
based ou the monitoring of population. 
development. and infrastructure and service 
l'npacities as recommencied through the 
Annual Report on Growth nrid 
In frastrnettu·e. 

9. Periodic Plan Review 

Periodic Plan Re,·iew is an on-aoin~ 
J)meedure of the Ot•purtmt•flt t)r Citv 
Plnnnin~ which permits orivate applit"nnts 
to request plan anH'ndmenls. 
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CF 95-2259 & 95-2259-Sl 
CPC 94-0354 GPF 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan were adopted in 
•. ril 1974 and have not been comprehensively updated since that time; and 

WHEREAS, the Citywide General Plan Framework, a comprehensive long-range 
0 wth strategy plan, will supersede Concept Los Angeles and the citywide 
an; and 

WHEREAS, upon adoption of the Framework, Section 10, Termination of the 
wer Permit Allocation ordinance (No. 166,060) will be triggered; and 

WHEREAS, the Citywide General Plan Framework will guide updates to all 
, a citywide elements and the Community Plans, provide guidance in making 
. isions for the future development of the City, and be used by the council, 
.yor, and Planning commission and others in connection with their actions on 
.rious city matters as required by law; and · 

WHEREAS, the Citywide 
. bstantial review and input 
encies, and parties; and 

' 

General Plan Framework was prepared with 
by the public and all interested departments, 

WHEREAS, the citywide General Plan Framework reflects a tho~ough review 
recent changes in City circumstances and conditions and has established 

als, objectives, policies, and programs to resolve existing problems, 
ommodate anticipated city growth, should it occur, and in general improve 

e quality of life for residents of the City; and 

WHEREAS, the Citywide General Plan Framework is a necessary measure as 
uired by the Air Quality Conformity Mitigation Plan Agreement between the 

ty of Los Angeles and the Southern California Association of Governments; 
d . 

WHEREAS, the Citywide General Plan Framework establishes conformity 
tween the City of Los Angeles General Plan and the Regional Comprehensive 
an and Guide and .the Regional Air Quality Management Plan; and 

WHEREAS, imple~~ntation of the Citywide General Plan Framework 
courages economic opportunity, equity, and environmental quality in all 
teas of the . city of Los Angelesi through effective community-based 
plementation, clear and consistent rules governing growth and development, 
d strategic public investments; and 

WHEREAS, implementation of the citywide Gener~l Plan Framework helps 
prove regional air quality, encourages economic development efforts that 
tovide jobs for residents of the city of Los Angeles, coordina~es land use 

isions wi·th transportation and transit infrastructure l.nvestments, 
otects the character of single-family residential neighborhoods, encoura~es 
e development of pedestrian-oriented mixed-use boulevards along commercl.al 
ulevards encourages creation of a regional open space network, and 
courages' development of a supply of housing commensurate with the City's 
recasted population growth; and 
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WHEREAS, the Hearing Examiner, as a representative for the City Planning 
mmission, held a series of seven public hearings on the Draft Citywide 
neral Plan Framework on February 28, March B, March ~4, March ~5, March ~B, 
rch 21, and March 25, 1995; and 

WHEREAS, a notice of public hearings was pu~lished in the "Los Angeles 

lmes" on February 17, 1995 and concurrently ma1.led to approximately 9 500 ople, in accordance with Section 12.3-C.1(a) of the Los Angeles Municipal 
de; and 

i 

I WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission recommended on July 27, 1995 that 
·e City council adopt the Citywide Gen~ral Plan Framework as an Element of 
e General Plan of the City of Los Angeles that supersedes Concept Los 
geles and the Citywide Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor recommended on November 6, 1995 that the City council 
.opt the Citywide General Plan Framework as an Element of the General Plan 

the City of Los Angeles that supersedes Concept Los Angeles and the 
tywide Plan; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the City Charter and ordinance provisions the Mayor 
d the City Planning Commission have transmitted their recommendations. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of 
s Angeles adopts the Citywide General Plan Framework as an Element of the 
eral Plan of the City of Los Angeles that supersedes Concept Los Angeles 
the Citywide Plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Env.ironmental Impact Report No. 9407l030 
;s been found to be adequate to comply with the California Environmental 
ality Act and the State and City Guidelines relating thereto and that the 
ity council hereby certifies the CPC Final Environmental Impact Report and 
iopts its Findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations and 
nstructs that a "Notice of Oeterminati:on" be filed with the Los Angeles 
lunty Clerk and the Los Angeles City Clerk, in accordance with Article VI, 
ction 11b and lld of the City of Los Angeles Guidelines for the 
plementation of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as 
ended. 
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• • 
1 I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMAR.Y OF ARGUMENT 

2 In December, 1996, the City adopted the General Plan Framework as an element of its general 

3 plan, thereby completing the lim step in a yem long process to deal with population growth which 

4 was occurring in Los Angeles and the surrounding region. This part of the City's role in this concerted 

5 multi·agency process to provide long range planning to deal with growth imp=, commenced in 1993, 

b when the City sought public participation and input over a period of yean on options it had to addreu 

7 the growth. As part of that process, the City conducted hundreds of meetings, sought input from 

8 thousands of people, prepated an 80 volume's worth record of stodies, comments, and proposals, 

9 prepared a draft and final Environmental Imput Report comprising over 2,000 pages. and prepared 

10 many amendments to the draft plan which was eventrutlly adopted in !ote 1996. 

II Petitioners are two associations of unidentified members. Petitioner Federation of Hillside 

12 Associations, although officially a corporation, has a membership comprised entirely of associations. 

13 Persons spealting on its behalf participated throughout the City's administrative process. They 

14 complained about various issue., however Petitioner Hillside now raises only issues asserted by otirers 

15 who did not file suit. Petitioner Coalition Against the Pipeline ("CAP") is comprised of unknown 

16 members, did not submit written co~~~m<:nts during tire public commo:nt period on the EIRs. 

17 p.trticipated only late in the administrative approval process, and raised issues rebted to topics the 

18 General Plan Framework ("GPF") did not cover, not issues involving environmentil impacts. 

19 Petitioners cast their arguments as •llq;e<~ v10larions of the California Environm•ntal Qttility 

20 Act ("CEQA ") but in reality, they attack the City's policy decision to incltu.k various strat<gies in tire 

Zl plan to offset the negative imp= of regional population growth. Policy decisions are not tire proper 

22 basis of a CEQA mack. The issue to be determined by this court is not the wisdom of the City's 

ZJ policies but whether the GPF will cause any significant impacts which the City did not properly review, 

24 or whetirer the City's conclusions about the impacU are supported by substantial <';dence. 

25 Petitioners claim tbe City's findings that transportation impacts would be mitigated to 

26 insignificant are unsupported by substantial evidence becaose the City has not provided .bsolute proof 

27 of tire fundability of some of the mitigation measures over the life of the GPF. 

28 Petitioners also an:ack the alternatives, but only in • condusionary manner which ignores the 
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1 law about the 1'\Ulge of alternatives required and the evidence about the alternatives the City chose. 

2 (Petitionen also attack the City's analysis of Water impacu and claims rhe City failed to consider a 

3 specific scenario relating to population growth.) Based on these assenions, petitioners argue that this 

4 Court should find the City abused its discretion under CEQA. See Pub.Res.Code S=ion 21168.5. 

5 Their arguments are unsupported by evidence or the law. CEQA recognizes the degree of specificity of 

6 a discussion required will vary with the degree of detail of the project which is approved. State CEQA 

7 Guidelines 15146. rThe degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 

8 specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EJR. . . . An EIR on a 

9 construction project will necessarily be more deuiled in the specific effects of the project than will be an 

10 EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of 

II the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy."] The GPF is along range policy document, 

12 not construction of a specific building. Petitioners seeks to hold the City to a level of detail in 

13 mitigation measures not required by CEQA. 

14 Moreover, many of the issues were not raised in a timely manner when the Clty could h.ve 

15 properly explained or corrected its analysis. Finally, petitioners have not provided the court with the 

16 evidence relating to their claims, and rely on selected cirations to the record which do not constitute 

17 substantial evidence in support of their arguments. For this reason, their ><guments should be ~j.cred, 

18 and the writ denied. (.Jacobsgn y Coum;v of Los Angtlt:< (1977) 69 Cal. App.3d 374, 388.) 

19 The EIR prepared by the City lends strong support to a conclusion that the GPF, which is 

20 comprised of policies, goals and implementation programs desigued to mitigate imp•cts of population 

21 growth projected to occur norurally, does not and will not cmse the impacts described in the EIR. The 

22 GPF does not override the existing community plans which provide for the locotion and intensity of 

23 various types of uses. It is evident that the growth, and the impacts associated with :hat growth, will 

24 occur with or without the GPF, based on the evidence in the City's altern•tives an.Iysis.' Analysis of 

25 

26 1 Althoudl the City's defense it not based relying upon this argument, there is evidence before 
the court from which it could conclude th•t the adoption of the General Plan Fromework wos not~ 

27 ~oject approvalsubj.cr to CEOA since it does not cause• any impacts, either directly or indirectly. 
(l'ub.Res.Code S=ion 21065.) However, that wos not fully known until the completion of the EIR 

28 (cominued.. 
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1 the impacts of any long r:mge plan necessarily involves forecasting. since policies, goals, objectives are 

2 not capable of precise mwurement. (State CEQA Guidelines 15146, 15144. ["Drafting an EIR or 

3 preparing a negative declaration necessarily involves some degree of fore<:aSting. While fore:eeing the 

4 unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that ii 

5 reasonably can.'}) The impacts are umally secondary, and are dependent on demographic predictions 

6 about social and economic factors which influencing human behavior which nuy cause physical cban&e· 
7 If Ciry'• Co~ and conclusiom are mpported by mbstantial evidence, then a viobtion of CEQA has 

8 not oo:umd, simply because other conclusiom could be reached based on the same data and forecastS. 

9 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 1538-t). 

10 n. BACKGROUND 

11 1n response to the EPA's concern <hat the City's improvements tQ its Hyperion WasteWater plan 

12 would induce growth, the City adopted a measure ~g to develop policies and goals to deal with the 

13 impacts of growth. The General Plan Framework is the outgrowth of that measure, and is pan of" 

14 muJU.;agency effort to deal with the impacts of projected population growth. 

15 A. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INTO FORMULATION OF DRAFT PLAN 

16 1n January and February of 199), the Planning Depanmem conducted over 100 inr:erviews with 

17 community leaders. The majority of interviewees felt that growth w .. inevitable and the City and 

18 communities of Los Angeles should be prepared for it. (Administrative Record, Pan Ill, Box 6, Fik 

19 lll}1 1n the Spring of 1993, the City conducted eight public community based workshops throughout 

20 

21 
'( ... continued) 

22 process, the City p~ the EIR to examine and meuure the impacu that would occur, and to 
provide an informational document to usist it in making policies decisions about how to mitigate 

23 growth. 

24 1 The Administrative Record is comprised of Part I, TI and Ill. Part I is bound in volumes 1 
through 80\ and referred to by volume and~ number(" I AR 1'). Pam TI and Ill of the ARare 

25 shown on tile index to record of prnceedings lndex'). the index is fded ~ly, and contained in 
the front of volume I of the bourid volumes. art n starts at page 17 of the index and describes 

26 documents which but have been omitted from the bound volumes to reduce space and casu~ 
to stipulation. Part ill starts at page 21 of the index, and describes documents relatinj;to cbiins that 

27 Pet ittoners originally raised relating to public ~cipation, but which were dropped pur5\I2Jit to 
rupulation. Documents in parts U and U are available at the City's offices, and copies will be provided 

28 . (continued.. 
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1 the City. Participants created land- use maps which reflected the preferred directions for their 

2 community and identified goals and potential stmegia. These suggestions helped develop the goals, 

3 objectives, policies, and programs induded in the recommended General Plan Fra.mework.(36 AR 11119 

4 [p.3 4/t/93 Qumerly Repon; 36AR 11129[p. 17/22/93 Qumerly Report]; 36 AR 11129 to{pp. 1 to 

5 5, 7/22/93 Quarterly Repon).} Participants expressed goals which included conservation of residential 

6 areas, cre:ttion of new jobs, affordable, high quality bowing, revitaliz.uion of commercial districts, 

7 improved moss tr.msit systems, creation of more parks and cultural centers; and improved air and water 

8 quality. (33 AR 10523 [staff report to Planning Commission dared 7/2/95]). 

9 Following the public, community-based workshops, the City conducted a citywide public 

10 workshop in June, 1993. (Part IU, AR, bOX 6, File ill, M) Two panels composed of community 

11 leaders and project team consultants addressed issues that .tffected the city as a whole and reviewed the 

12 results and recommendations of the variow community-based issues and visions workshops, including 

13 the land use maps prepared by workshop participants. One of the panelists was Barbara Fine, a 

14 represenutive of Petitioner Hillside Federation. (Part ill, AR, Box 6, File III, 0 [Citywide Visions 

15 Workshop- Summary Transcript dated 7/30/93]). A second cirywide, public workshop occurred in 

16 uly 1993, and diseuss<d the results of a "charrette" which had obtained input from professional 

17 planners, economists, architects, and urban designers in.order to prepare preliminary growth concepts. 

18 (Part III, AR, Box 6, File Ill, M [Summary of Cirywide Visions Workshop]). 

19 The "charrette" resulted in the development of two main growth con.:epts. Opticn A consisted 

20 of preserving existing single family neighborhoods and community-serving commercial districts and 

21 concentrating new gromh and development in proximity to transit stations, at intervals along the 

22 City's commercial corridors, and at key designated activity areas. Option B proposed dispersing new 

23 development along the City's commercially-zoned corridors and arterial streets. Options A and B 

24 ossumed the same level of population'
1
growth in the year 2010 as projected by the SCAG. (Part U, AR, 

25 Box 6, File III, M). The July 10 workshop enabled the public to review and comment on both Options 

2~ 

27 
'( ... continued} 

28 to either .counsel or the court upon request. 
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1 A and B, and rate the strengths and weak""""" of the two options. (Pan lli, AR, BOX 6, File l11, 0, 

2 [Summary TranscriptD 

3 Concurrent with the public participation ptocr$$, City consultants prepared economic, 

4 environmental, and transpomtion impaa models wbicb were utilized to prepare the envi~ 

5 assessments for the Dnft Environmental Impact Report, (DEIR) for the droft genen.l plan fr;unework, 

6 md for the DEIR alterruatives dU.;wsion. (Volume 63, AR; 64 AR 10030). The City then prepared bnd 

7 use maps for each of the City's 35 community plan areas based on a synthesis of the bt.t features of 

8 both Options A and B, the land """principle of these alternative community plan maps was termed the 

9 'Directed Growth Strategy." The City conducted fifteen public workshops between February and 

10 April, 1994. Participants were given th< opportunity to review and suggest changes to the land""" 

11 designations contained on the proposed community plan maps. Participants suggested numerous 

12 changes to the draft, many of which were included in the plan maps which wore u'!rimately presented to 

13 the Planning Commission. {Part lli, AR, Box 6, File IV, C & L. [OPTIONS WORKSHOPSD 

14 B. ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTREPORTPROCESS 

15 l. Preparation of tbe DE!R On July 13, 1994, the Planning Department issued a 

16 Pre-Droft Request for Comments concerning the scope :md content of the Framework Element EIR. 

17 (13 AR 2027 [copy of request for comments); 13 AR 2028-2041 (notice of preparation and initw study}; 

18 l3 AR 2058-2227 [comments]; l3 AR 2043-2057 [mailing list D. The City received 26 responsn: 16 from 

19 public agencies, 6 from homeowner organizations, [hree from busintss organizations, anC ont" from a 

20 non-profit organization. Petitioner Hillside Fecleration submitted a comment (13 AR 2159). Perition<r 

21 Coalition Agaimt the Pipeline did not. Materials obtained from all the background reports, an.tlysis 

22 and meetings, responses to the notice of preparation, along with many other studies, were compiled into 

23 adroft E!R. 

24 On January 26, 1995, the City issued a Notice of Completion, releasin~; both the Droft 

25 Framework Element and its ><companying Draft EIR for public review and comment <hrough April 26, 

26 199o. (40 AR 12027). To ><commodate the requests of a number of public reviewers, the Planning 

27 Department extended the comment period through May 26, 1995. ( 41 AR 12207). The Draft EIR is 

28 contained at volumes 8 through )4, including appendices. (See Index to administrative record u page 5 

5 
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1 or locati011 to pages of the DEIR; and table of contents of DEIR at 8 AR 1284-1290 for location of 

2 specific topia.) 

3 The Notice of Completion, the GPF and DEIR de•crihed seven programs to implemem the GPF 

· 4 ~to its adoption: a Monitoring Progrom, ao A.ooual Rq>ort on Growth and Infrastructure, a 

5 Capital Improvement Program, a Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP), a 

6 CoiiiDlUility Plan Update Program, Planning and Zoning Code Amendments, and a program of new 

7 and amended Plan Elements. (Pub.Res.Code Section 21081.6 abo requjres monitoring progrun, which 

8 was adopted at the time of GPF approval. (I AR 26). 

9 On February 13, 1995, the City completed the a draft of the TIMP, the fim of the implementing 

10 programs pl'Oj)O$Eid in the dr.Ut GPF. (19 AR 3363) llecause the TIMP was completed in .&vance of any 

11 of the other implementation programs, tliaQiiJI mr;,!;'iiiirai1abktowp0bliemr~cop;.or 

12 the TIMP were ~lltl!eMl ~~on'the·DEIR and draft GPF (see below) and nuiled 
:vr>•'····-1· 

13 top;;;;;; who had requested a copy. It was referented in comments submitted during the public 

14 comment period' and in responses to comments. • That early draft of the TIMP was attached to the 

15 FElR as part of Appendix G, as requested in Comment A-1. (19 AR 3363.) 

16 2. Preparation of Fjnal EIR. During the public comment po;iiod, the City conducted 

17 seven public hearings/workshoP' pursuant to notices nW!ed to 9,500 persons and published in the 

18 Los Angeles Times. {P2rt Ill, AR, Box 6, File X, B) Many people commented during the 

19 CEQA-required public comment period (and extension), including petitioner liillside Federation. 

20 Petitioner CAP submitted no written comments during the public comment period on the DEIR. 

21 (Pub.Res.Code Section 21091(d)). 

22 

23 

24 
' 16 AR 1608, Comment A-1 rel'roduced in Final EIR, paragraph 9, referencing the TIMP ["A 

25 separate r.g>ort has been prepared in conJw!ction with the Framework to address transportation is.rues 
(tlie TIMP). The TIMP must ... Include the TIMP in the draft Environmental Impact Report 

26 (EIR)'J 

27 • (18 AR 3129 [Response to Comment AM-71l 33 AR !0678-10679 [July 27, 1995, consultant 
report to !>Ianning Commission, stating that the TIMJ> was available during the 90 day public 

28 comment period for the DEIR which ended in May, 1995 . .D 

6 
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1 On April 23, 1996, the Depanment of City Planning relwed the Fin.! EIR for the draft GPF 

2 {I AR43).' 

3 3. MditionalCity Review of GPF and EIR Between March, 1995 and May, 1995,1he 

4 Planning Commission conducted a series of policy issue sessi0m in public meetings to review various 

5 Planning Oepanment Staff Reporu and to discuss the GPF's major recommtn<ktions. (See 74 AR 16248 

6 for early draft of GPF.)' 

7 C. GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK ("GPFj APPROVAL PROCESS 

8 In los Angeles, a plan is adopted or amended by resolution of City Council, after approval by 

9 the Planning Commission and recommendations by the Mayor. Any changes made by City Council 

10 after approval by the Planning Commissinn must be referred b""k to the Director of Planning, the 

II Commission and Mayor for approval or recommendation, respectively. (Los Angeles Charter Section 

12 96.5{3). See Exhibit I for copy of Charter Section.) 

13 l. july 20. 1995 ~Planning Commission, The Planning Commission conducted a 

14 hearing on the draft GPF and DEIR on July 20 and 27, 1995. At the July 20 meeting, thirty five people 

15 spoke at the hearing, 18 in favor of the propo.al, and 19 in opposition. Opponents were primarily 

16 concerned that the GPF would override community and specific plans, and could be used to 

17 circumvent CEQA, that existing infrastructure is inadequate and the City shouldn't grow until existing 

18 deficiencies are remedied, tim economic growth is promoted at the txpense of singlo-family 

19 neighborhoods, that water supply is inadequate, that streamlining the development approval process 

20 will override local control, and that public participation in the planning proc= has been in•dequate. 

21 {38 AR ll533-!1590). At the July 27 me<ting, 35 speakers spoke, both in fovor and opposition, but 

22 without raising new issues. The Commission made several non·substantive changes and clarifications to 

23 
'The Final ElR consisted of additions and corrections to the text. and figures (15 AR 2H 1-

24 2600), an index to the commentators, who each were assigned a letter from A to A. and AA to BH (16 
AR 2604-2605), responses to comments submitted during public comment paiod, ..long with the 

25 Citr's detailed responses, in three volumes(l6 AR • 18 ARJ and additional Appendices G and H. 
(Volume 19 AR). Appendix G included the 2/13/95 draft of the TIMP, as requtsted during the 

26 comment period. (19 AR 3%3). 

27 ' March 2, 1995, "Targeted Growth Areas,"} (32 AR 10311; 37 AR 11389); M.uch 9, 1995, 
"Jobs Goal Policy,"{32 AR 10321; 37 AR 11424); April 20, 1995, "Growth Monitoring System" (37 

28 AR 11460); May 19, 1995, "Mixed Use Development" {32 AR 10352; 38 AR 11495). 
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1 the GPF, but otherwise approved all of the changes rect~.nrnended by Staff in its repon of July 20, 1995. 

2 (38 AR 11533-11590 [transcript of 7120/95 hrg]; 3 AR 355; 32-33 AR 10368 et seq. [7/20/95 sulf report}; 

3 3 AR 321-335 [proposed changes to GPF after 7/27/95 hearing]; JAR 336 et seq [l'l!dline version of 

4 GPF changes]; 3 AR 317, 314 [action and notice of action of Plmning Com.missiooD. TM changes 

5 included revising the text to state that the GPF is a strategy to accomm<Xbte growth and new 

6 development, should that growth occur, in order to make the GPF growth neutral to change term 

7 "single family neighborhoods' to 'low density neighborhoods", to add lmguage to address preservation 

8 of priVO>te open space to clarify that GPF will accommodate new development and the population 

9 increases projected by SCAG, but does oot promote growth, .md to clarify thor growth may occur at 

10 lower levels than fotee2St. {3 AR 355 exact pages; 3 AR 336 oxact pages?) 

11 2. January 19. 1996 ms:t:tjng of City Council In response to concerns expressed by mmy 

12 that the GPF would cause growth, would cause the amendment of existing designations in the 

13 community plan and would require immediate upzoning of various propenies, the City Council 

14 adopted a motion ("the Feuer motion") clarifying thor 'the Community Plans, and not the Gener:d Plan 

15 Framework Element, be declared the document$ that determine the precise designation of lmd uses for 

16 the purpose of implementing zoning entitlements on parcel level in the City.· (4 AR 604). 

17 3. January- April. 1996- Councjl CommiUC<:S Th~ Plmning and Lmd u.., ("PLUM") 

18 Committee was the primaty committee to review actions relating to land use planning and zoning. 

19 However, since the GPF addressed many topics other than zoning, was sent to various Council 

20 Committees for review of matters within their specialized a~. including the Housing, Public Works 

21 and Transportation Committees (4 AR 588 [transtnittals], 4 AR 590 [Housing Committee response), -4 

22 AR 591 rrrall.sponation Committee response], 4 AR 592, (Public Works Committte response]. See 

23 generally, AR, Volumes 37-39 for available transcripts of hearings, md Index, at page 10-11.) Persons 

24 appeared at these public hearings between Januaty and early April, 1996, and spoke generally about 

25 various features of the GPF, complained about growth, said the GPF was not business friendly, st.Ued 

26 that intensification of both commercial and residential development has occurred at the expense of 

27 existing residential neighborhoods, that multi- family housing is ugly, has no amenities, and that its 

28 rooms are too small, that the City lacks open space, and that there is alack of policies in GPF to sol\'e 

8 
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1 thde problems. {See, e.g., 33 AR 11599 et seq. [Housing Comminee transcript].) On April 3, 1996, the 

2 GPF was alro reviewed at a public hearing by the Public Works Committee which sent the item to 

3 PLUM, and directed staff to draft amendmenu to the GPF concerning environmental justice, strategic 

4 planning for infrastructure apacity, and existing infrastructure deficiencies. (4 AR 593 [Public Work. 

5 Committee report D. 
6 4. May~ 19% PU!M Committee Aher a lengthy public hearing.' PLUM recoii1Jtle1lded 

7 adoption of vWOU$ changes as recommended by the other Council comminees, recommended that the 

8 FEIR be certified, and that the Council approve the GPF with additional changes recommended as a 

9 result of testimony at the hearing. PLUM recommended adoption of the amendmenu purruant to the 

I 0 Ftucr motion, that the T ransportarion Improvement and Mitigation Program (l1MP) be adopted as one 

11 of the GPF implementation programs. (4 AR 676). The PLUM amendments made th" long-range land 

12 use maps approved by the Planning Commission more general nature, clarified th>t the GPF neither 

13 encourages or mand.tes growth, and made other adjustments not relevant to this lawsuit. (4 AR 6().4 

14 [Feuer motion]; 4 AR 616 [redlined changes to Planning Commission's drah plan]; 4 AR 675- 701 

15 [PLUM report, with attachments]; 5 AR 703.5 et seq. [drah GPF as amended]; 38 AR 11659 et seq 

16 [PLUM transcript· public testimony only].) 

17 5. July 17. 1996 City Council On July 17, 1996, the City Council conducted a public 

18 hearing and took testimony from •Iorge number of speakers on the May, 1996 PLUM 

19 rccommend.tions. (6 AR 940 [transmittal, notice of hearing); 39 AR 11748 [hearing mnscript].) The 

20 City Council made minor modific.tions, and adopted the PLUM recommendations, forwarding its 

21 actions on for drafting and recommendation by the Plmning Commission. (6 AR 943 [notice to public 

22 re 7/17/96 action, with motionsattached]; 6 AR 952-1016 [•doption of PLUM report from May, 1996, 

23 with attachments, including additional findings, mitigation measures, and err.ta sheets D. The GPF as 

24 

25 

26 7 Forty-four persons provided testimony: 25 in opposition to the GPF; 19 in favor. A 
representative of the City Dei>=ment of Water and Power (•DWP") >ddressed issues relating to 

27 water supply , and reaffirmec[ th•t tbe DWP anticipates being able to meet water supply needs 
through water recycling, conservation, and access to alternate worer supplies. (38 AR 11729-11730 

28 [transcript of heanng,Jerry Gewe, spealter D. 
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1 modified by City Council on this date is conuined in Volume 2 of the AR, commencing at pogo 1!4.' 

2 6. Dcg:mbcr 11. 1996 Final Approval of GPE aod FElR On Dcccmb<:r II, 1996, the 

3 City Council. after public hearing reaffirmed iu aaions on July 17, 1996, and took various aaions to 

4 approve the GPF and related documenu and to certify the ElR. (I AR 4 [notification of Council 

5 action]; l AR 7 [adoption of PLUM report, with attachment>]; I AR 43 [CEQA Findings]; 1 AR 36-41 

6 [ElR errata sheet and additional mitigation measures], 1 AR 31-34 [TIMP errata sheet]. 1 AR 26-26 

7 [Mitigation Monitoring Program].) 

8 D. SUMMARY OF GPF 

9 I. Relatjonsbij:J to Other Plao• The Citywide General Plan Framework is an dement of the 

10 City's general plan consisting of goals, objcaives, policies, and progranu to serve as a guide for the other 

11 Citywide elemenu.(2 AR 92.}' The City decided to prepare a comprehensive Citywide General Plan 

12 Framework because of iu unique size md diversity, to ensuro consistency and focus among the various 

13 General Plan dements and to provide direction to the process of updating the community plans, which 

14 actually define land use entitlements as the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The GPF supersedes 

15 Concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan, the two policy documents that have defined the City's 

16 long-range growth and development policy since 1974.10 

17 Under state planning law. the City must adopt a general plan for the physical development of 

18 the City. Govt. Code Section 65300. State law requires a general plan to have seven mandatory 

19 dements, including a circulation element and a land use dement. Govt. Code Section 65302. The land 

20 use dement designates the proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of 

21 the land for various purposes. Govt. Code Section 65302. Due to the l•rge size of the City, its laod use 

22 element is cont>ined in 3 5 community plans, which designate areas of the city for various uses, and 

23 
' A series of addition..! public hearings were held by the Planning Commission, PLUM and 

24 City Council on an issue not rtlevant to this lawsuit b<:tween August and October, 1996. (6 AR 1032 
1031 [Planning Commission on August I and 8, 1996]; 7 AR 1269, 1270 [City Councilto l>LUM, ' 

25 October 2, 1996]; 7 AR 1275-1276 [PLUM on October 8, 1996].) 

26 'The GPF is contained in Volume 2 of the administrative record, pages &4 through 311. 

27 10 A description of Concept Los Angeles and the Citywide Plan md their rebtionship to the 
other elements of the City's General Plan are cont>.ined in A I ocalllt: Rq:jonal MonitOr v City of 

28 Los Angeles (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 630, 647-648, fn.ll. . 

10 
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1 which serve as the bosis for decisions relating to zoning and other approvals allowing development. The 

2 GPF is not one of the mandatory elements of a general plan under state law. The GPF does not 

3 designate or require particular uses in any area of the City. Although it incorporates a diagram that 

4 depicts the generalized distribution of centers, districtS and mixed use boulevards, it does not "convey or 

5 affect entitlements for any property. Specific land use designations are determined by the Community 

6 Plans. The Framework provides guidelines for furure updates of the community plans but does not 

7 supersede those plans. (2 AR 91) The relationship of the GPF to other Citywide dements is described 

8 at 2 AR 104-106. 

9 The Framework represents the City's "subregional input" into the development of the Southern 

10 California Association of Governments' Regional Comprehensive Plan. (2 AR 107). 

11 2. De.crjptjon of GPE The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

12 projected that the City's population could increase due to natural factors such as birth and death ntes (9 

13 AR 1537; 2 AR 115) from 3,485,399 residents in 1990 to 4,306,500 residems by the year 2010. The 

14 central purpose of the GPF is to mitigate the impacts of that projected population growth. The GPF 

15 contains goals and policies to improve air quality, mitigate traffic impacts of additional growth, improve 

16 the City's distribution of J.nd uses 2nd its urban form p;attern to protect the char;acrer of low- density 

17 residential neighborhoods, encourage pedestrian activity and transit use, encourage mixed use 

18 commercial and residential development, improve the City's employment base, especially in 

19 economically depressed neighborhoods, and ensure that infrastructure is •dequate in relationship to 

20 growth and development. 

21 A crucial part of the GPF is irs on-going monitoring program to update the data and .lSSUmptions 

22 underlying the policies and programs in the GPF. (2 AR 284-285). It is a ·program to monitor the st.rus · 

23 of development activity, capabilities of infrastructure and public services to provide adequ><e levels of 

24 service, and environmental imp•cts (e.g., air emis,;ons), identifying critical constraints and deficiencies 

25 and planned improvements (where •ppropriate) (P42)" (2 AR 285 [summary]; 2 AR 303-304 [GPF 

26 required contents of program D. This monitoring calls for an Annual Report on Growth and 

27 Infrastructure (2 AR 285)which will be used to modify GPF and ElR assumptions and serve as the basis 

28 for evaluating the effectiveness of the GPF objectives, policies, programs, and mitigation measures. (2 

II 
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1 AR 107 [Monitoring and Reporting], 2 AR 110 [Annual Rcview].2 AR 110 [Gmeral Plan Prepar;acion, 

2 evision and Update Program]. The GPF comaias an I!xa:ufive Sumfii2rY (2 AR 90-900) and chapten 

3 consisting of goaiJ, objectiVes, policies and prog~am. relating to Growth and Capacity (2 AR 112·120), 

4 Llllld Use(2 AR 121-186),11 Housing (2 AR 187-194), Urban Form {2 AR 19!>-:216), Open Space (2 AR 

5 218-228), Economic Developmtm (2 AR 229-240), Transportation (2 AR 241-256), Infrastructure lllld 

6 Public Services {2 AR 257·282), and, Chaput 10, Implementation Progranu {2 AR 283-311). 

7 E. DESCRIPTION OF DEmAND CONCLUSIONS ABOUT IMPACTS 

8 The DEIR is found at 8 AR 1282 • 14 AR 2410. A table of contents (8 AR 1284- 1290) combined 

9 with the Index to the record of pro<:eedings at pages S-6 will assist the reader in locuing various 

10 discussions. It contains an Introduction (8 AR 1291-1297), A table showing the summary of impoas 

11 before and after mitigation (8 AR 1298-1309), Project Description (8 AR 1310..1321), including an 

12 explanation of the organization of the GPF (8 AR 1313-1317), Impacts Analysis (8 AR 1322 [land use 

13 impacts] through to volume 12 AR 1939), cumulative analysis (12 AR 1940 et seq), oltetnatives anolysis 

14 (12 AR 1968-2001), other required analyses, and appendices (13, H AR). Separate chapters are provided 

15 on transportation impacts (9 AR 1652 et seq.) and water (10 AR 1592 <t seq.) 

16 The Fino! EIR consists of additions and corrections (15 AR 2411-2600), comments and responses 

17 to comments {Volum<s 1!>-18 AR), and additional appendices G and H (19 AR 3324-3470). The CEQA 

18 findings, which concluded that both transporution and water supply impacts would be reduced to 

19 insignificance adound at 2 AR 43.) 

20 IV. ARGUMENT 

21 A. STANDARDOPREVIEW 

22 The action challenged in tbis lawsuit is the City's adoption of an element for its g<neral plan. 

23 Quasi-legislative actions of a city must be upheld unless arbimry, capricious, or without evidentiary 

24 basis. (A lml &; Regional Monitory, City of Los Angeles (1993) 12 Cal.App.-lth .1773, 1794.) In 

25 
'' This section summarizes key land use issues and presents rhe goals, objectives, policies and 

26 progr;um. . . The policies establish new categories of land use whose locations ;are generally d<s>icted 
on a di•JV'Ull· ffl!e ~iagraml d<J<:S not connote land u": en!itlernents or affect cxisung zonmg for . 

27 properties.· :~[hut u mstead] intended to serve as the gUide! me forth• subsequent amendm<m of th< 
City's Community Plans where rhe precise designation and alignment of uses will be determined. • ( 2 

28 AR 122) 

12 



• 
1 addition, Pub.Res.Code Section 21168.5 speeifies the standard of review for quasi-legislative actions 

2 brought under CEQA as "whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion iJ 

3 est•blished if the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the determination or 

4 decision is not supported by substantial evidence. • U.;~urel Heights Improvement Association y. 

5 Reg•mS of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376 at 392, n. 5.) 

6 Decisions of public agencies in corrying out the provisions of CEQA are entitled to deference; 

7 "there is no presumption that error is prejudicial." (Pub.Res.Code Section 21005.) Courts have utilized 

8 a "good faith" analysis to measure an agency's compliance with CEQA. {Mount Sutro Defeng 

9 Committee y, Regents of University ofea!jfamia (1978) 77 C.l.AppJd 20, 37; Sundstrom y, County of 

10 Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 305.) The "information in the EIR does not control the 

11 agency's ultimate discretion on the projf<t" (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(b). Foundation for 

12 San Francisco's Architeq:nral Heritage y. City and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cai.App.3d 893, 

13 917.) 

14 B. 

15 

TIIE CITY'S DISCUSSION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

WAS PROPER. 

16 1. Jndusjon of Transportation Mjrigarion Mrasures in a Gener;al Plan Is Appropriate. 

17 Petitioners' first argument about transponation complains about the City's charoaeriution of the 

18 TIMP. Although Petitioners are apparently well aware of the TIMP's location in the record, its 

19 purpose, and its contents, they complain [in their lead >rgument in this brief) th>t the T!MP 'is 

20 described both as a part of the GPF and as mitigation measures for GPF'. {Petitioners' Opening Brief, 

21 at page !,lines 12-IS, 'POB 1:12-15') Petitioners have not shown how this constitutes an abuse of 

22 discretion under CEQA. 

23 The TIMP was one of the City's many proposed programs to implement portions of theGPF 

24 policies. It was designed as part of the City's mitigation "f transportation impacts of SCAG-projected 

25 growth. It was referenced and generally described in the GPF itself as a proposed implementing 

26 program (2 AR 99,2 AR 249 [policy 8.3.4]; 2 AR 284, 287-288 [contents ofTIMPD and was described in 

27 detail in the transportation chapter ,{the DEIR (9 AR 16737-1685). It duplicates to a large extent the 

28 policies described more generally in the GPF transportation chapter, the mitigation me.surcs described 

l3 
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1 in the DEIR, and provides more detailed discussion of JOme of those policies. An early draft of the 

2 proposed cityWide TIMP was attached to the final EIR as pan of another traffic study in Appendix G. 

3 (19 AR 3363). As one of the first implementing programs of the GPF, it was actually adopted 2t the 

4 same time as the GPF itself. (4 AR 676)[5/7/96PLUM report} I AR 3 [erratasheetD. 

5 It is hard to ascertain the legal significance of Petitioners' criticism. The TIMP was one of many 

6 mitigation measures for potential impacts of the SCAG-projected population growth. Since the GPF 

7 itself was entirely conceived of, formulated and adopted as mitigation for growth that SCAG projected 

8 would occur regardless of any actions of the City, it was almost entirely comprised of mitigation 

9 measures for various aspects of that growth." 

10 CEQA specific:dly provides that when the project consists of adoption of a plan, the •gency may 

II incorpor2te "the mitigation meuures into the plan. • Pub.Res.Code Section 21081.6(b)." The City's 

12 eriz.uion of the TIMP as both a mitigation measure and as part of the plan does not constitute an 

13 abwr of di.<:mion under CEQA. 

2. Ibis Cmut should Rcjro Petitionm' Aq,uroou That The Ci!y Ahu:;rd Its DiKmioo In H 

t5IMl91ill&l'illlii.ol;t.&!atins..Ia.IuJI!II1QJilol!i!:taJ.a:ijlii!;U PetitiOMrs >lkg<' thu substaoti..I n'idet->a 

16 does not support the City's finding rd.l(iog to traosport.l(ion impacts. and thu therefore the City fus 

17 violated CEQA. If an EIR idtntilies ·potenti.d sir;nific>nt impacts as the result of impkmmutioo of • 

18 proj«t, the public ogency em approve~ proj«t only if it nW..r< specified fmdiogs. (P.•b.Res.Code 

19 S<ction 21081.) The City found thu assuming thu SCAG's ~ion and housing estim.=s occur., 

20 fortt:asted (I AR •7). then the growth proj«ted to occur could "result in a signif!Clrlt iru:rease in traffic 

21 congestion·. (I AR 58). (I'he City also fouod thu 60% of that increase in traffic coog=ion result:ed 

22 from growth ouuide City limits. (I AR 58). Under Pub.Res.Code Section ZIC81(•). the Citv mwt 

23 

24 12 Mitigation c~nsisted of goals, objectives supponing those goals, policies to effeawtc those 
goals and objectives, and programs to implement the policies and ochieve the obiectives and goals, >II 

25 of which were interrelated. TIMP was one of those programs. 

" State CEQA Guidelines Section l5120(b) ["The EIR may he prepared as a separate 
document,_as part of a ger_tera_l plan, or as part of a project repon. "]; Pub.Res.Code. S<ction 21061 

27 ["informatton or data wh1ch 1~ relevant to such a state!ll~nt an~ IS • matter of pubhc record or 1s 
generally avai!able to thel?_lll>!lc need not be repeated m Its entirety m [the EIR]; sr.te CEQA 

28 Guidelines S<ction 15166 [EIR as patt of a general plan D. 

26 
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1 therefore find that • changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 

2 which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment'. Altern:nively, the City may find 

3 either that mitigation is within the jurisdiction of another agency, and should be imposed by that 

4 agency, Pub.Res.Code Section 21081(a)(2), or mitigation is infeasible, and if so, the bend"ns of the 

5 project outweigh its impacts. (Pub.Res.Code Sections 2!08l(a)(3), 2108l(b). The_ Cit~ adopted findings 

6 which concluded that implementation of the policies and programs in the GPF and EIR rel•ting t'?_land 

7 use and transportation, along with other mitigation measures described in the EIR would 'avoid or 

8 substantially lessen' the otherwise potentially significant transportation imporu resulting from the 

9 SCAG-projected population. (Pub.Res.Code 2108l(a)(l), see I AR 58-5~). The City also found that one 

10 of the mitigation measures (expansion of the rail transit system) was within the jurisdiction of mother 

11 agency (LACTMTA), and should be ador•ed (Pub.Res.Code Section 21081(a)(2), see I AR 59). 

12 Findings must be supported by substantial evidence. (State CEQA Guidelines Section J509l(b).) 

13 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15384 (a) defines substantial evidence: 

14 'enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair 

15 argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. 

16 Whether a fair argument can be made is to be determined by examining the entire record. "14 (See also 

17 Pub.Res.Code Section 21082.2(c).) Petitioners' claim that this finding is not supported by substantial 

18 evidence should be rejected. 

19 "The first contention of defendants is that rhe findings are unsupported by the evidence. ln this 

20 connection, we repeat what every lawyer should know, namely, that when an appellant urges the 

21 insufficiency of the evidence to support the findings it is his duty to set forth a fair •nd adequate 

22 surement of the evidence which is claimed to be insufficient. He cannot shift this burden onto 

23 n~spondent, nor is a reviewing court required ro underuke .m independent examin~tion of rhe record 

2f when appellant has shirked his responsibility in this respect ..... Appellants have ma<le no <~tempt to 

25 
" This guideline was amended effective jaJlll<\l'}' !998, to incorporate existing case law defining 

26 substantial evidence as excluding 'argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or n>rrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or. inaccurate', and inclu<!Jn.s 'focts, reasonable assumptions 

27 predicated upon facts, and expert opmmn supported by facts. (i&Qn9ff y, Momcr_ey County Board 
of Sup<;rvisocs (l<J<X?) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, .•t 1352, !359 (unsu~uated conclusmns .bout traffic 

28 being dangerous, without factual ""'"· not substantial <VIdence . D 

15 
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1 malw a fair statement, or, indeed, anything approaching a fair statement of the evidence claimed to be 

2 insufficient. Their failure to do so will be deemed tantamotmt to • conassion that the evidence 

3 supports the findings. • (jacplnon v. Coumy of lm AnvJn (1977) 69 c..l. App. 3d 374, at 3811, inumal 

4 quoutions and cituions omitted, 'the Jarobson Rnle' .) 

5 Petitiooen ba.e their "infeasibility" argument on two points. F1r51. p<titio""" complain that 

6 some of) the City's prcposols to deal111'ith rqpon.J growth problems require ·~ ~· 

7 (POB 1:25-26). W"ll.boul: dU=Iy saying to, pr<it~ ~to be implying tha tho -.J Cor such 

II would ..W.. the ... ;,;g..;. •• m """ iakw"bk (POB 1:25-2:."!). ~do...,. apbin 

9 the &ct tb the GPF.....,. d "&""''co be <XII>I~ 1ll'ith the pi""""" .aiom of other >fl'uOts 

10 iu ~. ob;uti•..._ gaol. lDl ;, .. , I '"' ,.;"" 1""19_,. .... ...iblr. To the comnry. only 

11 the ""'P'"..OO.. JDl <XII>I 
5 

,.,;,., al other 9''" ;,.. coald the~ be c&;ri.,. in imp. ow""" the 
... ' . -----··. . - . 

12 ~ ~ ci_pt>Ottla. .Jcim dion isd=ljt J.pi'ly ond p.......;...ny r«jjiiU<d......,. other >fJ<ucits 

13 ~(10ft"""""" ol the ............ iwuolwd;, ~ ..... "";, .. (for ............ . 

14 l1lA.NS ...mo.ity ._.......,. biP•ldJ'ii, lDi l.ACMT A_.,;._, .,_mil .......... ). 

15 In rbeir ~ ~ p..e.;. '"" ••....., tbet m..., is..,_ ••tdtm.ot m the ""<X>rd that porcioas of 

16 some ol the~ "'I a ,.,;u"""' ll!!lOOe dta ~ , • ..,......,._ ond tha tberdon:_ r:ber, is 

17 no substamial ~that the~ impacts....;!! be ,...,;p..d (l'OB !:U-15). Thry pto•idr 

18 onlytwoqn"'>tionsfromthem::ordtoP<OW<tbispoiwt. (POBL-+11 ondi'OI!I!:l:>-!5). ~· 

19 quousar< from • st>!~ by coos"k-• that "padio ;,,.,,.....,.... mdiar.tthat the City's pon:icmol 

20 the TIMP's cost wiD be weD beyond .anticip.ud ...........,..· lDl that >n "onkr oi moguin.Jt. cost foe the 

21 entire system wide TIMP is estimated to be S 11 Billioa. o-=- a 2C year pcnod. • Based soldy on these 

22 statements, they assert that traffic mitig;ttion in gmeral is "inf...;bk. TIU. is cbr from the ..dmitudly 

23 non..,xistent funds to finance the City's portion of TIMP funding ~remmu. • (POB !: 17-19). 

24 This argoment is uncompelling and unsupportrd and should be rejected uoder the Jacobson rule. 

25 The quotation is taken from a preliminary draft of the TIMP. (19 AR 336:>-}409)" 

26 

27 . " See 19 A!t 332'?-~40? for entire study (Appendix G to FEIR), 19 AR 3360-3362 for listing of 
vanous transportation mtttgatton measures from the GPF, and 19 AR 3368 for source of pe-titioners' 

28 (continued .. 
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1 Petitiolletl1' argument is not mppi>rted by mlm.uuW evidence for sever.d reasons. The 

2 quotation to the =rd does not itself constitute mbstantial evidence. First, the conclusion quoud -

3 described as "preliminary analysis", and admittedly was based on assumptions which were a: the time 

4 !till uruler review by the City's t!IWJlOrlation e:xperts. (19 AR 3368}. Two quotes from a single 

5 statement in an 80 volume ll!lministrative l'l:COrd cannot COII$titute substantial evidence unlm it is the 

6 only evidence on the subject, since evidence is to be detennined "by examining the whole record". 

7 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15384}. It is not the only evidence. 

8 Second, this quatation is presented in the conteXt of various statements in the brief by petitionm> 

9 about the need for increased transit (POB 1:17 -2:2). Tbe ErR's assumptions re transit were based on 

10 already funded transit stations.•• 

II Third, the City's own I!IWJlOrtation experts explained that the need for funded infrastructure is 

12 triggered by new development. If and when it oo:urs, the development would generate additional 

13 revenues to fund the infrastructure. {23 AR !0731at 10732 [7/1/96 repon from Oep;utment of 

14 TransponationD. 

15 Founh, even if the City's ponion of the TIMP is "weD beyond anticipated rev~nues", not aH of 

16 the TIMP required infrastructure or other funding. Many of TIMP's recommendations were not 

17 dependent upon financing. TIMP contained recommendations to enhance acoessibility to work 

18 opportunities and essential services, recommendations to reduce the number of vehicle trips 

19 (Transportation Demand Management, "TDM"), and other strategies designed to induce modifications 

20 to human behavior, and relocation of various land uses to reduce the demand on transportation. (See, 

21 for example, a draft summary list of TIMP recommendations, at 19 AR 3370). Many more strategies 

22 were contained in the programs chapter 10 of the GPF. With respect to funding as the sole determinate 

23 

"( t" ed} ... con mu 
quotations. 

25 

24 

26 
16(Commeot M-13 asks that policies/mitigation be revised to reflect that MTA is largely 

27 unfunded. (16 AR 273~Response M-13 refers to D-13 (at 16 AR 3743) which tefers to Respor.se 
H-21 (at 16 AR 2705-06 , which states that the land nses and densities are based on the transtt swiom 

28 that have already been ded. 

17 



• • 
1 of feasibility, Petitioners' argument is UIUUpporud by facu or law, or substanti.U evidence. 

2 Fifth, even if all pam of the TlMP implementing program were dependent upon funding, and 

3 even if funding was the sole determinate of feasibility, the GPF and DEIR called for many 

4 implementing programs and mitigation measures other than those in the TIMP. A cruci.J aspect of the 

5 entire GPF was (1) iu monitoring program which provides the methods by which substmtive decisions 

6 on how and when to adj= densities based on updated information and progr= reports reporting past 

7 performance and current status, and (2) iu intent to modify the location and arrangement of different 

8 land uses to effe(;tuate its various policies. 

9 The Transportation chapter of the Gener.U Plan Framework consists of go.Us, objectives, and 

10 policies. (2 AR 241-256) Go.U. are supported by objectives. There are nine objectives in the 

11 transportation chapter of the GPF.(2 AR 24!-256) 

12 The objectives are, in turn, supported by policies. The policies are listed by subheading under 

13 each objective (i.e. policies 8. t.lthrough 8. 1.7 support objective 8.1.) There are 83 sepame policies 

14 listed _in the transportation chapter of the GPF. (The other chapters in the GPF are designed in the 

15 same manner.) 

16 Each of the policies has programs which are proposed to imp!tmem the policy, cross referenced 

17 in parentheses following the policy to which each program rtlates. There are 70 programs in tot.! for 

18 .II GPF policies/objectives, in Chapter 10 ofthe GPF. (2 AR 263- 311). Of the 70 progr..ms for 

19 implementation of .!I the GPF goals, objectives and policies, 22 are directed at mitigation of 

20 transportation impacts which may result from SCAG- projected population growth." Thus, the GPF 

21 contains 22 progratnS for 83 policies for 9 objectives for 2 transportation go.Us. 

22 Petitioners argue th.a the in feasibility "is also all the more clear in light of the fact that the 

23 ext~nt of funding available from other agencies of gov~rnment to pay for the TIMP is at best highly 

24 spe..:ubtive. • (POB 2:19-22). Petitioners refertnce no evidence in support of this statement. They have 

25 failed to meet their burden of proof, and their arguments should be rejected. Gacobson y. County of 

26 las Angs:la (1977) 69 C.J. App. 3d 374, 388.) 

27 
" The programs related to transportation include program nos. I, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 17, 18, 31, 33, 

28 34, 37, 38, 39, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 52, 53, 54. (2 AR 263-307). 

18 
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1 The City's trnnsponation goah, objectives, policies and propru«< implementing progtazru~ 

2 consist of a wide variety of proposals to mitigate impacts of SCAG-projecud population growth on 

3 various aspects of trnnsponation. Given the wide ranging nature of these programs, and the limited 

4 value of the evidence petitioners rely upon, it is "PP"""nt that substantial evidence does support the 

5 City's conclusions regrading trnnsporution impacts. Since there is 'enough relevant information and 

6 reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support" the City's 

7 conclusion, then it is immaterial whether other conclusions, such as those which petitioner promotes, 

8 might also be reached. Under the definition of substantial evidence, the City's conclusions, being 

9 supported by substantial evidence, cannot constitute an abuse of discretion. 

10 3. The TIMP W;!,S Available p._-.jng the Circulation P.,riod and Rccim•larion Is Not 

11 Required. Since TIMP was available during public comment period, there is no need to recirculate. 

12 Even if it had not been available, it does not constitute the type of significant new information 

13 triggering the need for recirc:ulation under Pub.Res.Code Section .~1092.1 and state CEQA Guidelines 

H Section 15088.5(a) & (b) since it merely amplified information which was already in the DEIR. (33 AR 

15 10678 [ 7/27/95 Envicom reportD 

16 c. TilE CITY CONSIDERED A REASONABLE RANGE OF FEASIBlE 

17 ALTERNATIVES 

18 1. Description of AlrernarivCJi. After much study and consulr.tion with the public, the City 

19 determined to include five alternatives in the DEIR: 

20 I) the 'no project· no growth" alternative, i.e. development moratorium within the City 

21 (12 AR 1968·1969 [description], 12 AR 1978-1983 [impacts discussion], 2 AR 72-73 [findingsD; 

22 2) the "no project- existing community plan uuud me ... :• 2 AR !969 [description], 12 AR 

23 1983- 1987 [impacts], I AR 74 [findingsD; 

24 3) Alternative A I, increased targeting of land use around transit centers and full build out of 

25 transit (12 AR 1969 [description], 12 AR 1988-1992 [impacts], I AR 74-75 [findingsD; 

26 4) 2010 Market Buildout Alterative, projected levels of buildout using existing community 

27 plans to determine distribution, based on SCAG's total population projections (12 AR 1970 

28 [description), 12 AR 1992-1996 [impacts], I AR 75-76 [findings].) Petitioners do not attack this 

19 
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I alternative, claiming that is the "true" no project alternative (POB 11: 18). 

2 5) Theoretical Buildout Alternative, projected huildout under GPF without land use 

3 distribution policies or triggering mechanisms to time growth to infrastructure, (11 AR 1970 

4 [descriptionJ,ll AR 1996-2000 [impacts], I AR 76-77 [findings].)" 

5 Petitioners attack four of these alternatives in somewhat self..:omradictory argument>, conclude 

6 based on their own arguments that four alternatives are infeasible (despite the fact that two of the four 

7 are rtquired discussions under state CEQA Guidelines), md then assert th>t the EIR is defective since a 

8 single alternative remains. The City will address each of petitioners' arguments below. 

9 2. {'etitjoners• Attadu on the Altcrnatiyn Arc Untimely Petitioners h2ve f.1iled to 

10 establish that they exhausted administrative remedies by presenting these orgumenrs in a timdy manner 

II to the City. The. rtqoirement of exhaustion of administrative remedies is jurisdictional. (Abdlejra y 

12 District Court of Appeal (1941) 17 Cal.2d 280, 292-293.) Objections must be specific. (Coalition for 

13 Student A a ion y, City of Fullerton (1984) 153 Cai.App.Jd at 1197, !198. To the extent petitioners 

14 cbim the DEIR is flawed, they should h>ve submitted the reosons during the public comment period at 

IS • time wher• the City could have addressed them md modified its alternatives in a timely m>nner. 

16 "The local agency, therefore, must m>ke., initial determin>tion as 10 which >ltern>tives are 

17 feasible and merit in-depth considemion, and which do not. (ciwion.) In California, this screening 

18 process is known as "scoping." (See Guidelines, at 15083, subd. (a) ['Seeping has been helpful to agencies 

19 in identifying the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be 

20 analyzed in depth in an EIR and in eliminating from detailed study issues found not to be important.'D" 

21 (Citizen• of Goleta valley v. Board of Supervism of Santa Barbara County ("Goleta"} (1990) 52 Cal .3d 

22 533, 569.) Although petitioners did participate, they did not raise the issues they now claim constitute 

23 on abuse of discretion on the part of the City. (13 AR 2159 for that petitioner's response to Notice of 

24 Preparation.) Petitionors submit no citations indicating that they personally raised any of these 

25 arguments. 

26 
a More discussion 2bout alternatives is contained in additions and corrections in the FEIR , 

27 (15 AR 2597 et stq.), and the CEQA Findings md description re alternatives (I AR 72-78). The '. 
findings conu.in a good summary of the alte~atives md the City's conclusions about the~r fea~ibility . 

18 and desirability as proposals to mmJmtzc the 1mpacts of the SCAG-pro)ected growth on the C11y. 

20 



1 Although petitioners are permitted under the law to bring a court challenged based on ;.......,. 

2 they did not per>enally 2$$<!rt during the administrative process (Pub.Res.Code Section 21177), the City 

3 cannot be held to have abused its discretion in not fully addre.sing these iss...,. if they are not timely 

4 raised. 

5 "We cannot, of coune, overemphasize our disapproval ". .< t2etic of withholding objeaiom, 

6 which could have been raised earlier in the environmental review process, solely for the purpose of 

7 obstruction and delay. As one federal court has aptly stated! '(T]he NEPA requirement of studying 

8 alternatives may not be turned into a game to be played by persons who- for wh:uever reasons and 

9 with wh:uever depth of conviction- are chiefly interested in scuttling a particular projea.' (citation)" 

10 ("Qclru", .!Y!IDl· 52 Cai.Jd 53ht 568.) 

11 Petitioners provide only three citations to the record to establish exhawtion on all of their 

12 arguments that four of the five alternatives are inadequate. The three citottions are taken from two letters 

13 submitted in 1996 by a single individual to various committee members, long after the dose of the 

H public comment period on the DEIR, and aher the Planning Commission had taken preliminary action 

15 to propose amendments to the GPF and approved the FEIR. Neither of these letters provides any 

16 factual support for the arguments, which themselv"' are not supported by CEQA, as soown below. 

17 n ... letters were both untimely. 

18 3. Pctjtionca• Argtlments regarding Alternatives Have No Subsumiye Merit. Petitioners· 

19 argument ip1ores the purpose of alternative$ discussion, which is to "permit> reasoned choia" and 

20 •foster meaningful public pmicipation and informed decision making. • (Sute CEQA Guidelines 

21 Section 15126 (d)(5).) They 'nitpick' each of the City's altemariv"' for various reasons. Their criticism 

22 are dirteted to the policy choices of the City, not to leg.J adequacy under CEQA. This is not a valid 

23 basis for a legalatt:ack, since CEQA does not dictate the policy decisions of the public agency. (State 

24 CEQA Guidelines Section !Sl2l(b).) None of their arguments are factually or legally supported. 

25 Petitioners argue that the "No project· no growth" •lrerru.tive (morottorium on development) is 

26 "illegal" (POB 7:16), "completely beyond the range of practicality" (essentially the same argument as 

27 the first, POB 7:26-27) .md "self contradictory" (POB 8:14). The first two arguments >re provided 

28 without .my citation to exploin why a montorium on development is illegal (population growth occun 

21 
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1 without development, 2 AR 115 {GPF]), and ignore the f<!Ct that CEQA requires this d~ion. (State 

2 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126{d}(4). The third argument complains truat a base year of 1990 was 

3 employed in the analysis, and misstates the analysis ofthe alternative itself (POB 8: I S.16). This 

4 •rgument has no substmce. 

5 Petitioners attack the 'no project-existing community plan :..uildout' altem•tive by compl•ining 

6 that it does not compare the increases over the currently existing development. {POB 9:13·14). 

7 Petitioners completely contradict their argument against the first alternative! The discussion they claim 

8 is lacking is precisely what the 'no project·no groivth" alternative provides (which petitioners soid was 

9 illeg;ol}. At any rate, this Community Plan Buildout malysis is specifically c•lled for in the CEQA 

10 guidelines. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126{d)(4) ['The 'no project' analysis shall discuss the 

11 existing conditions, as well as what would reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the 

12 project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and 

13 community services. 'D. As with the prior argument, there is no substmce to this assertion. 

14 Petitioners claim Alt<rn2tive A I (transit network based on full build out of all of MT A's funded 

15 and proposed transit lines) is inadequate because there is no documentation to prove that it will occur. 

16 This alternative increased the clustering of uses around transit stations and is similor to the GPF for that 

17 reason (12 AR 1992) but the City ultimately concluded that there would be greater impacts due to 

18 greater development potential. (I AR 7+75) The purpose of on alternatives discussion is to foster 

19 meaningful discussion. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15!26(d)(5). All alternatives are merely 

20 proposols unless hey are approved and implemented. 

21 Fin.Jly, petitioners attack as "infeasible by definition" {POB 12: l) the fifth alternotive- the long 

22 range build out of the GPF use e><egories without the triggering mechanisms to tie infrastructure to 

23 new development. (lfthis was 'infeasible by definition", then the inclusion of this definition in the 

24 DEIR which was circulated for four months in early 1995 should have triggered some sort of written 

25 objection during the public comment period from petitioners or others, for tim matter.) This 

26 altern21ive was particulorly helpful because it informed the City that a triggering mechanism should b., 

27 included in the GPF so that allowable incre=s in <!ensity through community plan amendments would 

28 not occur until infrastructure and its funding was available. 

22 
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1 The City's choice of alternatives fulftlled both the letter md the purpose of an alternatives 

2 discussion - to permit reasoned choice. By analyzing various s=urios, the City was able to project the 

· 3 effectiveness of the various scenarios md options it had in selection of long term policies and progtanlS 

4 to deal with the impocu of SCAG-projected population growth. By seeing wh;~~; would happen if it did 

5 nothing or attempted to stop growth altogether (the two 'no project' alternatives), the City was able to 

6 devise the best combination of mitigation for the growth that was inevitable with or without the GPF. 

7 What became clear was that a crucial featun! of dealing with growth impocu wa. contained in the GPF -

8 its program for timing allowable development with d\';lilable infrastructure and frequent upd•ting of its 

9 data along with a formal monitoring program. For this reason, the City concluded that the GPF was 
" .. .. """~ -~----·--

10 the environmentally desirable alternative, ~=use it had the best combination of_"":'~_~_E;;J.i~:.;~~~ 

11 to mitigation measures tied to mnual reporting and selective amendments of community plans only 

-12 ,;..hen consistent with the. GPF policies. (I AR 77-78 (findings adopted by City Council explaining why 
···-·. '' ..... ···----~ .. -----------' . 

13 GPF was environm..,rally superior alternatn'eD. 

14 D. 

15 

16 

PETITIONERS' REMAINING CONTEN110NS ABOUT WATER 

SUPPLIES AND JOB GROWTH ARE WITHOUT MERIT 

!. PJ:tjrjpnea Attack on tbc Ejndings re Water Supplies is Without Merit Petitioners daim 

17 that the City's finding that supply would meet demand is unsupported by evidence. (POB 13:9-11, see I 

18 AR 54 for finding}. Petitioners base this argument on quotations from an introductory statement in the 

19 draft EIR about per capita projected usage (citing to 10 AR 1592), and • statement th>t water demand 

20 will decrease over time (citing <o 10 AR 1596) without referencing or discussing the dau underlying the 

21 st"ement or the textual explmations of the methods of calcubtion, the meaning of the terms used and 

22 the factors used to reach the ultimate conclusion. Without referencing any of the 29 p:tge discussion in 

23 the DEIR (10 AR 1592-10 AR 1620), its 9 tables or 5 figum (ld.), Petitioners simply state "the EIR has 

24 obviously failed to analyze or even .><knowledge the imp>cts of popul.rion and employment growth 

25 upon the City's water requirements and resources, and its purported finding of insignificant impacts are 

26 self contradictory •nd nonsensicaL" (POB 13:2+28). Petitioners argument •hould be deemed without 

27 merit based on the Jacobson rule. 

28 Had Petitioners met their burden to present a fair description of and citation to the evidence 
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' 1 relating to water impacu, they would have found that the underlying dis.:ussion fully supported the 

2 City's conclusion that supply would exceed demand." 

J Had petitioners summarized or discussed any more of the evidence in the DEIR, they would 

4 have realized that the City was using that total available water supply from all avail•ble sources 

5 (including purchased water) when it concluded that the tot>lavailable water supply of 1,.>70,646 acre 

6 feet per year (10 AR 16H for conclusion, 10 AR 1610 for figure) would more than meet the dem•nd. 

7 (10 AR 1596 ["Future incre>Ses in dem•nd for water ... arc proposed to be met primarily by purchasing 

8 •dditional water from MWD. "D 

9 Petitioner Federation did not ment;on water supplies at all during the DEIR circubrion period 

10 (16 AR 2732-2741), let •lone in • m•nner alerting the City to the need for an explan>rion of its method 

II for forecasting demand, usage and supply, and correction of any discrepancies in the numbers quoted in 

12 the ElR. Petitioner CAP submitted no written comment during the DE!R circulation period. Had 

13 petitioners uiscd this issue during the public comment period on the DEIR, they (and this court) could 

14 have had the bentfit of the work of the City's water and math experts to expl>in this, perform the 

15 cakuhtions, reduce th~ir findings to writing, and clarify any inconsisuncies with the text.~ This court 

16 should reject the w>rcr .rguments for fJilure to timely exhaust administwive remedies. 

17 The City's experts prep>red the documentation, reviewed the comments that were made about 

18 the accuracy of the conclusion, clarified their findings at public heorings, and reiterated their 

19 

21 

19 They would understandthe ex.act and estimated numbers which the City projected would 
20 be available from vanous sources, tncludmg City wells, the Aqueduct and purchased water from the 

Metropolitan Water District in 1990 (Table WR-4 at 10 AR 1606). They would understand that the 
Citv's e~rts used separate terms for drought water supply, average water supply and observed water 
supply able WR-4 and Figure WR-2 for 1990, (10 AR 1606 and 1607) and Table WR.6 and Figure 

22 WR-10 or 2010 {10 AR 1610 and 1611). They would know the actual observed water usoge in each 
community plan area, Jllanning region and planning subrcgi?n and for all of the City in 1990, in 

23 either gallons per day (GPO) or •ere feet perJear (AFY), woth or w•thout adJustments (Table WR-5, 
10 AR !608

1 
for 1990) and a parallel project< uble for 2010 (Table WR 8, 10 AR 161 5). They would 

24 know that the term "m>ximum tot>! .vailable water supply" was different from the term "projected 
average water supply", •nd they would have been able to work out the avcuge per capita usage in 

25 1990 and 2010 by doviding any of the ..ppropriate adjusted or unadjusted numbers and ascertam th•t 
the sutement they quoted was prob•bly in>ccurate, •nd the r"l numbers sho"·ed a declining per 

26 copiu usage from 1990 to 2010. 

27 10 The only cit.nion to indicate this issue w.ts r.aised i'i the same letter referenced in the TIMP 
>rgum~nt >bov~ submitted long Jfter the end of the public commen• period, Jnd >frer many layers of 

28 r<view of the GPF Itself (see POB >t 13:38 mmg to [49] AR 7035-70>7.) 
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' 1 conclusions that there would b.. sufficient supply to meet demand. (IS AR 2589 '..&litiom & 

2 correction:.J; 38 AR 11729-1173 rrestimony]; 33 AR 10678-10679 [7/25/95 staff report]; 13 AR 2157 

3 [DWP response D. The City was entitled to rely upon its experts in the absence of any evidence to the 

4 contrary. (.<'..entry v. Ci(J( of Murrieta (1995) 36 C!I.App.4th 1359,1380). 

5 2. The City Properly Analp,ed Projecu:d Papulation Growth The GPF was designed 

6 to address the imparu of growth that SCAG projected would occur. Throughout the analysis, the City 

7 explained that it was assuming the existence of that growth, and describing the impacts it would have 

8 under various scenarios shown in the alternatives. One of the goals of the GPF was to increase the jobs 

9 available to City residents, to provide fiscal growth to support its funding needs and m•imain its 

10 vitality. (2 AR 1113) ln dus lawsuit, Petitioners assert that if the City achieves its goal of increasing 

11 jobs, "this will necessarily cause a significant correlative increase in the City's population over and 

12 beyond SCAG's projections of population growth." (POB, 15:3·5). It is not clear what petitioners 

13 assert should follow from this argument, other thot "obviously", the EIR fails to analyze "a whole range 

14 of environmental impacts that will be created" as a result. 

15 The evidence be '~""City was that differing birth/death rates within the v~rious are4S were a 

16 more likely indicator of poPulation growth. (9 AR 1537 [DEIRJ; 2 AR 115 [GPF]). The City noted that 

17 jobs and population do not appear to be correlated. (16 AR 2850 ["It should be noted th>t SCAG's 

18 [increased] population forecast assumes a declining ratio of jobs formation in the City of Los Angeles. "D 

19 Petitioners provide no evidence to support this assertion, and haven't identified anything other than 

20 their own speculation that there is a correlation between jobs and population growth that wasn't 

21 considered in SCAG's projections. Since petitioners have provided no substantial evidence in suppon: 

22 of this argument, it should be rejected. 

23 For the foregoing reasons, the writ should be denied. 

24 DATED: May 1", t998 Respectfully submitted, 

25 

26 

27 

28 

JAMES K. HAHN, City Attorney 

By s~~ ijl}~ 
Deputy City At~-
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1 UNDEREMPHASIZE THAT. IT IS SOMETHING THAT WE NEED 

2 TO HAVE SOME WAY OF -- NOT BASHING EACH OTHER ON 

3 THE HEAD, BUT SEEING HOW WE ARE DOING AND ALLOWING 

4 PUBLIC COMMENT AND OTHER PEOPLE TO BE PART OF THAT 

5 PROCESS. 

6 I KNOW IT'S A STAFFING ISSUE, BUT WE 

7 HAVE TO PRIORITIZE THAT, AND I RISE, AND I'M REALLY 

8 ENCOURAGING THE DEPARTMENT TO ACHIEVE THAT IN 

9 SUPPORT OF THIS AMENDMENT. THANK YOU. 

10 MR. PADILLA: MS. HAHN. 

11 MS. HAHN: THANK You; MR. PRESIDENT. 

12 I AtSO RISE ... IN SUPPORT OF MY 
i i 

13 COLLE,&i>.GUE'S AMENDMENT. AS ~ NEW COUNCILMEMBER, 

14 THIS HAS BEEN A ~RUSTRATING FOUR OR FIVE WEEKS IN 
\ 

' 
15 TERMS OF TRYING TO UNDERSTAND THIS GENERAL PLAN . . 

16 FRAMEWORK. I HAVE BEEN FRUSTRATED; MY OFFICE HAS 

17 BEEN FRUSTRATED IN TRYING TO GET INFORMATION FROM 

18 OUR PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

19 I'VE GOT TO SAY THAT I THINK THE 

20 OPPOSITION TO OUR GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK STATED 

21 THEIR CASE MUCH MORE SUCCINCTLY, MUCH MORE CLEARLY, 

22 MUCH MORE UNDERSTANDABLY THAN WE ARE STATING OUR 

23 CASE FOR APPROVING THIS GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK. 

24 I REALIZE THAT WE'VE HAD THE HEARINGS, 

25 WE'VE HAD THE STUDY, IT'S BEEN IN COMMITTEE. BUT I 

9 

. O.J 

nF.MF.RV r.n .l .AM & ASSOC. (213) 380-6797 



1 DON'T KNOW HOW MUCH COMFORT -- I DON'T FEEL LIKE I 

2 HAVE A LOT OF COMFORT ABOUT APPROVING THIS GENERAL 

3 PLAN FRAMEWORK. 

4 I DON'T FEEL LIKE A LOT OF THE ISSUES 

5 HAVE CLEARLY BEEN ADDRESSED AND IDENTIFIED IN TERMS 

6 OF HOW WE ACTUALLY PLAN THIS CITY IN THE NEXT, YOU 

7 KNOW, 30, 40, 50 YEARS; AND I THINK WE NEED TO DO A 

8 MUCH BETTER JOB IN JHIS CITY. I THINK OUR PLANNING 

9 DEPARTMENT NEEDS TO HAVE A MUCH BETTER SUMMARY OF 

10 OUR GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK, NOT ONLY FOR COUNCIL 

11 MEMBERS BUT FOR THE PUBLIC. WE JUST HAVEN'T DONE A 

12 GOOD JOB IN MY OP._~NION OF REALLY IDENTIFYING HOW WE 
f . ' ·' 

13 REALLf, ARE GOING TO SET FORtH (l'HIS FRAMEWORK TO 

14 REALLY ADDRESS HOUSING,' TRANSPORTATION. 

' 15 ·COMING-IN TO WORK FOR ME EVERY DAY, I 

16 THINK I COME THE FARTHEST, AND YOU JUST CANNOT GET 

17 ANYWHERE FROM THERE TO HERE ANYWHERE IN THIS CITY, 

18 AND IT'S A FRUSTRATING THING, AND I DON'T WANT US 

19 TO BE ACCUSED, COLLEAGUES. I DO NOT WANT US TO BE 

20 ACCUSED AS THE BODY THAT HAD NO VISION, THAT HAD AN 

21 OPPORTUNITY TO REALLY LAY FORTH A PLAN THAT 

22 ADDRESSED AN ISSUE THAT WE WILL LIVE IN A GREAT 

23 CITY. 

24 I THINK SOME OF OUR FOREFATHERS HAVE 

25 BEEN ACCUSED OF NOT HAVING -- A LONG TIME AGO -- OF 

10 
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1 NOT HAVING THE VISION FOR THIS CITY. WE ARE 

2 GROWING. THERE'S NO QUESTION ABOUT IT. THEY ARE 

3 COMING. WE ARE GROWING. AND I WANT TO MAKE SURE 

4 THAT WE'RE ABLE TO ADDRESS THIS. SO I THINK THAT 

5 ANNUAL PLAN OR THE ANNUAL REPORT IS CRITICAL, AND 

6 ONE OF THE THINGS I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO SUGGEST, I 

7 KNOW WE SHOULD NOT BE IN THE BUSINESS OF PLANNING 

8 THIS CITY IN 15 PIECES OR ADDRESSING THE CITY IN 15 

9 PIECES, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THIS ANNUAL REPORT 

10 TO REALLY BREAK DOWN IN TERMS OF COUNCIL DISTRICTS. 

11 I THINK WE ALL WOULD LIKE TO KNOW ON 

12 AN ANNUAL BASIS HOW THESE TARGET ISSUES ARE BEING 

13 

1~ 

15 

'), ~ 

' f ' 
ADDRESSED IN. OUR OWN COUNC,IL;, DI;STRICTS. I· ,, ··. SO IF NEED 

BE, WE CAN BEGIN ,TO MAKE ADJUSTMENTS AND CHANGES TO 

MAKE THIS 'A 'LIVABLE CITY. 
' 

16 MR. PADILLA: MR. REYES. 

17 MR. REYES: I'D RISE IN SUPPORT COUNCILMAN 

18 WEISS'S AMENDMENT. I THINK IT'S CRITICAL THAT WE 

19 LISTEN TO COUNCILMAN BERNSON IN HIS OBSERVATIONS. 

20 FOR 18 YEARS, HE'S BEEN GRAPPLING WITH THE LAND USE 

21 ISSUES. IT HAS BEEN A VERY DIFFICULT -- IT'S A 

22 VERY COMPLICATED CITY WE LIVE IN, BUT THIS IS A 

23 SKELETON. 

24 BASICALLY, WE'RE LOOKING AT A 

25 SKELETON, AND THE COMMUNITY PLANS MAKE UP THE 

11 
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1 GUARANTRE THAT -- JUST AS THERE'S NO GUARANTEE THAT 

2 ALL THE PLANNING, ALL THE LAND USE, ALL THE 

3 TRANSPORTATION THINGS WILL COME INTO EFFECT, 

4 THERE'S NO GUARANTEE THERE WILL BE PEOPLE WHO WILL 

5 COME IN AND WISH TO DEVELOP TO THAT EXTENT. 

6 FRANK EBERHARD: IT'S WORTHWHILE -- AND I 

7 KNOW MR. TEETER IN HIS LETTER POINTS IT OUT. 

8 ALTHOUGH I DON'T THINK IT CREATES A PROBLEM FOR US, 

9 IS THAT THE LATEST POPULATION FIGURES FROM THE 

10 CENSUS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER THAN WHAT WE HAD 

11 ANTICIPATED THEY MIGHT BE, AND SO -- AND OF COURSE, 

12 THESE NUMBERS ARE -- AND THE PROGRAM HERE 

13 ANTICIPATED A MUCH LARGER POPULATION GROWTH. 

14 MR. DAVIS: AND WHAT MR. COUNCILMAN BERNSON 

15 HAS SAID, THE FRAMEWORK DOESN'T MANDATE OR REQUIRE 

16 ANY LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT. 

17 MS. MISCIKOWSKI: BUT DOES THE FRAMEWORK 

18 GIVE US THE ABILITY, AS MR. BERNSON INDICATED IN 

19 THE '90S WHEN WE HAD A SEWER CAPACITY PROBLEM UNTIL 

20 WE BUILT THE INFRASTRUCTURE, TO HANDLE IT, AND THAT 

21 IS THE UPGRADED HYPERION. WE IN THE CITY 

22 ESTABLISHED, IF NOT QUITE A MORATORIUM, WE 

23 ESTABLISHED A SEWER DEVELOPMENT PERMIT CAP LIMIT. 

24 

25 

MR. DAVIS: ALLOCATION. 

MS. MISCIKOWSKI: RIGHT. AN ALLOCATION OR 

9 
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1 AS IT SAID UNTIL WE GET THE INFRASTRUCTURE, THERE 

2 IS GOING TO A PACING AND A LIMIT ON WHAT WE CAN 

3 BUILD UNTIL WE HAVE THE CAPACITY TO HANDLE IT. 

4 AND DOES THIS PROGRAM -- AND I THINK 

5 WHAT IS BEING SOUGHT IN THIS IS SOME KIND IF NOT 

6 CAP, SOME KIND OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT THAT UNTIL OR 

7 UNLESS SOMETHING WAS BUILT WITHIN THAT . 

8 INFRASTRUCTURE PARTICULARLY ON THE TRANSPORTATION 

9 SIDE, WE ARE GOING TO HAVE SOME PROBLEM IN THE 

10 CITY, AND WE NEED TO HAVE A WAY OF ADDRESSING IT. 

11 YOU SAY IT BASICALLY SAYS WHAT WE CAN 

12 DO. IS THERE ANY OTHER KIND OF FORMULA THAT IS 

13 SUGGESTED, PUT FORWARD, THAT HELPS DEAL WITH IT IN 

14 LIGHT OF WHAT MR. BERNSON ALSO SAID, THAT WE HAVE A 

15 MANDATE FROM THE HOUSING SIDE AND SCAG, THAT WE 

16 HAVE POPULATION THAT IS GOING TO COME IN, AND WE 

17 WILL BE PROVIDING HOUSING FOR IT OR HAVE OTHER 

18 THREATS. 

·19 SO WE HAVE A LOT OF THINGS THAT HAVE 

20 TO FIT TOGETHER, AND IF THINGS DON'T ~IT TOGETHER, 

21 WHERE DO WE HAVE THE ALARMS, THE WARNING SYSTEMS, 

22 THE WAIT-A-SECOND BREATHERS, WHAT WE NEED TO SAY, 

23 WHAT WE NEED TO DO TO MAKE THINGS ALL WORK 

24 TOGETHER? 

25 MR. DAVIS: THE WARNING SYSTEM HAS TO DO 

10 
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1 WITH THE MONITORING SYSTEM WHICH NOW THERE IS AN 

2 ANNUAL DEVELOPMENT REPORT THAT THE PLANNING 

3 DEPARTMENT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR. ALTHOUGH THE SEWER 

4 ALLOCATION ORDINANCE WAS IN EXISTENCE DURING THE 

5 TIME OF THE PREPARATION OF THE FRAMEWORK, AND THE 

6 PROCESS OF PREPARING THE FRAMEWORK AND BRINGING IT 

7 THROUGH THE ADOPTION PROCESS, I BELIEVE THAT THAT 

8 PARTICULAR APPROACH WAS REJECTED IN TERMS OF HAVING 

9 ALONG WITH THE FRAMEWORK AN ALLOCATION-TYPE 

10 ORDINANCE ALREADY IN PLACE. 

11 

12 

13 

MR. BERNSON: BUT HYPERION WAS COMPLETED. 

MS. MISCIKOWSKI: RIGHT. WE ALSO 

MR. BERNSON: AND THAT SOLVED THE PROBLEM. 

14 THE MAIN PROBLEM WAS 

15 MR. DAVIS: IN TERMS OF ALLOCATION, IF YOU 

16 LOOK AT ANY OTHER PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE, AND THAT 

17 WAS A SEWER ALLOCATION ORDINANCE 

18 

19 

MR. BERNSON: UH-HUH. 

MR. DAVIS: -- THAT YOU SEEM TO BE TALKING 

20 ABOUT, COUNCILMEMBER MISCIKOWSKI, WITH SOME OTHER 

21 BACKUP, THAT WOULD MAKE THE ALLOCATION BASED ON 

22 SOME OTHER FACT. 

23 FRANK EBE~HARD: THE DEPARTMENT FULLY 

24 CONTEMPLATES THAT NOW THAT WE ARE STARTING TO GET 

25 INFORMATION FROM THE CENSUS, AND WE'RE STILL 

11 
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1 REGULATE ANY SQUARE FOOTAGE --

2 MR. BERNSON: EXACTI,Y. THOSE ARE DEALT WITH 

3 IN COMMUNITY PLANS -- RIGHT? -- AND SPECIFIC PLAN? 

4 MR. DAVIS: THROUGH COMMUNITY PLAN OR LAND 

5 USE --

6 MR. BERNSON: LET ME GET TO THE POINT THAT I 

7 WAS TRYING TO MAKE. THE PURPOSE OF THE FRAMEWORK 

8 WAS TO TALK ALL OF THESE THINGS INTO CONSIDERATION 

9 WHEN YOU DEALT WITH APPROVING OR DISAPPROVING OR 

10 DEALING WITH ANY LAND USE ISSUE WITHIN THE 

11 COMMUNITY OR SPECIFIC PLAN.· THAT'S THE INTENT. IT 

12 DOES NOT BY ITSELF PERMIT AND ALLOW ONE SINGLE UNIT 

13 OF ANYTHING. 

14 IT SAYS THAT YOU HAVE TO DO THESE 

15 THINGS. YOU HAVE• TO LOOK AT THESE THINGS. NOW, 

16 WE'RE NOT LIVING IN A PERFECT WORLD, UNFORTUNATELY. 

17 AND I GREW UP IN LOS ANGELES, AND I REMEMBER WHEN 

18 WE COULD GET AROUND THE CITY EITHER BY STREETCAR OR 

19 WHEN WE DIDN'T HAVE ALL THE CARS, BUT I'M TELLING 

20 YOU THAT THERE ARE THINGS THAT WHICH HAVE BEEN 

21 BEYOND OUR CONTROL. AND I WOULD LOVE TO SEE US GET 

22 BACK TO THE DAYS WE COULD GET HOME IN A HALF HOUR 

23 FROM HERE. 

24 AND BELIEVE ME, YOU KNOW -- BUT 

25 UNFORTUNATELY, THOSE THINGS ARE NOT SOMETHING THAT 
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1 WE CAN ACHIEVE IN SPITE OF HOW MUCH WE MAY WANT TO 

2 DO IT OR LIKE TO DO IT, BECAUSE WE HAVE AN INFLUX 

3 OF PEOPLE THAT HAVE COME IN TO OUR -- NOT JUST INTO 

4 OUR CITY, BUT INTO OUR REGION. 

5 AND THAT IS CONTINUING, AND IT'S 

6 CONTINUING, BECAUSE WE UNFORTUNATELY, IN ONE 

7 RESPECT HAVE ONE OF THE GREATEST WEATHER SITUATIONS 

8 IN THE WORLD HERE. WE HAVE CULTURE HERE, WHICH 

9 IS -- I DON'T EVEN KNOW IF IT'S SECOND IN NEW YORK 

10 ANYMORE, BUT WE HAVE A CULTURE SITUATION HERE WITH 

11 THEATER AND ART AND SO FORTH. 

12 WE HAVE JOBS. WE HAVE GROWTH. AND 

13 THOSE THINGS ATTRACT PEOPbE,,' A])!D WE CANNOT PUT A 

14 FENCE AROUND THE CITY. IF IT WERE THAT SIMPLE, WE 

' 15 WOULD HAVE DONE IT A LONG TIME AGO, AND WE WOULD ', 

16 HAVE SAID WE WANT TO KEEP THINGS JUST THE WAY IT IS 

17 SO THAT WE HAVE ENOUGH AREA. WE HAVE A LOT OF OPEN 

18 SPACE THAT WE DON'T HAVE TO TOUCH ANYTHING. 

19 BUT UNFORTUNATELY, IT DOESN'T WORK 

20 THAT WAY, AND THE PURPOSE FOR ALL OF YOU WHO 

21 THINK -- AND I MUST TELL YOU, I WAS THE ARCHITECT 

22 AT THAT TIME THAT STARTED OUT AS A GROWTH 

23 MANAGEMENT PLAN. WE DIDN'T CALL IT THE 

24 "FRAMEWORK." WE CALLED IT THE •GROWTH MANAGEMENT." 

25 HOW DO WE MANAGE GROWTH AND MAKE SURE 
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1 THAT WE TRY TO LIMIT AND CONTAIN THE GROWTH AND 

2 MAKE SURE THAT WE HAVE AN ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE 

3 OF SEWAGE CAPACITY AND WATER AND EVERYTHING ELSE TO 

4 DEAL WITH? AND THAT IS ALL THAT THIS FRAMEWORK 

5 DOES IS LAY FORTH SOME PARAMETERS FOR THAT. 

6 NOW, I DON'T KNOW WHAT THE CITY'S -- I 

7 DON'T KNOW ABOUT WHETHER THE CITY'S MONITORING HAS 

8 BEEN ENOUGH OR NOT. AND IF IT HASN'T -- PLEASE, 

9 FOLKS, WE LISTENED. YOU THINK WE DIDN'T LISTEN, 

10 BUT WE DID LISTEN. 

11 IF YOU THINK -- IF IT HASN'T BEEN --

12 MR. EBERHARD, PERHAPS WE OUGHT TO DO A COUPLE OF 

13 YEAR REVIEW JUST AS THEY DO WIT~ THE R.T.P. AT 

14 SCAG, AND WE OUGHT TO LObK AT THESE THINGS, AND WE 

15 OUGHT TO MAKE'SOME ADJUSTMENTS IF WE HAVE TO IN THE 

16 FUTURE. 

17 FRANK EBERHARD: THERE WAS AN INDICATION 

18 EARLIER IN OUR REPORT THAT THAT WAS 

19 

20 

MS. MISCIKOWSKI: LET ME ASK YOU, THAT'S THE 

QUESTION. I THINK MIKE SAID THAT THERE'S GOING 

21 TO -- IS REQUIRED TO BE AN ANNUAL REPORT, AND YET 

22 WHAT WAS SUBMITTED WAS AN INDICATION THAT THE LAST 

23 ANNUAL REPORT WAS DpNE IN '98. 

24 HOW DO WE ~ORRELATE WHAT WE SAY WE'RE 

25 GOING TO DO TO WHAT WE REALLY DO AND THEN FOLLOWING 

62 

DEMERY GILLAM & ASSOC. (213) 380-6797 u 



1 WOULD SPECIFY WHAT THOSE TOOLS THAT WILL BE 

2 AVAILABLE TO THE CITY AT THAT POINT. 

3 MS. MISCIKOWSKI: THAT'S WHAT I THINK IS 

4 NEEDED, AND THAT'S INCLUDING SOME OF THE 

5 ALTERNATIVES. I ALSO THINK THAT FINDING "K" NEEDS 

6 TO BE REVISED, BECAUSE IT SAYS EXACTLY WHAT HAL 

7 SAYS IT CAN'T BE. 

8 MR. BERNSON: YOU REALLY CANNOT ENSURE 

9 ANYTHING. YOU CANNOT ENSURE THOSE THINGS. 

10 FRANK EBERHARD: I THINK THE ALLUSION HERE 

11 . WAS 'TO THE POLICY OF THAT. 

12 MR. BERNSON: YOU KNOW, WE'RE TRYING TO DO 

' 13 THE RI.GHT THING. 
f• 

I THINK WE~ALc.L WANT TO DO WHAT 

14 YOU'D LIKE TO SEE DONE. BUT PLEASE FOLKS FOR THE 

15 BEST, THER.E ARE THINGS YOU CAN GUARANTEE AND THERE 

16 ARE THINGS YOU CANNOT GUARANTEE. AND I DON'T WANT 

17 TO SAY IF WE ARE GOING TO ENSURE AND GUARANTEE 

18 THINGS THAT WE ABSOLUTELY HAVE NO CONTROL OVER IT. 

19 WE HAVE NO CONTROL OVER WHAT HAPPENS 

20 OUTSIDE OF OUR CITY. WE HAVE NO CONTROL OVER WHAT 

21 M.T.A. DOES. WE HAVE NO CONTROL OVER WHAT THE 

22 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION DOES. WE HAVE 

23 NO CONTROL WHAT H.C.D. DOES IN SACRAMENTO, AND WHAT 

24 OTHER AGENCIES, THE COUNTIES, THE. CITIES, AND THERE 

25 ARE 88 CITIES IN THE COUNTY AND 188 CITIES IN THE 
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1 REGION, AND WE HAVE NO CONTROL OVER WHAT THEY DO, 

2 AND THEY ALL IMPACT ALL OF US. 

3 SO WHAT THIS MERELY WAS SET UP FOR WAS 

4 TO BE A GUIDELINE OR FRAMEWORK OR A BLUEPRINT FOR 

5 HOW WE PROCEED. AND I WOULD LIKE TO SEE IT BE 

6 HANDLED AS SUCH. ACTUALLY, WE DON'T EVEN NEED TO 

7 APPROVE THIS THING. I MEAN WE COULD JUST CONTINUE. 

8 WE HAVE ALL THESE ELEMENTS. WHAT THIS WAS INTENDED 

9 FOR WAS FOR PEOPLE TO LOOK AT AND SAY "WAIT A 

10 MINUTE. WE NEED TO LOOK AT INFRASTRUCTURE. WE 

11 NEED TO SEE IF WE HAVE CAPAC~TY." 

12 THAT'S WHAT IT WAS THAT'S WHAT THE 

13 INTENT OF THIS. THING .WAS W•HEp I_ STARTED IT, AND 
f• 

14 BELIEVE ME, I STARTED AB.OUT 15 YEARS AGO. WE 

15 STARTED DiALING WITH GROWTH MANAGEMENT, AND CINDY 

16 WAS HERE WITH MR. BROUDY'S OFFICE, AND YOU 

17 REMEMBER. 

18 SO, ANYWAY, THE POINT IS WE'D ALL LOVE 

19 TO SEE ALL THESE GROWTH, A LOT OF US, GO AWAY AND 

20 THE CONGESTION AND SO FORTH OR AT LEAST PART OF IT, 

21 YOU KNOW, SO WE HAVE THE ABILITY TO DEAL AND NOT 

22 HAVE CONGESTION THAT WE CAN'T DEAL WITH. NOBODY 

23 WANTS TO DRIVE -- SPEND THREE HOURS IN THE MORNING 

24 AND THREE HOURS IN THE EVENING IN THEIR AUTOMOBILE 

25 GOING TO WORK WHEREVER THEY'RE GOING. 
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1 DOCUMENT WE CAN LOOK AT AND SAY THIS IS WHAT WE 

2 SHOULD BE DOING AS WE REVISE OUR COMMUNITY PLANS 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

PERIODICALLY. 

NOW, WHEN I FIRST CAME ON THE COUNCIL, 

THE COMMUNITY PLANS WERE 25 AND 30 YEARS OLD. AND 

I'VE HAMMERED AND CAJOLED AND EVERYTHING UNTIL WE 

BROUGHT ALL OUR COMMUNITY PLANS. 

THIRTY-FIVE OF THEM ARE UP TO DATE; 

RIGHT, FRANK? 

FRANK EBERHARD: I THINK THERE'S TWO OR 

11 THREE 

12 MR. BERNSON: MAYBE THERE'S STILL, BUT WE'RE 
. ' 

13 NOW L~'?JKING AT OUR COMMU~ITYF PL}\NS ON A MORE 

14 FREQUENT BASIS SO WE CAN BE MORE ACCURATE. 

15 NOW, 'YOU KNOW, THE ONLY THING I WOULD 

16 SUGGEST IS I THINK WE OBVIOUSLY HAVE TO TAKE THE 

17 LANGUAGE OUT THAT SAYS THAT WE CAN GUARANTEE OR 

18 ENSURE. WE CAN'T. AND THAT MAY NEED TO BE -- AND 

19 WE HEARD THAT LOUD AND CLEAR, BUT THAT DOESN'T TAKE 

20 AWAY FROM THE INTENT OF THIS DOCUMENT. THE INTENT 

21 OF THIS DOCUMENT IS TO GIVE US SOME GUIDANCE ON HOW 

22 TO PROCEED. 

23 AND BASICALLY, I WOULD LIKE TO SEE c-

24 WHAT I WOULD LIKE TO SEE IS NOT FIVE YEARS, FRANK, 

25 AND I KNOW YOU WANT TO DO AN EXTENSIVE THING AND 
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1 LOOK AT ALL YOUR -- BUT YOU'RE NOT GOING TO LOOK AT 

2 ALL YOUR COMMUNITY PLANS OF FIVE YEARS, AND YOU 

3 KNOW IT. OKAY? 

4 SO I WOULD SUGGEST THIS, THAT WE TAKE 

5 A LOOK AT THE SCAG FIGURES THAT THEY COME OUT WITH 

6 THE R.T.P. EVERY TWO YEARS, AND WE USE THAT TO MAKE 

7 CERTAIN ADJUSTMENTS IN OUR GROWTH PROJECTIONS. AND 

8 WE ALSO HAVE CONGESTION PROJECTIONS AND THINGS THAT 

9 WE GET REPORTS, AND THOSE WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS 

10 PART OF THE -- AS PART OF ANY REVISIONS WE MAY WANT 

11 TO MAKE IN OUR COMMUNITY AND SPECI~IC PLANS, AND 

12 THERE MAY BE SOMEBODY WHO WILL SAY, flWHY ARE WE NOT ,._ 

' 
13 CHARGI~,G FOR TRANSPORTATI9N'? "! 

14 WELL; MAYBE THERE IS A TIME TO LOOK AT 

15 AREAS THAT 'AREOVERCONGESTED AND DON'T. HAVE 

16 TRANSPORTATION OR OVERGROWTH, AND MAYBE THERE IS A 

17 TIME TO LOOK AT SOME OF THESE THINGS AS FAR AS 

18 PUTTING IN THINGS SUCH AS WE HAVE FOR QUEEN BEE 

19 PARKS, YOU KNOW, BUT MAYBE WE NEED TO HAVE THE 

20 PLANS ALONG VENTURA BOULEVARD. SO MAYBE WE NEED TO 

21 LOOK AT SOME OF THESE THINGS AS TOOLS, BUT DON'T 

22 REJECT AND THROW AWAY A PLAN THAT WAS NOT INTENDED 

23 TO CREATE GROWTH. IT WAS JUST THE OPPOSITE. 

24 IT WAS CREATED TO GIVE US THE ABILITY 

25 TO GUIDE AND LOOK AT GROWTH, AND THAT'S WHAT THE 

72 

DEMF..RY GILLAM & ASSOC. (213) 380-6797 
Vv· 



1 INTENT WAS. IT WAS NEVER TO APPROVE ONE SINGLE 

2 UNIT OF ANYTHING, AND IF THERE'S ANYTHING IN THAT 

3 DOCUMENT THAT SAYS, "GO AHEAD AND APPROVE 

4 EVERYTHING,'' I WANT IT OUT OF THERE BECAUSE I DON'T 

5 AGREE WITH THAT. AND COMMUNITY PLANS ARE NEVER 

6 BUILT OUT ENTIRELY. MOST OF THEM GET BUILT OUT TO 

7 THE EXTENT OF OVER A 30-YEAR PERIOD AT 35, 

8 40 PERCENT, MAYBE 50 IN SOME AREAS. 

9 AND SO IF WE EVER HAD THE FULL BUILD 

10 OUT OF ALL THE PERMITTED USES THAT ARE CONTAINED IN 

11 THE PLANS FOR THE CITY, WE WOULDN'T BE ABLE TO 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MOVE. WE'D HAVE .25 MILLION PEOPLE_ IN THE CITY, AND 

WE WO,ULD NOT BE AB,LE .. TO MOV:~. 
f• 

SO YOUR PLANS DON'T 

DICTATE, BUT YOU NEED TO LOOK AT YOUR FRAMEWORK AND 

LOOK AT YOUR-AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES WHEN YOU 

GIVE APPROVALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH YOUR COMMUNITY 

AND SPECIFIC PLANS. 

AND IT'S OKAY TO SAY "NO" TO A PROJECT 

WHEN IT COMES IN, AND IT'S PERMITTED IN THE 

COMMUNITY PLAN IF YOU CAN ACCOMMODATE -- MEET THE 

THINGS THAT ARE SET FORTH IN YOUR FRAMEWORK, AND 

KNOW THAT YOU'RE GOING TO BE ABLE TO ACCOMMODATE 

THAT. 

EVERYBODY SEEM TO THINK THAT THIS IS A 

PLAN TO BUILD OUT, IT'S NOT. IT'S NOT ANY OF THE 
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1 KIND, THIS IS MERELY A PLAN THAT SAYS THAT WE HAVE 

2 CERTAIN ELEMENTS WE HAVE TO DEAL WITH IN THE CITY, 

3 AND YOU NEED TO LOOK AT THESE THINGS, THESE ARE 

4 THE THINGS YOU NEED TO LOOK AT AS YOU DEAL WITH 

5 YOUR COMMUNITY PLANS AND YOUR APPROVALS AND YOUR 

6 UPDATES, AND THAT'S ALL THEY ARE. 

7 AND I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE LANGUAGE 

8 THAT SAYS IF THERE'S A PARAGRAPH IN THERE, I 

9 WANT THAT AMENDED TO SAY WHAT IT IS INTENDED FOR. 

10 IT IS A GUIDELINE. IT DOES NOT 

11 ENSURE, BUT IT SEEKS TO PROTECT THE CITY IN 

12 ACCORDANCE WITH OUR BEST ESTIMATES AN.D INFORMATION 

13 AVAILABLE. AND THAT'S WHAT'Ii DQES. 
f· 

14 MR. REYES: , MR. CHiiRMAN, I THINK IT'S ALSO 

15 IMPORTANT T6 ~OTE THAT CERTAIN PARTS OF THE CITY 

16 ALLOWS US TO SEE JUST HOW FAR BEHIND WE ARE IN 

17 INFRASTRUCTURE, ESPECIALLY WHEN DEALING WITH PARKS 

18 AND SCHOOLS AND SEWER. I UNDERSTAND, BUT I'M 

19 SEEING HOW WE WENT THROUGH THE EXPERIENCE IN THE 

20 NORTHEAST COMMUNITY PLAN, AND WHEN WE STARTED 

21 LOOKING AT RATIOS OF PARK SPACE. SO I THINK IT'S 

22 GREAT THAT WE ARE ABLE TO HAVE SOME KIND OF A 

23 LAYOUT WHERE WE CAN SEE --

24 ~R. BERNSON: DID YOU KNOW THAT 

25 ASSEMBLYWOMAN GOLDBERG AT MY SUGGESTION IS 
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VOLUME III- FINAL EIR 

READER'S NOTE 

This FE!R documents the environmental impacts and mitigation meas~res for the proposed City 
of Los Angeles General Plan Framework and its supporting components, as described in the 
Project Description. Impact evaluations and mitigation measures are written to reflect the 
level of specificity of the Draft Plan, in compliance with CEQA requirements (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15146). The proposed Plan's I.nng Range Land Use Diagram provides 
generalized boundaries for land uses and its policies define broad categories of permitted use 
and density/intensity. The Plan states an intent to define specific boundaries and development 
standards in updates of the City's Community Plans. As a consequence, the impacts and 
mitigations of this EIR are defined at a corresponding level. This will necessitate subsequent 
CEQA review of future plans, implementation programs, and projects where these are specified 
in greater detail than prescribed by the Framework. 

This document is part of a series and can not be taken alone. These changes need to be 
viewed in the context of the original document. For example, some of the charts appear 
to not add up ... this is because only changed portions of the charts appear in this Final 
EIR. Thus, this Final EIR is a part of the Draft EIR, Response to Comments, and related 
Appendices for the Framework Plan. 

Throughout the document, ali references to Targeted Growth Areas (TGAs) shall be 
revised to "centers, districts, and mixed-use boulevards," because not all of these areas 
are appropriate for growth as a "TGA" would indicate. Also, all references to the "long 
range map" should be replaced with "long range diagram." 

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Framework, and has been prepared in accordance with the 
procedural and substantive requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). This analysis, performed as part of the Draft EIR and Draft Framework Plan, 
establishes a "starting point" for impact evaluation. In order for the analysis to "stand 
still," in other words, not continue to be a moving target, a base year (1991) was utilized 
for all impact evaluations. New information will be utilized for the annual database 
update, however, for this baseline data, post 1991 data was not incorporated. The 
FEIR's impact evaluations compare what the framework proposes to what actually 
exists, not with the existing adopted Community Plans, in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. Differences from the Community Plans are only discussed in the 
"Alternatives" section of the FEIR, as the CEQ A-required "No Project" alternative. 
Consequently, many of the impacts described herein are attributable to the continued 
implementation of the existing Community Plans and are not newly attributable to the 
Framework. For example, the Framework retains all the Community Plan's residential 
designations on its Long Range Land Use Diagram (all of its designated growth areas 
are currently designated for commercial and industrial use) and, as a consequence, the 
impacts of growth in these areas are evaluated by the FEIR though the Framework itself 
does not alter these impacts. 

The FEIR incorporates the Draft EIR, as amended to reflect the responses to comments 
received during the public review period, the responses to comments received as well as 
written communication, and the Appendices to the EIR. Use of the terms "Draft" or 
"Proposed" in the FEIR will no longer be pertinent when the General Plan Framework is 
adopted by the City Council. It should be noted that the General Plan Framework does 
not cause growth. Growth will occur whether or not the Framework is adopted, and it is 
that growth which causes the significant enviro11mental impacts- not the Plan. 
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VOLUME Ill - FlNAL E!R 

Throughout the majority of this document, there are edits including strike-throughs (e.g. 
Les A'<>geles) which represent text that shall be removed throughout the Draft EIR, 
double underlines (e.g. Los Angeles) which represent text that is added to the Draft EIR, 
and in some cases italics (e.g. Los Angeles) which is only included in the Housing and 
Population section and described therein. . 

~oughout the FE!R, Framework policies are recommended to mitigate the defined significant 
environmental impacts. This reflects the State of California Office of Planning and Research's 
(OPR) goidance in its reportfuparing an Environmental Impact Report for a General Plan that 
"Mitigation measures developed during the environmental review process can and should serve 
as the basis for policies and implementation measures (of a General Plan)." The usability of a 
Plan's policies and implementation programs as mitigation is further reinforced by OPR's ~ 
of California General Plan Guidelines that stipulate that nA policy is a specific statement 
that goides decision-making. lt indicates a clear commitment of the local legislative body ... A 
policy is effectuated by implementation measures ... a realistic policy is one that ls adopted by 
local legislators who are mindful of a general plan's implementation." 
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___________ V_:_O.:::L::UME= ill FINAL EIR 

Draft EIR revisions 

Page 1- Introduction following the second paragraph shall be inserted: 

In addition to the research performed for the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Framework, the following documents are hereby incorporated by reference: . 
• Air Quality Management Plan for the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District adopted September 1994, with EIR and all appendices. · 
• Regional Comprehensive Plan adopted by the Southern California Association of 

Governments June 1995, with EIRand all appendices. 
• Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 2D-year Plan adopted 

May 1995, with EIR and all appendices. 

Page 1 - At the conclusion of the third paragraph, insert the following as a new 
paragraph:·· · ' · 

The Framework is not intended to induce or accommodate greater levels of growth 
than would occur through normal market conditions or the existing General Plan. 
Rather, it is intended to consider how that growth may be re-directed to reduce and 
mitigate the impacts attributable to the patterns that would result from continuation 
of the existing Plan. 

Page 7- Second complete paragraph, revise as follows: 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report evaluates development that may result from 
the implementation of the Draft Framework Plan. The Project Build out represents the 
maximum amount of housing units and commercial and industrial square footage 
that is estimated to occur by the Plan. This level of development is less than ·the 
"Theoretical Build out" of the Land Use Diagram (as autlinecl in the Alternatives 
Seetian af this DEIR) and represents the amount of growth that may be "reasonably" 
expected to occur in the City by the year 2010. Whether or not this level of growth 
occurs will be dependent on econoralc market conditions and demands. It has been 
established to majntain the Level of Service standards specified by the Circulation 
Element of the General Plan. Over time, these estimates may be adjusted to reflect 
the findings of a program that monitors the characteristics and impac:ts of growth and 
the abilities of supporting transportation and utility infrastructure, public services, 
and other critical environmental resources to accommodate these demands. 
Adjustments above the Framework's population and employment estimates would 
necessitate additional environmental review in accordance with CEQA requirements 
and procedures. A general assessment of the impacts of the "Theoretical Buildout" of 
the Framework's Land Use Diagram is presented in the Alternatives Section of this 
EJ.].<. Howeve~ this does not inf_er to corrmutmen!. to or suffice for l:EQA compliance 
for this level of develo~ 

Page 1-2 -At the conclusion of the fourth paragraph, insert the following as a new 
paragraph: 

The Framework is not intended to induce or accommodate greater lev:.els of growth 
than would occur through normal market conditions or the existing General Plan. 
Rather, it is intended to consider how that growth may be re-directed to red_uce and 
raltigate the impacts attributable to the patterns that' would result from continuation 
of the e)(isting Plan. 
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VOLUME Ill- FINAL EIR 

Page 1.3 - Project Goals and Objectives shall be revised to be consistent with the 
Framework Plan as follows: 

Fundamental planning goals and principles established for the General Plan 
Framework include: 

Economic Opportunity 
. Economic opportun]ty in all co!'nmunities is essential to impr,;ve social equity and 

maintain the quality of life. A business-friendly environment is a requirement for 
protecting current jobs and developing new ones. 

Equity 
Equity means.that public resources are invested on the basis of priority community 
needs,· .Decisions.conceming the location.and level of public investment necessary 
to meet citywide needs should be made in ways that do not unfairly impact any one 
single community. 

Environmental Quality 
Environmental quality means cleaner air, enhanced mobility, and accessible open 
space, and is a foundation for attracting and retaining economic investment. and 
impxoving neighborhood livability. Umited resources should be used wisely so 
that the needs of today can be met without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet the needs of tomorrow. 

Strategic Investment 
Strategic investment in infrastructure systems and public facilities and services is 
important to ensure mobility and access to jobs, and to maintain environmental 
quality. Public resources should be invested in ways that leverage private capital to 
produce the greatest economic benefit for all residents of the City. 

Chiar and Consistent Rules 
Clear and consistent rules governing both public and private sector development 
are necessary to expand economic opportunity and protect the· character of 
residential neighborhoods. These rules should provide predictability to anyone 
who develops property, including small businesses and individual homeowners. 

Effective Implementation 
Effective implementation is comprehensive, continuing, and responsive 'to changing 
circumstances and needs. Communities and neighborhoods must be engaged in a 
participatory process of planning for their futures within a citywide context. 

Page 1-6 -First complete paragraph, revise as follows: 
Establishes policies for the conservation, acquisition, and utilization of open space in 
Los Angeles. A new eitywide ope" space fleffi'orl< is propesed. The Framework 
provides for the establishment of a comprehensive Citywide Greenways Network 
that offers unigue opportunities to increase open space within the existing highly 
urbanized patterns of development. The policies seek to create linkages· between 
various components of the City's open sr.ace network (mountains, coastline, 
detention basins, and parks) by developing open space amenities along the Los 
Angeles River and other drainage/flood control corridors, utility easements, ancj 

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK FEIR 

2 

000236 
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transit corridors, as well as and eJ<pand upon this importaat asset t~ indudi!:!& non
traditional (e.g., pedestrian streets and community gardens) as well as traditional 
elements. 

Page 1-8-First paragraph, revise as follows: 
Updates of the City's Community Plans to reflect the policies and standards of the 
General Plan Framework. This will involve the application of the "Policy" growth to 
the Community Plan land use capacities and allocation of precise land uses to each 
parcel. The Framework Land Use Diagram defines the basic categories for various 
land use districts throughout each Community Plan Area. It retains all existing land 
use classifications of the Community Plans, except commercial and a limited number 
of industrial categories. In the latter cases, the Framework establishes a new system 
of land ·use classifications·• that eneompas&a range· of. uses and densities/intensities. 
Within these, more restrictive standards may be applied by the Community Plan 
Updates. Reduction of land use density/intensity designations may lessen the levels 
of environmental impacts below those specified by this EIR. Increases in 
intensity/ density through the Community Plan updates that may be defined to 
reflect detailed land use and community analyses would require further 
environmental review. 

Page 1-9-Last paragraph, last sentence, revise as follows' 
It is also acknowledged that this EIR is based in part on the . 
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INTRODUCTION 

. INTRODUCTION 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) presents and analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Los Angeles 
Citywide Framework Element of the General Plan. The purpose of this DEIR is to 
evaluate the proposed Plan's impact upon existing and future environmental 
conditions. Mitigation measures are incorporated into this DEIR to reduce or avoid 
significant adverse impacts on the environment. Additionally, alternatives to the 
proposed Plan are analyzed. The DEIR provides objective planning and 
environmental information that can be utilized by the City of Los Angeles and the 
public-at-large in their consideration and evaluation of the potential environmental 
implications that may result from the implementation of the proposed Framework 
Plan. In addition to providing the City with an updated database for environmental 
issues, this EIR is envisioned to be used as a tiering document for future 
environmental analysis. Although it is not the purpose of this document to fully 
satisfy the environmental review requirements for Community Plan Updates, it 
may be used to eliminate duplicative review for issues which are found to be 
insignificant through this analysis. 

Envicom Corporation, in association with Barton Aschman Associates, Inc., Terry 
Hayes & Associates, and Delon Hampton & Associates are the primary contributors 
to the EIR. All analyses pertaining to electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) in Section 
2.7 Utilities were prepared by the City of Los Angeles, Department of Water & 
Power reflecting their analysis and conclusions. 

Project History 

The development of the Citywide General Plan Framework Element was initiated 
in June of 1992 for the purpose of comprehensively updating the City's General 
Plan. The Citywide General Plan Framework will be adopted as a new element of 
the City's General Plan and as such will provide a framework for managing Los 
Angeles' continued growth and will provide strategies to promote a more livable 
and economically strong city. 

The last comprehensive consideration of the future of the City of Los Angeles in the 
context of a Citywide General Plan culminated in 1974 with the adoption of Concept 
LA, also known as the Centers Concept. During the 1970's and the 1980's, the 
Centers Concept guided the Planning Department's preparation of the current 
General Plan which consists of 35 Community Plans and the Port of Los Angeles 
Plan which collectively comprise the current Land Use Element and a variety of 
citywide elements. The Community Plans collectively comprise the land use 
element. 

The current General Plan in many cases is based on changed circumstances and 
obsolete assumptions about how the City will grow and develop. The transit system 
assumed in the Centers Concept was not implemented. Only in recent years has 

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK EIR 

1 

000238 



INTRODUCTION 

route and facility funding been committed, allowing the identification of patterns of 
use and development that can capitalize on location of routes. More critically, the 
goals and policies of the Centers Concept were not linked to programs for their 
implementation. Thus real growth did not necessarily occur in the patterns 
envisioned in the Centers Concept, but rather continued to be dispersed, 
contributing to congestion and encroachment into residential neighborhoods. 
Rapid population growth both in the City and in the region, particularly during the 
1980's, placed strains on the City's ability to maintain infrastructure such as utilities, 
sewers, freeways, roads, and other critical facilities. In addition, growth experienced 
in the 1980's had significant environmental impacts. In response to air quality 
impacts, the Environmental Protection Agency required the City to update its 
General Plan to be consistent with the Regional Air Quality Management Plan. 
More recently, the stagnant economy and loss of jobs has diminished the City's fiscal 
strength and contributed to further strains on the City's ability to provide services 
and "community livability", reinforcing the need for comprehensive planning. 

The General Plan Framework provides the policy basis for managing the City's mid
term growth to the year 2010 and its long term growth beyond 2010 and includes 
provisions for monitoring development patterns and their impacts. It builds upon 
and updates the Centers Concept, which called for concentrating growth in urban 
centers and conserving the City's pre-dominant single-family pattern of residential 
development. The Framework integrates land use and transportation planning and 
expands . the Centers Concept to differentiate the centers by function and size. 
Boulevards, transit corridors, and key activity districts are areas that can 
accommodate higher densities. The transportation chapter of the Framework 
identifies programs necessary to maintain mobility and improve access. 

In initially directing the preparation of the Citywide General Plan Framework, the 
City Council articulated the specific goals whlch, through the input from the public 
participation process (described below), have been expanded into the following key 
planning principles and goals of the General Plan Framework. 

Economic and Social Equity 

• Revitalize depressed communities while conserving existing neighborhoods 

• Support the creation of new jobs 

• Stimulate the production of affordable housing 

• Provide for the Citywide distribution of public resources 

Environmental Quality 

• Improve air quality 

• Conserve natural resources 
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INTRODUCTION 

Physical Form and Quality of Life 

• Provide for the provision of adequate infrastructure and public services such 
as parks, utilities, solid waste disposal, and wastewater treatment to meet the 
demands posed by a growing population ' 

• Reduce traffic congestion and maintain mobility and access 

• Create more pedestrian friendly streets and other public spaces where people 
can walk instead of drive to their destinations 

• Create an integrated Citywide open space system 

• Achieve the vision of a more livable city 

Plan Implementation 

• Enhance coordination between the public and private sectors 

• Provide predictability and certainty in the development approval process. 

The land use, transportation, economic, infrastructure, and environmental analyses 
conducted to provide the technical basis for the Framework Plan were paralleled by 
a public input process which began with one-on-one interviews with over one 
hundred community leaders representing business, environmental, homeowner, 
tenant, and other perspectives. These interviews were followed by a series of eight 
community workshops held during the spring of 1993 which then "spun off" an 
additional 38 neighborhood workshops in which participants identified . the 
strengths and weaknesses of their communities, community needs, and strategies 
for achieving their respective visions for their neighborhoods and the City as a 
whole. 

A Citywide Visions Workshop was held in June of 1993 to build upon the 
comments and themes from the community workshops and to involve community 
leaders in the shaping of the Framework vision, goals, and policies. This Citywide 
Visions Workshop was followed by an intensive Framework Project Team working 
session and a July 10, 1993 Gallery Walk in the City Hall Forecourt to present and 
obtain feedback from the public on the Framework options and preliminary 
concepts developed from previous input. · 

During tbe remainder of 1993, the Framework Project Team developed tools for 
community building and the preliminary Directed Growth Strategy which were 
reviewed with community members during the spring of 1994 in a series of 16 
community workshops. These workshops were for the purpose of determining 
how well the preliminary Directed Growth Strategy addressed the concerns voiced 
in the first phase of the project and for participants to express their preferences 
regarding the locations and types of future growth proposed. 
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In June of 1994 another public workshop, the Citywide Options Event was held to 
review the results of the Framework analyses of critical citywide and regional issues 
which impact the quality of life of the City and to invite public participation in ' 
evaluating possible solutions for use in developing the implementation program. 

The final phase of development of the Citywide General Plan Framework involved 
the preparation of the goals, objectives, policies, and implementation programs 
which taken together constitute the Framework Vision, the strategy to achieve the 
vision, and the action plan to implement the strategy. Following its initial 
presentation to the Planning Commission, an extensive public review and 
comment process will be conducted for the Citywide General Plan Framework and 
the accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

EIR Requirements 

This document has been prepared in accordance with Section 15168 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the other Environmental 
Impact Report preparation requirements established under CEQA of 1970. It is also 
noted that the DEIR is subject to the procedural and substantive provisions of 
Chapter 1230 (Senate Bill No. 749) and Chapter 1294 (Assembly Bill No. 314)statues 
of 1994, which amend and modify various provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code §21000 et. seq}. See Chapter 1294, 
Stats. of 1994, Section 6 in amending Pub. resources Code Section 21094 relating to 
use of a· program EIR, the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and the 
conceptual relationship with respect to the use of Master EIRs as authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 21157.1. This is also the case with respect to defining 
very specific uses of program EIRs with respect to lower income households 
meeting specific criteria and therefore alleviating the need for further 
environmental review.· See Chapter 1230, Stats. 1994, Section 7 which added Public 
Resources Code section 21080.14 to CEQA. Additional guidelines were provided by 
the State of California Office of Planning and research, with advice and guidance 
given by the City of Los Angeles Planning Department. Section l5151 of the CEQA 
Guidelines defines the standards for EIR adequacy: 

"An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision makers with information which enable them the make a decision 
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An 
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project (or plan) need 
not be exhaustive, but tlte sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light 
of what is reasonable and feasible. Disagreement among experts does not 
make an EIR inadequate, /Jut the EIR would summarize the main points of 
disagreement among experts. The courts have looked not for perfection /Jut 
for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure." 

The City of Los Angeles, as the lead agency, prepared and distributed a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) on July 13, 1994 to solicit comments from public agencies and the 
public. The comments received in response the NOP were considered in 
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preparation of this Environmental Impact Report. Both the NOP and the NOP 
comments are included in Appendix A. 

Subsequent to preparation of the Draft EIR (DEIR), and in accordance with CEQA 
requirements, an extended 90-day public review period will be initiated. This public 
review period will conclude with public hearings by the City's Planning 
Commission and City Council, at which time public comments will be heard. 

ProgramEIR 

This EIR has been developed as a Program EIR. There are several types of EIRs: 
Project, Program, Staged, Master, and Supplemental. Each type of EIR fulfills 
project-specific CEQA requirements. The most appropriate EIR for the Framework 
Plan is a Program EIR. The CEQA Guidelines use the term "program" to mean "a 
series of actions that can be characterized as one large project" and can be related 
either: (1) geographically; (2) as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; (3) 
in connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria 
to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or (4) as individual activities carried 
out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having 
generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. 
The method for analyses for this .Program EIR utilizes CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15120, et. seq. as the initial starting point. (CEQA Guidelines; §. 15168, subd. (a); 
compare 40 C.F.R, § 1502.4, subd. (c).) 

Additionally, the CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of Program EIRs, citing five 
advantages (Sec. 15168(b)]: 

o They provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of impacts and 
alternatives than would be practical in an individual EIR; 

o They focus on cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case 
analysis; 

• They allow a public agency to avoid continual reconsiderations of recurring 
policy issues; 

• They allow a public agency to consider broad policy alternatives and 
programmatic mitigation measures at an early stage when the agency has greater 
flexibility to deal with them; 

• They allow an agency to reduce paperwork by encouraging the reuse of data 
(through tiering). 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report is divided into eleven (11) chapters 
following this Introduction section: 

• Project Description - Identifies the project applicant, discusses project objectives, 
project location, and specific project characteristics. 
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• Cumulative Projects - Presents an explanation of the areas identified for future 
growth by City staff and neighboring jurisdictions which are located in the 
vicinity of the "plan" area. This cumulative area, together with the proposed 
plan, is the basis for the cumulative impacts analyses presented in the 
Environmental Impact Analysis section. 

• Analysis of Environmental Issues - Describe existing settings found in the 
planning area and surrounding vicinity. This chapter analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts that could be generated from the implementation of the 
Citywide Framework Plan. Project impacts are assessed and compared to 
thresholds of significance to determine the potential significance of anticipated 
impacts. Significant impacts are identified as those impacts which exceed the 
thresholds. Mitigation measures, intended to reduce potential adverse impacts 
to acceptable levels, are proposed where feasible. Those impacts which cannot be 
eliminated or mitigated to insignificant levels are also identified. In addition, 
the cumulative impacts from development of the Framework Plan together with 
the "related" projects are assessed and mitigation proposed. 

• Growth Inducing Impacts - Identifies potential short- and long-term spatial, 
economic, or population growth impacts fostered by implementation of the 
Framework Plan. 

• Significant Irreversible Environmental Chan~ - Describes any changes to the 
existing environment which are irreversible in nature. Such irreversible 
changes may include the use of nonrenewable resources or the commitment of 
future generations to similar land uses. 

• Short-Term Use of the Environment versus maintenance of Long-Term 
Productiyi ty - Describes the cumulative and long-term effects of the project 
which could narrow the beneficial uses or eliminate future options of the area. 

• Alternatives - Presents and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the 
alternatives to the Framework Plan. The alternatives include: the "no project" 
alternative (continuation of the existing Community Plans with no change in 
future growth patterns); The "no project - no growth" alternative (limiting 
growth in the City to the existing condition); and Alternative A - transit 
alternative. The impacts of these alternatives are compared to those of the Policy 
Buildout of the Framework Plan and the Theoretical Buildout of the Framework 
Plan. 

• Impact Interrelationship!l. - Describes the dynamics of the environmental issue 
areas and their relationships with each other. 

• Plan Consistency - Outlines the consistency requirements between the 
Framework Plan and the City's General Plan as well as other Regional Plans. 

• Organizations and Persons Consulted - Usts all Federal, State, and Local agencies, 
community groups, and other persons and organizations consulted during the 
preparation of this EIR 
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• References - Lists all sources used in the preparation of this report including 
published materials, written correspondence, and verbal communication. 

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Table SUM-1 summarizes the impacts of the proposed Los Angeles City Framework 
Plan and the mitigation measures proposed for each of these environmental 
impacts. Project impacts are ranked according to their level of impact significance, 
from Class I (significant and unavoidable) to Class N (beneficial). This table is in 
compliance with CEQA guidelines Section 15123 by showing reduction and 
avoidance of impacts by the implementation of mitigation and alternatives, 
establishing known areas of controversy, and providing mitigation for resolution of 
significant effects. 

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: Policy Buildout 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report evaluates development that may result 
from the implementation of the Draft Framework Plan. The Project Buildout 
represents the maximum amount of housing units and commercial and industrial 
square footage that is estimated to occur by the Plan. This level of development is 
less than the "Theoretical Buildout" of the Land Use diagram (as outlined in the 
Alternatives Section of this DEIR) and has been established to maintain the Level of 
Service standards specified by the Circulation Element of the General Plan. Over 
time, these estimates may be adjusted to reflect the findings of a program that 
monitors the characteristics and impacts of growth and abilities of supporting 
transportation and utility infrastructure to accommodate these demands. 
Adjustments above the Framework's population and employment estimates would 
necessitate additional environmental review in accordance with CEQA 
requirements and procedures. 
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THE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

May 7, 1996 

In compliance with Section 2181.6 of the California Public 
Resources Code, public agencies approving projects which have the 
potential to cause significant environmental impact must adopt a 
Reporting and Monitoring Program or require changes to the proposed 
project which mitigate or avoid the· significant impacts. While the 
General Plan Framework Element the city's General Plan incorporates 
policies and programs to mitigate most environmental impacts, 
Environmental Impact Report # 94071030 identifies some cases in 
which proposed policies and programs does not sufficiently mitigate 
significant environmental impacts, should the city's population 
continue to increase as forecast. In those cases, additional 
mitigation measures were recommended and those adopted are included 
in this action. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65103 (c), 
local officials must implement the adopted plan and the policies 
and programs it contains. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan consists 
of two annual reports to the City council. 

COMPONENT 1. The first component is. the Annual Report on Growth 
and Infrastructure which presents the amount and distribution of 
actual growth of population and residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses; growth in households; growth in jobs to the 
extent that this information is available; the actual capital 
investment funds allocated to infrastructure projects; and other 
factors directly related to growth. This allows the city to 
compare actual growth in the City with projections and to identify 
trends and the need for updated projections and/or estimates for 
population, land use, jobs, and housing units. 

COMPONENT 2. The second component is an Annual Report; on St:atus of 
t:he General Plan Implementation Programs. This report will be 
compiled by monitoring and evaluating the status of each 
implementation program and additional mitigation measure, and 
comparing this information with component one. If appropriate, the 
status report will recommend any modifications that appear 
necessary to adj'.lSt the Framework Element (or any of the programs) 
in order to achieve the results desired. 

To prepare the Mitigation Reporting and Monitoring Program, every 
year the Planning Department will collect information on each 
implementation program and mitigation identified herein, and will 
evaluate the status of each for compliance with the General Plan 
Framework Element. In addition, the Planning Department will 
collect additional information from the various City departments 
and other agencies which reflects actual indicators of growth and 
infrastructure investment. These two sets of information will 
provide the basis for an analysis of whether or not the programs 
are resulting in the beneficial impacts desired and for 
recommendation regarding any appropriate changes. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 
TO BE INITIATED FY 1996-1997 
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Impact Is-sue 
Cla!fsificatlon 

Class I Land Use 

Class I Urban Form 

TABLESUM-1 

Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Description af Impad 

Intensification of single family 
residential areas fot duplex or 
secondarv units, where 
determined by the Community 
Plans. 

Conversion of residential arens for 
industrial uses, where determined 
by the Community Plans. 

Intensification oi existing 
commercial areas for higher 
density commercial and/or mixed 
use development, where the 
cumulative building area is 71 
percent or greater than existing 
uses. 

Conversion of industrial 
properties for other uses, as 
dete:rmined by the- Community 
Plans. 

The incremental loss of open space 
due to development. 

The impacts related to urban form 
as a result to implementation of 
the Plan include, significant 
increases in bulld.lng height and 
bulk in some Community Centers1 

Regional Centers, Mixed-Use 
Boulevards, and MultiwFamily 
Boulevards. 

Mitigation 

No additional mitigation identified. The Significant impacts of Land Use 
resulting from implementation of the GenernJ Plan Framework will largely 
be mitigated by adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. 
However1 there will be residual impacts due to the conditions listed herein. 

No additional mitigationldenlified. The significant impacts of Urban Form 
resulting from implementation of the General Plan Framework will largely 
be mitigated by adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. 
However, there will be residual impacts due to the conditions listed herein. 

~-Significant adverse environmental impacts which cannot be feasibly mitlgated or a\Tolded. 
~-Significantad'iersc environmental impacts that cnn be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~- Adverse environmental impacts that are not significant. These impacts do net require that findings be. made, 
~-Beneficial imp.aciS. 

N.A. - Not Applicable 

Residuallmpad 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Significant and 
UTh'lVOidable 
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Imparl Issue 
Classification 

Class I and Air Quality 
Class II 

Deseriptlon of Impact 

'I11e City of Los Angeles, as noted 
in this document, would be 
consistent with regional plans. 
Furthermore, potential future 
mobile ROG, NOx and SOx 
emissions would be reduced 
through implementation of 
Framework lartd 1.tse policies and 
the TIMP. Future emission levels 
are expected to be lowor than 1990 
emission levels. However, 
violations of the carbon monoxide 
standard may incrcnse within or 
adjacent to Targeted Growth 
Areas. Furthermore, emissions of 
particulates would increase and 
should be considered a significant 
unavoidable impact of the 
Framework. 

. ----~--------------

TABLE~ ·1 (cont.) 

Millgation 

The potentially significant nit quality impacts resulting from implementation of 
lhe General Plan Framework will largely be avoided by adherence to the 
poJides defined by the Framework. However1 through this BIRr additional 
mitigation is proposed to reduce air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

Draft 1994 AOMp M!tigat!on 

• Advanced Transportation Technology 

• Transportation Improvements: Capital Based Actions and their Pricing 
Alternatives 

Residual Impact 

ROGr NOx and 
SOx emissions 
are considered 
to be significant 
but able to be 
mitigated 
thtough the 
policies of the 
Framework and 
additional 

• TransportaHon lmprovernents: 
Information Services. 

• Market Incentives 

• Indirect Source Controls 

• Contingency Measures 

• Mobile off-road Measures 

Non~Capftal Based Actions and recomniended 
mitigation 
measures. 
Particulate 
emissions are 
considered to be 
signifkant .and 
unavoldabte. 

• Other Programs 

Additional Recommended Mitigatjon 

The following me<1sures, which will faci!Hate the implementation of some 
policies nre regulations, can be enforced Citywide. 

• Ensure that all City streets have a curb lane tvide enough to accommodate 
bicyde traffic. This shall include room for bicycle users to avoid striking 
open car doorS without obstructing motor vehicle traffic. 

• Require that all new developments install in all garages electric plugs that 
can recharge electric vehicles, This will require consultation with 
manufacturers of electric vehicles . 

.Q,w:a.I- Signlfkanl adverse environmentallmpac:ts whic:h cannot be feasibly miHgated or avoided. 
~-SigniAcantadverse environmental imp::~d:s that can be feasibly rniligatcd or avoided. 
~-Adverse environmental impacts that are nOtfi.ignifkant These impacts do not require that findings be ml'lde. 
OaaiY.- Benefidal impacts. 

N.A.- Not Applicable 
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lrnpad Issue 
Classification 

Class II Housing I Pnpulation 

Class TI Solid Waste 

D~sc:ription oflmpa.d 

With the Projed, 32 of the 35 CP As 
(and the Port) have a single 
family /muUi~family proportion 
that vary by more than 10 percent 
from the CPAs existing 
proportion.. The project's citywide 
averceed the 10 percent variation 
threshold. As a result, the projects 
housing type mix impact is 
considered significant 

Adequate collection, transfer and 
dlsposal of mixed solid water; 

An environmentaUy sound solid 
waste management system; 

Preparation of a 30 year policy 
plan; 

An integrated solid waste 
management system that 
maximizes source reduction and 
materials recovery and minimizes 
the amount of was requiring 
disposal;_ 

Adequate recycling facility 
developme-nt; 

Establishment of citywide 
diversion objectives; 

Defining spadfic programmatic 
tasks .. roles, and .responsibilities 
for source reduction .. composting. 
special Waste, nnd public 
educational goals, as well as an 
implementation schedule, 

TABLE SUM-1 Icon!.) 

Mitigation 

The slgnilicant impacts of Housing/Population resulting from implementation 
of the Ceneral Plan Framework will largely be mitigated by adherence to the 
policies defined by the Framework. However, through this EIR, additional 
mitigation is proposed to reduce air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

Additional Recommended Mitigation 

• Create incentives to encourage the development of urtits appropriate for 
families with children and larger families. 

• Create development standards to ensure appropriate unit design and 
amenity provisions for families with children and larger famill€s, 

The significant impacts of Solid Waste resulting from implementation of 
the General Platt Framework will largely be mitigated by 
adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. 

~-Significant adverse environmcnt<l.l impacts whlch c:mnot be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~- S!gnffi.cant adverse environmental impad:s that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~-Adverse environmental impacts that are not significant These Impacts do not require that findings be made. 
~-Beneficial Impacts. 

N.A.- Not Applicable 

Re$lduallmpact 

Significant but 
able to be 
mitigated 
through the 
Policies of the 
Framework 
Plan and 
additional 
recommended 
mitigation 
measures. 

Significunt but 
mitigated 
through the 
Framework. 
Policies. 
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Impact Issue 
Classifieati!.'ln 

Class II Wastewater 

Class IT Water Reaources 

Class H Utilities 

Oe:s~rlpfl.on of Impact 

The amount of the City's 
wastewater flows allowed at 
BIVRP. 

Potential impacts to the water 
distribution system exist with 
r"Cspect to the older distribution 
lines. 

Increase in demand for both 
Natural Gas and Electricity usnge. 

TABLE -1 kont.) 

MiUg.ll:lon 

The significant impacts of Wastetvater resulting from lmplementation of the 
General Plan Framework will largely be mitigated by adherence to the 
polides defined by the Framework. 

The significant impacts of Water Resources resulting &om implementation of 
the General Phll\ Framework will largely be mitigated by adherence to the 
policies defined by the FramG:work. 

Additionni Recommended MjtigatiOJl 

The Land Use Element of the Framework Plan $hall incorpornte policies 
which call £or the follm.ying design standards to J!linimize the potential 
health risks associated with low frequency electromagnetic fields: 

.claW -Slgnifit:ant adverse environmental impacts wbkh cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoid()({. 
~ -Sign.ifk:llnt adverse environmental impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided, 
.Qa&1II- AdverSe environment3:llmpacts that are not significant. These impacts do not requfre that findings be made. 
~-Beneficial impacts. 

N.A.- Not Applicable 

Residu.U Impact 

Significant but 
mitigated 
through the. 
Framework 
Policies. 

Significant but 
mitigated 
through the 
Framework 
Policies. 

Significant but 
able to be 
mitigated 
through the 
Polkh~s of the 
Framework 
Plan arid 
additional 
recommended 
mitigation 
measures . 

- -----·- ---. ·-·------------------



0 
0 
0 
N 
01 
w 

TABLE SUM·l (cont.) 

lmpad Issue Description Qflmp•ct Mitlg~!itln 

Cla5sl£itatlon 

Class II UiJUtles (Con't) Proposed Policies 10.31.2, 10.31.3 and 10.31.5 shall be revised to encotrrage 
cogeneration where cost effediver require energy conservation and energy 
efficiency measures in all new consf:rud:ion,. and expand energy conservation 
through all departments in the City. These revised measures shall be placed 
into an Energy Conservation Element of the Framework Plan which shall also 
include the following natural gas conservation strategies: 

. Retrofitting with energy conservation measures all structures of a given 
size which apply for expansion permits; . Requiring the use of pilotless ignition on stoves, water heaters, dryers 
and heating/cooling units; 

• Use of passive or ndive solar water henters; . Provide incentives for cleaner and less energy~intensive industrial 
development; . Encourage- improvements in natura! gas distribution and stornge 
techniques; . Coordinate the Southern Califom.ia Gas Company to provide greater 
technical and flllilncial assistance to developers of large new projects to 
allow them to include energy conserving designs. 

Class II Flood Control/Drainage Potential stormwater runoff and The significant impacts of Flood Control/Drainage resulting from 
drainage facility cnpacity impacts. implementation of the General Plnn Framework willlo.rgely be mitigated by 

adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. However> through this 
EIR, additional mitigation is proposed to reduce flood control/ drainage 
impacts to the extent feasible. 

• Revise Policy 7.2.1 to dearly state that open space utilization plans for the 
Los Angeles River shall take into consideration the fact that flood control 
is, and shall be, the Los Angeles River's primary function. 

• The Framework Land Use Map shall state that the TGA's in 100 and 500 
year flood plains shall not proceed \'lith development until such time as 
flood control measures have eliminnted that hazard from those areas • 

.!:la.al- Significant-ndverse environmental impacts which cannot be f~sibly mitigated or avoidt!d. 
~-Significant adverse environmentallmpacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~- Advarse environmental impacts that are not significant. The;e imp.:~cts do not require that findings be made. 
~- i3enefldallmpacts. 

N.A.- NotAppliet~bleo 

Residual Impact 

Significant but 
able to be 
mitigated 
through the 
Policies of the 
Framework 
Plan and 
additional 
recommended 
mitigation 
measutes. 
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TABLE SUM·l lcont.l 

·rmpact Issue: Des<riptkm of impact Mitigation 
Classlfh::ttlon 
Cla~a !l Police Additional population within the The significant impacts of Police Protection resulting from implementation of 

City that would generate the General Plan Framework will largely be mitigated by adherence to the 
-additional demand for police policies defined by the Framework. However, through this ElR, additional 
services, mitigation is proposed to reduce police impacts to Ute extent feasible. 

Additlonal Recommended MltigatiQD 

The following mitigation measure~> <~re required to reduce the impact 
relative t9 police service to .a level less than significant. . Pinning standards indicating the most nppropriate number of sworn 

police officers for: implementing pollee services shall be established. 

. The existing number of sworn police officerS shall be enhanced to meet 
the established planning standard, 

• Additional resources for funding the cnh::mcement of the number of 
sworn offkers needed to meet the established planning standard shall 
be sough\. 

Class II Re-creation and Open The increase of population on the The significant impacts of Recreation and Open Space resulting from 
Space City requires the addition of implementation of the Genert~l Plan Framework ·wilt largely be mitigated by 

recreation and open space. Thi> adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. However, through this 
additiomtl population also EIR,. additional mitigation is proposed to reduce recreation and open spnce 
increases the chunce for impacts to the extent fenslble. 
disturbance of preserved open 
space and the ability of open spnce Additional Recommended M;Hgntion 
enhancement. 

The Framework Plan Map should be revised to include nn overlay zone in 
certain portions of the City's open space areas which would allow fur the 
following: 

• Discretionary review of all proposed development . Application of specific, site design guidelines which allow for the 
retention of ns much contiguous open space as possible . 

.c1mU -Signllicant adver.se environmental impacts which cotnnot be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~-Significant advers-e environmental impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avillded. 
~-Advet$C environmental Impacts th11t are not sign!fka.nl:. These impads do not require that findings be made. 
Oa&.lY.:- Beneficial impacts. 

N.A.- NotApplkabl~ 

&U$iduallrnpac:t 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
sign.iflct~nt 
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TABLE, ,·1 rcontl 

Imp ad Issue Description of Impact Mitig.:ttion 
Classificntion 
C1assll Transportation Potential future congestion within Implementation of the. Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 

!he City, In addition, a potential Program is part of the Framework Plan to address numerous goals, 
lmpact to the transit system exists objectives and policies. in addition lo the TIMP and Framework policies, the 
with the increase expected in following mttig:a.lion is recommended for reduction of potential 
transit ridership. transportation impacts. 

Continue to provide infrastructure for zero-emission and low~emission 
vehicles to support 100 percent of the vehicle fleet. 

E>:pand the mil transit system, wHh riew corridors thnt connect Regional 
Centers with each othar and with high population areas. 

Implement and adjust regional market incentive measures, such ns 
congestion pricing or other user fees, to control levels of traffic on the 
highway system. 

Continue to expand the bus system, incorporating new operating and 
technological concepts to maxirr-Jze Hs cost effectiveness. 

Continue to develop Intelligent Transportation Systems and supporting 
lnfrnstructure to expand the capacity of the existing hlghway system. 

Q.assJ- Significant adverse environmental impacts whkh cannot be f~U~sibly mitigllt:ed or avoided. 
~-Signific<~ntad\•tuse environmental impt~cl:s that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~-Adverse environmental impacts that are not significant These impaets do not require that findings be mad a 
~-Benefidal impa<:ts. 

N.A. - Not Applieable 

Resldu:~.llmpotct 

Significant but 
able to be 
mitigated 
through the 
"f'ollcies of the 
Frarnawork 
Plan and 
additional 
recommended 
mitigation 
me<:~surcs. 
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TABLE SUM-1 !cont.) 

Impact Issue Oes.crlpHnn of Impact Mltig>~tiort 

CiassUkaHon 
Class 11 Ceo logic/Seismic· • The City shall continue to fully implement those liquefad::ion related 

Conditions {Con't) polides and programs from the Seismic Safety Plan related to 
Liquefaction Standards, Engineering Investigation Reports. In 
addition, the City shall consider results from ongoing liquefaction 
investigations by consultantsJ and State and Federal agendes. A dear 
specification of requirements shall be prepared by the City to govern 
the conduct of liquefaction studies ln the City .. 

• The City shall adopt and maintain high standards for seismic 
perfomumce of buildings, through prompt adoption and careful 
enforcement of the best available standards for seismic design. 
Building code in use in the City need to be assessed to determine if 
they are sufficient for the high levels of ground shaking anticipated in 
close proximity to major faults. The City shall consider incorporating 
the most recent revisions or anticipated -revisions of seiSmic design 
criteria by the SEAOC into its Bu!lding Code for critical, sel'\Sitive, or 
high-occupancy structures 

. The City shall update its evaluation of the tsunami hazard (including 
locally generated events) make its standard more specific and 
siddeminate information available on tsunami warnings and on 
procedur<'ll steps to prepare the populous for such an event. !0.itigatlon 
measures shall be suggested for new construction. 

~-Significant adverse environmental impacts which cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~-Significant adverse envimnment:\I fmpac.ts tha.t can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~-Adverse environmental impacts thatareJ1cte~!gnlflcant These impads do not require that fmdlngs be made. 
~- Benefida!impncts, 

N.A.- Not Applicable. 

Residual Impact 

. 
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TABLE l .~1 {cOnt.) 

Impact 1liSUe D~serlpt!on of Impact MUlgatlon 
Classification 

Class II Geologic/Seismic The following are included in this The significant impa!::ts of Geologic/Seismic Conditions .resulting from 
Conditions section as potential impacts to .imph~mentaHon of the General Plan Framework will largely be mitigated 

geologic/ seismic conditions: by adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. Howevffi', through 

Continual potential of seismic 
this EIR, n.ddiHonal mitigation is proposed to reduce geologic/seismic 

shaking nnd fault rupture; 
condition impacts to the extent feasible. 

The potential of slope stability and ~dditiom!llSflS:2mm!i:ni;}gg Mitl~tiQD 
erosion hazards; • The City Survey Division shall update its report of the Precise Level 
The potential of shallow Benchmnrk Index through 1993 .. TIUs City shall perform M evalua!Jon 
groundwater encounter during of the data to nssess possible subsidence at the oil field and drilling 
conslruction; nreas und~rlying the- City. Based on the results of this evaluation a 

Subsidence related issues having to 
mitigation program for reducing the potential hazards shnll be 

do wlth oll fields and drilling sites; 
prepared. 

The potential of dam failure 
. The City shall evaluate ntl data related to observations of possible 

methane gas S!!epage for projects in or neat the City, and associated 
inundation hazards; with on fields. In accord with City Sec. 91~ 1500 (Pnd Public Resources 
The potential ol liquefaction Code Sec. 3860) the City shaH consider estnbli5hing and formally 
hazards as well as the potential of designating additional methane !>eepage- districts. H such districts are 
lsunami and seich hazards. established, the City shall .apply for granls as described in the PRC Sec, 

3860, and the data shall be prepared. 

• The City shalt detennine the safety status of all dams which may fail 
and cause inundation within the City. Thts shall be done in 
cooperation with the County of Los Angeles and !he State Division of 
Safety of sams in order to establish !.he s~ety status and to determine 
what follow up analyses, of any, are needed. Based on these results, 
lhe City shall develop risk guidelines to allow preparation and 
implementation of regulatory mea..u.res for future development These 
guidelines tlnd measures shall be prepared. . The City shall continue to fully implement those fault !elated poHcies 
and programs from: the Seismk Safety Plan related to Fault Rupture 
Study Zones, Engineering InveStigation Reports. In addition. the City 
shall consider results from ongoing fault activity investigations by 
consultants, and State and Federal agencies. 

Qa:::U -Significant adverse envlronmenbll impacts which canno~ be felislbly mitigated or avoided. 
gas;_U- Slgnlficant adverse erwlronrnental impacts that can be .feasibly mJHgated or avoided. 
~-Adverse environmental impil.C!s that are not signifl:c.!lnt These impacts do not require that findings be made. 
~-Beneficial impacts. 

NA- Not Applicable 

Residual Impact 

Less than 
significant 
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TABLE' -1 (cont.l 

Impitct Issue DetJcriptlon of Impact Mitigation 
Classifica!:lon 
ClassH Biological Resources The effects of population incnmses The significant impacts of Biological Resources resulting from 

on biological resources causes a implementation of the General Plan Framework wnt largely be mitigated 
potential impact on this issue area. by adherence to the policies defined by the Framework. However, through 

this EIR, additional mitigation is proposed to reduce biologic resources 
impads to the extent feasible. 

,Addition!}} Becomro!m.9~d MHig~Qoc (see Section 2-18-6.2) 

• Protection of Nahtrnl Open Space 

• Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) . Field Investigation of Natural Open Spoce . Biological Resources Overlays 

~ -SignlfJcant ad vema environmentilllmpacts which cannot be fuuibly mitigated or llVoided. 
~-Significant adverse awirorunentallmpacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided, 
ili&JII- Adverse environmental impacts that are not siinifieant These impacts do not require that findings be mi!.de. 
~-Benefic! a! impn«ts. 

N.A- Not Applicable 

Residual Imp.1ct 

Less than 
significant, 
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Impact Issue 
Clas~lfk•!oiion 

Class HI Fire/Emergency 
Medical Services 

Class III Schools 

Class Ill Libraries 

Class HI Cui tural Resources 

Ciassrii Public Health 

D~criplion of Imp~d __ ,. 

The Plan would generate 
increased land use density in 
CPAs that already have shortages 
of service availability or high fire 
risk areas. 

The Plan would result in 
additional demands on the 
LAUSD by increasing the potent~cl 
for population in various 
underserved areas within the City. 

The Plan would r-esult in 
additional library service demand, 
both on square foOtage of space 
needed nnd books needed to serve 
the expanding population. 

Potential disturbance of significant 
historical resources through 
introduction of disruptive or 
auditory elements. Adverse 
physical or aesthetic impncts to 
potentially significant historic: 
structures. 

Inadequate public health care 
services would continue at the 
present status unless services <1re 
expanded significantly or new 
public health alternatives are 
proposed 

TABLE SUM-1 lcqnt.l 

Mitig;dlon' 

The significant impacts of Fire/Emergency Medical Services resulting from 
implementation of the General Plan Framework will be mitigated by 
adherence to the po1icies defined by the Framework. 

The significant impncts of Schools resulting from implementation of the 
General Plan Framework will be mitigated by <'ldherence to the policies 
defined by !he Framework. 

The slgn.lfkant impacts of Libraries resulting from implementation of the 
General Plan Framework will be mitigated by adherence to the polides 
defined by the Framework. 

The signifiC'llnt impacts of Cllltural Resources resulting from implementation 
of the General Plnn Framework will be mitigated by ~dhenmce to the policies 
defined by the Framework. 

The significant impacts of Public Health resulting from implementation of 
the General Plan Framework wiJI- he mitigated by adherence to the policies 
defined by the Framework. · 

.Qa&l- Significant adverse envltonrnental impacts which cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
£l.m..ll- Significant adverse environmental impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. 
~-Adverse environmental impacts that-arenotsignifkant These impacts do not require- that findings he; made. 
~- Be.'1.eficial impa<ts. 

N.A.- Not Appl!<:llble 

Residual Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Significant 

Less thnn 
Significant 
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TABLE} ·ll<:ont.) 

lmp4d Issue Description of Imp•ct MiHgation 
ClassiticJ"~tion 

Class lU Noise Potential impacts to noise levels in The significant impacts of Noise resulting from implementation of the 
residential areas during General Plan Framework wilJ be mitigated by adherence to the policies 
construction phasing of projects. defined by the Fr~mework. It is also antidpated that a soundwass 

construction program will be developed and planned adjacent to residential 
areas on the City freeway system, 

Cl<~ssru Risk of Upset The Plan wotdd lnevHab!y attract The ~ignificant impacts of Risk of Upset resulting from implementation of. the 
.additional people to areas which General Plan Framework wilt be mitigated by adhe-rence to the policies 
are currently more hazardous in defined by the Framework, 
nature than other areas. 

~-Significant adverse environmental Impacts which cannot be feasibly mitiga!l!d or avoided. 
£1m..U- Significant advexse environmental impacts \'hat ~;an be fei!sibly mitigated or avoided. 
Qam.IU- Adverse environmental imp ads that arc not significant. These itnpa<:ts do not require that findings be made. 
~ ... Beneficial impacts. 

N..-A.- Not Applicable: 

Residual Impact 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 
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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) examines, analyzes, and presents 
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed adoption of the General Plan 
Framework, Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP), and 
related Planning and Zoning Code Amendments by the City of Los Angeles, 
California. The proposed General Plan Framework, TIMP, and implementation 
programs represent and are referred to as the "project" as defined in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970. Growth tables in the Plan (Table 2-2) 
are rounded to the nearest thousand. However, the EIR uses non-rounded 
numbers due to computer modeling. For purposes of "Policy", the rounded 
numbers will be utilized. 

1.1 PROTECT APPLICANT 

The subject project was initiated, proposed, and completed by: 

City of Los Angeles, California 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-4801 

The City of Los Angeles, through the Department of City Planning, is acting as both 
the project applicant and the Lead Agency for the proposed project. 

Contact Person: Ms. Ann Siracusa, Principal City Planner 
Department of City Planning 
221 South Figueroa Street, Suite 410 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2501 

1.2 PROTECT GOALS AND OBTECTIVES 

It is intended that the General Plan Framework be adopted as a new element of the 
City's General Plan, replacing the "Concept" and "Citywide Plan" portions of the 
General Plan. Policies are defined for the general patterns of growth and 
development at a citywide scale and for related issues which impact the quality of 
life and well-being of the residents of Los Angeles. It provides a strategy to guide 
the preparation, revision, or update of the General Plan's other Elements; 
including the Community Plans that collectively comprise the Land Use Element. 
It also provides guidance for the preparation, revision, or update of related 
implementation measures that include a diversity of policy plans, ordinances, 
guidelines, capital investment programs, economic development strategies and 
regulatory and administrative procedures. All Specific Plans and Redevelopment 
Plans previously adopted by the City shall be maintained and have been 
incorporated into the Framework, except as modified to reflect the introduction of 
funded rail transit lines and stations. 
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The Framework serves as subregional input to the Southern California Association 
of Governments' Regional Comprehensive Plan and provides a context for 
cooperative planning efforts between the City of Los Angeles, adjacent cities, and 
the County of Los Angeles. The Framework, in concert with the Air Quality 
Element and the Transportation Element, ensures conformity between the Los 
Angeles City General Plan and the Regional Comprehensive Plan and the Regional 
Air Quality Management Plan. The Regional Comprehensive Plan includes 
Growth Management and Mobility components. 

The preparation of a new Policy plan to guide development is necessitated by the 
findings of analyses conducted for the Framework that indicate that continued 
development in accordance with existing policy plans would adversely impact 
traffic, infrastructure, public services, air quality, and the quality of life for the City's 
residents. It is recognized that the development capacities of these plans are 
unrealistically high, even in the context of the most optimistic market forecasts. 
There is sufficient commercial and industrial capacity to accommodate market 
demands for eighty years and more. At the same time, the capacity for housing is 
much more limited and not balanced with the commercial and industrial uses. 
Consequently, they cannot be considered a good or rationale basis for the planning 
and implementation of infrastructure and services to support development. 

Furthering the need to prepare a new plan is the mandate of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which requires the City of Los Angeles to 
update its General Plan to make it consistent with the Regional Air Quality 
Management Plan. The EPA was concerned that the City's intentions to expand its 
wastewater treatment system would "induce growth" leading to declines in air 
quality, unless appropriate mitigation measures were taken. The preparation of the 
General Plan Framework was listed in the City of Los Angeles Wastewater Facilities 
Plan Update Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report as 
an air quality mitigation measure. 

Based on these considerations, it is the intent of the General Plan Framework to: 
establish a short-term estimate of population growth that can rationally be used for 
the planning and ftmding of infrastructure and services; to support growth and 
entourage patterns of development which reduce potential environmental impacts 
such as traffic congestion and air emissions; and to improve the quality of life for 
the City's residents. Recognizing that the demands and impacts of growth may 
vary due to changing characteristics of the population and technologies, it is the 
intent of the Framework to set in place a system to monitor and annually report 
growth demands and impacts as the basis for the implementation of strategies for 
their accommodation. 

It is the intent of the Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP) 
to define a comprehensive transportation strategy for the City to provide an 
adequate level of service to accommodate the development and growth identified 
by the Framework. The TIMP encompasses physical/capital improvements, 
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operational improvements, and behavioral changes. As appropriate, the 
provisions of the citywide TIMP will be refined and applied to specific localized 
conditions by subsequent amendments of the City's Community Plans. 

The Planning and Zoning Code Amendments are intended to set in place the 
regulations and standards to guide development in accordance with the policies 
defined by the General Plan Framework. While it is intended that these be 
approved by the City concurrent or in the near term following the Framework's 
adoption, it is likely that some or all will not be implemented until the 
Framework's land use designations are applied to specific parcels through 
subsequent Community Plan and other zoning initiatives. Others, such as 
procedural changes and design guidelines applicable to categories of development 
regardless of location, may be implemented in the near term. 

The Department of City Planning will develop and implement a growth 
Monitoring System and annually prepare a Report on Growth and Infrastructure to 
the Mayor, City Council, and City Planning Commission. The Annual Report will 
include policy and program recommendations and summary information 
generated by the Monitoring System regarding the characteristics, impac,ts, and 
needs of growth. 

Fundamental planning goals and principles established for the General Plan 
Framework include: 

Economic and Social Equity 

1. Revitalize depressed communities while conserving existing 
neighborhoods. 

2. Support the creation of new jobs. 

3. Stimulate the production of affordable housing. 

4. Provide for the citywide distribution of public resources. 

Environmental Qualitv 

1.. Improve air quality. 

2. Conserve natural resources. 

~al Form and Quality of Life 

1. Support the provision of adequate infrastructure and public services such as 
parks, utilities, solid waste disposal, and wastewater treatment to meet the 
demands posed by a growing population. 

2. Reduce tmffic congestion and maintain mobility and access. 
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3. Create more pedestrian-friendly streets and other public spaces where people 
can walk instead of drive to their destinations. 

4. Create an integrated citywide open space system. 

5. Achieve the vision of a more livable city. 

1.3 PROTECTLOCATION 

The General Plan Framework, TIMP, and Planning and Zoning Code amendments 
will be applicable to all areas located within the jurisdictional limits of the City of 
Los Angeles, as depicted in Figure PD-1. 

1.4 PROTECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Organization {lnd Content 

The General Plan Framework consists of the following inter-related components: 

1. A citywide land use plan that depicts the distribution and intensity of land uses, 
including open space, to be permitted in the City. Land use bounda~ies are 
somewhat generalized and are intended to be refined through updates to the 
City's Community Plans. 

2. A citywide policy document that encompasses the following: 

Overview Sections 

a. Introduction 

Describes the intent and purposes of the General Plan Framework and its 
consistency with other planning policies .and ordinances. 

b. Growth and Capacity 

Describes and characterizes the City's historic growth and forecasts for future 
growth. A population and employment growth "target" is established 
citywide and for each Community Plan area as the basis for the planning 
and implementation of transportation, infrastructure, and public service 
improvements. This "target" reflects regional growth forecasts for 
population (Southern California Association of Governments) and 
increases its forecast for employment to maintain the City's existing jobs
housing ratio to ensure fiscal stability for the City. 

Goals. Objectives. and Policies Section 

a. Land Use 

Establishes the policies and standards by which growth and development 
will occur citywide. A new land use classification system is defined (and 
correlated with the Framework Plan Diagram), that differentiates areas of 
the City by functional role, use, density /intensity, and design and 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 

1-4 

000264 



1.0 PROJECT DESCIUPTION 

development character. The methodology for translation of the 
Framework's land use policies to the Community Plan level is described. 
This section, also, .describes the manner in which growth and 
infrastructure/public service capacities will be monitored and correlated. 

b. Open Space and Conservation 

Establishes policies for the conservation, acquisition, and utilization of open 
space in Los Angeles. A new citywide open space network is proposed. The 
policies seek to create linkages between various components of the City's 
open space network, and expand upon this important asset to include non
traditional (e.g., pedestrian streets and community gardens) as well as 
traditional elements. 

c. Urban Form and Neighborhood Development 

Establishes polices for the City's physical form and character and the manner 
in which its identity, quality of life, and ability to accommodate growth are, 
in a large part, determined by the design and siting of individual buildings, 
neighborhoods, open space, and infrastructure. 

d. Transportation 

Defines policies for the establishment of a multi-modal transportation 
system that provides residents, workers, and visitors adequate mobility and 
access to the various districts and neighborhoods that comprise the City. 
These policies seek to mitigate the impacts of growth permitted by Land Use 
policy through physical and operational improvements and behavioral 
changes, provide for the efficient movement of goods, and support the 
revitalization of economically depressed areas. 

e. Public Facilities and Infrastructure Systems 

Establishes policies for the provision of infrastructure and public facilities/ 
services that are improved incrementally to support the needs of 
population growth. These address wastewater, stormwater, water supply, 
solid waste, police, fire, parks and recreation, power, and schools. 

f. Economic Development 

Establishes policies for the economic revitalization and fiscal stability of the 
City based on social equity, the availability of a highly qualified labor force, 
the provision of lands that are appropriately and sufficiently designated to 
sustain the commercial and industrial base, the ability to attract and 
maintain new land uses and businesses, and the ability to provide a range of 
housing opportunities. 

g. Housing 

Establishes policy for the provision of sufficient housing to support the 
"target" population growth. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 

1-6 

000265 



1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3. A comprehensive planning and implementation program, including: 

a. Planning Processes and Reporting 

(1) Monitoring Program 

Assessment of the status of development activity within and outside of 
the Framework's targeted growth areas. Data will function as an 
indicator of the (1) rate of population growth, development activity, and 
other factors affecting infrastructure demands, (2) location and type of 
new infrastructure investments, and (3) changes to the citywide 
environmental data base and CEQA-related cumulative impact 
information. 

(2) Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure 

This report will document (1) the amount of growth during the 
previous year, (2) its effects on the capacities of Los Angeles' public 
infrastructure and services, as measured by the Monitoring Program, 
and (3) estimates of future near-term population growth. It is the intent 
of the Report to provide City staff, the City Council, and !'ervice 
providers with information that can facilitate the programming and 
funding of improvements and/or serve as the basis for the 
management of growth when deficiencies occur. 

(3) Citywide Environmental Data Base 

Information regarding the status of environmental resources, 
infrastructure, and services, as documented in the Framework 
Technical Background Report (Volumes II, IliA, and IIIB) and impacts 
defined by the Environmental Impact Report. 

(4) Capital Improvement Program 

Continued implementation of a five year CIP that is updated annually. 
It would use information derived from the Monitoring Program to aid 
in the determination of projects that should be included; including 
consideration of the prioritization of improvements in areas in which 
growth is targeted by the Framework. 

b. Transportation Improvement Mitigation Program (TIMP) 

A TIMP that defines the transportation strategies necessary to support the 
land uses designated by the Framework's Land Use Diagram, including 
physical improvements, operational systems (e.g., ATSAC), and demand 
management programs. 
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c. Community Plan Program 

Updates of the City's Community Plans to reflect the policies and standards 
of the General Plan Framework. This will involve the application of the 
"Policy" growth to the Community Plan land use capacities and allocation 
of precise land uses to each parcel. 

d Regulations 

A regulatory system will be established that provides incentives for 
development in targeted growth areas, improves citywide development 
standards, and balances citywide interests with the need for neighborhood 
differentiation. The key objective of the code amendments is regulatory 
simplification that optimizes predictability and establishes appropriated 
development standards. · 

.Characteristics 

The General Plan Framework is based on the following forecasts of growth, as 
compared . to the level of development that would result from the e;xisting 
Community Plans: 

Note: Estimntes are based on regional estimates <md computer · 
modeling. Numbers rue rounded in the Framework Element. 

The General Plan Framework establishes the "Policy" growth level (shaded area) as 
the basis for the planning of land use, transportation, infrastructure, and public 
services. Policies, standards, and programs throughout the Framework are 
correlated with this level of growth. Its population growth is based on the 
Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG) forecast for 2010 for the 
City of Los Angeles and its employment growth is based on the maintenance of the 
City's existing jobs-housing ratio reflecting this population growth. 
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The Framework "Policy" growth represents a "target" for planning and does not 
commit the City to achieve or be restricted to this level of development by 2010. 
The levels of growth to be accommodated will be guided by the implementation of 
(1) a system to monitor population increases and development activity and 
infrastructure and service capacities and demands, (2) reporting of this information 
annually to the City Council, and (3) enabling informed decisions by the latter for 
the programming and funding of improvements and/or adjustment of targeted 
growth increments to reflect the ability to provide adequate infrastructure and 
public services and mitigate environmental impacts. The Framework "Policy" 
level of growth represents the maximum development that would occur in the 
City as addressed by this EIR. Increments of growth above this level would be 
subject to further environmental review. 

Industrial growth is projected to occur largely as one-for-one replacement of 
existing industrial building inventory. 

The Land Use section of this DEIR (2.1) elaborates on the amount of growth and its 
impacts within the City and each Community Plan Area. Refer to Figure PD·2 for 
an illustration of the Citywide General Plan Framework Targeted Growth Areas. 
Figure PD-3 reflects the MEIR (or Subregional Areas) within the City of Los Angeles 
and Figure PD-4 shows the Community Planning Areas (CPAs) for analysis 
throughout this document. Each environmental issue section defines the 
appropriate extent of analysis. There are thirty-five Community Plan Areas (and 
the Port of Los Angeles) in the City of Los Angeles and such other specific Plans 
within these Plan areas, such as Downtown Specific Plan and the Porter Ranch 
Specific Plan. The General Plan Framework has taken into account and is 
compatible with these Community and Specific Plans. it is also acknowledged that 
this EIR is based in part on the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook for 
compliance with the Airport Land Use Plan. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Citywide General Plan Framework is a proposed new Element of the City of Los Angeles General Pian, 
consisting of goals, objectives, policies, and programs designed to improve the quality of life and economic well
being of the City's residents. The Framework Element also contains a Long Range Land Use Diagram that will be 
implemented through updates to the City's community plans. The Framework Element will supersede. Concept Los 
Angeles and the Citywide Plan, the two planning documents that have defined the City's long-range growth and 
development policy since 1974. · 

The Framework Element does not override or mandate changes to community plans or any specific plan. The 
Framework Element includes generalized policies and recommendations that will be used. to guide the process of 
updating community plans and other General Plan elements. 

The central objectives of the Framework Element include the following: (1) improve air quality; (2) mitigate traffic 
impacts of additional growth; (3) improve the City's distribution of land uses and its urban form pattern to protect 
the character oflow-density residential neighborhoods; (4) encourage quality development, pedestrian activity, and 
transit use; (5) revitalize and improve strip commercial development with mixed use commercial and residential 
development; (6) improve the City's employment base, especially in economically disinvested neighborhoods; and 
(7) assess !he status of supporting infrastructure and public services relative to growth and deYelopment 
activity. 

The Framework Element is based on demographic forecasts prepared by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), which suggest that the City's population could increasefrom a 1990 U.S. Census enumeration 
of 3,485,399 residents to 4,306,500 residents by the year 2010, and that the supply of housing could increase from 
!,299,963 to 1,566,000 dwelling units. 

Demographic forecasts are estimates ·about the future and are subject to change. Because forecasting methods are 
not an exSct science, it is possible that growth ·as projected may not occur4 Nevertheless, the Framework Element 
accepts- SCAG's population and housing forecasts as a basis for policy because, at the time the plan was developed, 
these forecasts wer~ the most accurate demographic projections available. 

It should be emphasized that the City is not advocating that this projected growth occur. Rather, the City has 
prepared the Fr.unework Element as the best way to accommodate growth when and if it takes place. 

In addition to population and housing forecasts, SCAG also prepared an employment forecast which estimates that 
the job base in Los Angeles could increase from a 1990 base year level of 1,902,067 jobs to 2,1!2,500 jobs by the 
year 2010. This amount of growth will not keep pace with projected population and housing increases, and could, 
therefore, negatively impact the City's unemployment rate, quality oflife, and ability to provide public services. 

As such, the Framework Element does not utilize SCAG's employment forecast as a basis for policy. lustead, the 
Framework Element seeks to mitigate the adv~rse impacts of lower employment through a comprehensive array of 
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economic development objectives, policies, and programs. The goal of these measures is to generate 179,000 more 
jobs by the year 2010 than forecast by SCAG, resulting in an employment baseof2,291,500 jobs and a maintenance 
of the City's 1990 ratio of jobs to housing. 

The Framework Element includes an on-going monitoring program to update the demographic forecasts that underpin 
the plan and its Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The monitoring system will result in the issuance of an Annual 
Report on Growth and Infrastructure which will be used to modify plan and EIR assumptions and serve as the basis 
for evaluating the.eff~ctiveness of the Framework Element's objectives. policies, programs f and mitigation measures. 

The Department of City Planning, as Lead Agency for the Framework Element, oversaw the preparation of a 
Program Environmcntallmpact Report (EiR). The E!Rassumes that SCAG's population and housing estimates will 
occur as forecast and that the Framework Eiernent's economic development goal will also be attained. If these 
forecasts do not occur as projected and the economic development goal is not accomplished then the impacts repo-rted 
in the EIR could be either greater or lesser, depending on whether more or less growth actually occurs. 

B. ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY 

1. Pre-Draft Request for Comments 

On July 13, 1994 the Department of City Planning issued a Pre-Draft Request for Comments concerning the scope 
and content of the Framework Element EiR. The Request for Comments also contained the results of an fnitial 
Study, which determined that the probable environmental effects of the Framework Element required the preparation 
of an EIR. 

2. Public Review Period 

On January 26, 1995 the Department of City Planning released the Draft Framework Element and its accompanying 
Draft ErR for public review and comment through April 26, 1995. To accommodate the requests of a number of 
public reviewers, the Department of City Planning extended the comment period through May 26, 1995. ·The 
Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP), an implementation program of the General Plan 
Framework Element, was available for public review from Febmary 13, 1995 through May 26, 1995. 

3. PubUc Hearings 

On February 28, March 8, March 14, March 15, March 18, March 21, and March 25, 1995, the Department of City 
Plarming conducted seven public hearings/workshops concerning the Draft ElR and tl1e Framework Element. 

4. Final EIR 

On June 7, 1996 the Department of City Planning released the Final EiR for the Framework Element, which was 
originally certified by the City Connell of Los Augeles on December 1!, 1996. 
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The TIMP document, modified as adopted by the City Council on December 11, 1996; was rereleased for'public 
comment and review on November 19,1998 accompanied by an explanatory cover letter. The initial public review 
and comment period of sixry days was extended to acconunodate the requests of some public reviewers through to 
February 5, 1999. 

C. RELATED DOCUMENTS 

The following related .documents are referenced in this statement of Findings and Overriding Considerations: 

L SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan 

2. SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Report 

3. SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Management Plan 

4. SCAG Regional Mobility Plan and Regional Transportation Plan 

5. Air Quality Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan 

6. Clean Air Program of the City of Los Angeles 

7. Housing Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan 

8. Solid Waste Management Plan of the City of Los Angeles 

9. Wastewater Facilities Plan Update of the City of Los Angeles 

10. Urban Water Management Plan of tl:te Department of Water and Power 

11. Congestion Management Progranl of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Autl:tority 

12. Long Range Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County (LACMTA) 

13. Seismic Safety Plan (1971) of the City of Lcs Angeles General Plan 

14. Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan 

These documents are a part of the Framework Element Final EIR Athninistrative Record and are available for public 
review and inspection at the following location: 
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Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

Citywide Planning Division 
221 South Figueroa Street, Second Floor 

Los Angeles, California 900!2 

fi. PRIOR RECERTIFICATION 

The Council of the City of Los Angeles on September 8, 1999 certified that: 

A. The Final EIR for the Framework Element, including Vol. III Response to Comments on the TIMP, had 
been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and that 

B. The Final EIR, including the recirculated TIMP, the 11/18198 TIMP cover letter, and Vol. Ill Response 
to Comments on the TIMP, were presented to the City Council and the City Council reviewed and 
considered the infqrmation contained in the aforementioned documents prior to adopting the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan; and that 

C. The Final EIR, including Vol. HI Response to Comments on the TIMP, reflects the independent 
judgment of tl1e City Council. 

Ill. IMPACTS WHICH WERE INSIGNIFICANT WITHOUT MITIGATION-- CLASS III 

The Council of !.he City of Los Angeles finds that the Framework Element has no potential for significant adverse 
impact on the following areas of the environment, and. that there is no need for the formulation of mitigation 
measures (Class III impacts as identified in the Final EIR): 

Fire/Emergency Medical Services 
Schools 
Libraries 
Cultural Resources 
Public Health 

Noise 
Risk of Upset 

IV. l'OTENTIAJ~LY SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS PRIOR TO MITIGATION-- CLASS II 

A. FINDING ON POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS 

t The Council of the City of Los Angeles finds that al.though U1e Fioal ElR indicated that there are potentially 
significant adverse environmental impacts, changes or alterations have been required in or incorporated into 
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the f:ramework Element which mitigate or avoid the potentially significant effects on the environment with 
respect to the following environmental issues (Class If impacts as identified in the Final E!R): 

HousingiPopulation 

Solid Waste 

Wastewater 
Water Resources 

.. Utilities 
Flood ControliDrainage 

Police 

Recreation and Open Space 

Geologic/Seismic Conditions 

These potentially significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures are described in parts "D" through 1'L" 
below. 

+ The Council of the City of Los Angeles also finds that such changes or alterations which directly reduce 
mobile source emissions are within the responsibHity and jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District. and not the City of Los Angeles, with respect to the following envkonmental issue: 

Air Quality--ROG, NOx, and SOx Emissions 

Such changes or alterations have been adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 
The potentjally significant air quai.ity--ROG, NOx, and SOx emissions impacts and ·mitigation measures are 
described in part "B 1

' below. 

B. AIR QUALITY--ROG, NOx, AND SOx EMISSIONS 

I. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy and 
growth in the surrounding region could result in 812 tons per day of air quality emissions (ROG, NOx, and SOx). 
The impacts result from increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT). · 

These impacts are potentially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures· 

Potential air quality-emissions impacts (ROG, NOx, and SOx) will be significantly reduced through an integrated 
set of land use and transportation policy and program measures that are consistent w~th and further the objectives 
of the SCA QMD Air Quality Management Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan, the City of Los Angeles General 
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Plan Air Quality Element, and the City of Los Angeles Clean Air Program. The programs and policies achieve the 
required mitigation by providing the means for a significant change in travel behavior from high polluting single
occupancy automobile use to less polluting or non-polluting travel modes such as ridesharing. transit, walking, and 
bicycle use. 

The land use measures encourage new development to locate in centers~ districts, and mlxed use boulevards fuat will 
be served by rail transit or high frequency bus transit. The policies also encourage walking through incentives for 
mixed-use residential and commercial development, especially along the City's commercial strip boulevards. 
Development standards for community plan designated transit-priority and pedestrian~priority street segments 
encourage the creation of euviro~ents that facilitate and encourage walking over single-occupancy automobile use. 

The transportation measures~ including a citywide Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP), 
are consistent with and furtller the objectives of the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program. The 
policies and programs include transit and high occupancy vehicle lane (HOV) capiral improvements. smart shuttle 
transit, park and ride and intennodal facilities, urban bicycle and pedestrian facilities. rideshare matching and 
infonnation services, telecommuting facilities and satellite work centers, transit pass centers, and corridor-based 
vanpool programs. These· policies serve to discourage single-occupancy automobile use and to encourage 
ridesharing, bus and rail transit use, walking, and bicycle use.· 

The integrated· land use and transportation rneasur~s promulgated in the Framework Element and the TIMP will 
contribute to a reduction in year 2010 air emissions (ROG, NOx, and SOx) by 13% to 705 tons per day, even 
!hough the Framework Element assumes a higher level of employment for the year 2010 than forecast by SCAG. 

In addition to the Framework Element. other mitigation measures recommended by the Final EfR include: 

o Ensure that all City Streets have a curb lane wide enough to accommodate bicycle traffic; and 

o Require that all new developments install in all garages electric plugs that can recharge electric vehicles. 

Pursuant to Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code, the City finds tlte first mitigation measure to be physically 
and economically .infeasible without extensive condenmation of private property or purcha~e of right-of-way. A 
built-out city caJIDOt ensure that all the streets will be rebuilt with the required width for bicycle routes. Also, there 
are streets where any kind of bicyc-ling would be unsafe. Therefore~ the City wil1 not adopt this mitigation measure 
and will adopt a substitute measure as follows: "Ensure that all City streets designated in the Bicycle Plan as bicycle 
routes have a curb lane wide enough to accommodate bicycle traffic.~~ 

In addition, the City finds that the second mitigation is infeasible in that it represents too large a cost to the 
development and constmction industry in a depressed economic market. Therefore the City will not adopt this 
second mitigation measure, but will adopt a substitute measure as follows: "As part of the update of the 
Conservation Element of the General Plan, the City will investigate the cost and feasibility of requiring that new 
development install in garages electric plugs that can recharge electric vehicles, where feasible." 

3. Significance 
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Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations will avoid or substantially lessen these potentially 
significant effects. The primary mitigation is achieved through the measures imposed by SCAQMD through the 
adopted Air Quality Management Plan. General Plan Framework policies, and the "riMP, also serve as air 
quality mitigation. If, however, the City is unable to fully implement the TIMP, potentially significant 
unmitigated air quality impacts (ROG, NOx and SOx) could result from the projected growth accommodated 
by the General Plan Framework. 

+ The Council of the City orLos Angeles further finds that although the Final EIR indicated that there 
are potentially significant adverse environmental impacts, (1) changes or alterations have been 
required in or incorporated into the Framework (by adoption of the TlMP as an implementation 
program of the Framework) and into the City's General Plan (by incorporating the TlMP 
recommendations into the Transportation Element of the General Plan); and (2) changes or alterations 
not wholly within the responsibility of the City have been adopted by LACMTA and SCAG which, 
if fully imp1emente£) in coordination with county, regional, state and federal transportation agencies, 
would mitigate or avoid the potentially significant effects on the environment with respect to the 
following environmental Issue: 

• Transportation 

The potentiaUy significant transportation irilpacts and mitigation measures are described in part "C 11 belo'Y. 

C. TRANSPORTATION 

l. Impacts 

Tfie amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element accommodates by policy, 
along with projected growth in the surrounding region could result in a slgnificant increase in traffic congestion 
through an increase in the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles !raveled (VMT). 

Average freeway speeds in the City of Los Angeles would be reduced by one-half. Citywide VMT increases by 38% 
over the 1990 baseline scenario by the year 2010. Regional growth (outside of the City of Los Angeles) accounts 
for over 60% of the total VMT increase within the City~s corporate limits. due to regional cross trips. Eighty 
percent (80%) of the projected increase in freeway travel time in the 2010 Framework scenario (the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative) would also occur in the 2010 No Growth alternative. 

These impacts are pote~tially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element's land use policy and program measures and the TIMP {if fully implemented in coor
dination with county, regional, state and federal transportation agencies) slow the rate of increase in VMT by 
.encouraging a significant chimge in traveJ behavior from single-occupancy automobile use to other travel modes such 
as ridesharing. transit, walking, and bicycle use. 
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The land use measures encourage new development to locate in centers and distriCts that will be served by rail transit 
or high frequency bus transit. The land use measures also encourage walking through incenlives for mixed~use 
residential and commercial development. in addltion, development standards for cmiJfi1unity plan deslgnated transit
priority streets and pedestrian-priority street segments encOurage the creation of environments that facilitate and 
encourage walking over single-occupancy automobile use. 

The TIMP is consistent with and furthers the objectives of the Regional Transportation Plan and the County 
Congestion Management Program. The TIMP includes transit and high occupancy vehicle (HOY) lane capital 
improvemt:nts. smart shuttle transit, park-and-ride and interrnodal facilities, urban. bicycle and pedestrian faciHtles, 
rideshare.matching and infom1ation services, telecommuting facilities and satellite work centers, transit pass centers, 
and corridor-based vanpool programs. These policies, programs and improvements· serve m discourage single
occupancy automobile use and to encourage ridesharing, bus and rail transit use~ walking, and bicycle use_ 

Implementation of the TIMP will occur in a pbased approach, which matches the need for improvements and 
programs to available funding. The City has adopted the TIMP as an implementation program of the General 
Plan Framework. In addition, the City has incorporated all of the 25 separate TIM"P recommendations as well 
as the live additional FEJR mitigation measures into the City's Transportation Element of the Genera! Plan 
adopted Jn September, 1999 {CF 97-1387). Contrary to the statement contained in the TIMP document, the 
City will be able to fund the programs identified in the TIMP at an average level of $235 to $240 million per 
year through to year 2015, based on the more thorough analysis of projected revenues described in the 11/18/98 
TIMP cover letter and as discussed ln Vol.Hl Comments and Responses on the TIMP. 

By their very nature, most of the transportation infrastructure, facilities, and programs described in theTIMP 
are investments which routinely and historically have required the participation of county (LACMTA), regional 
(SCAG), state (Caltrans) and/or federal (FHW A, FTA) agencies. Numerous local, regional, state and federal 
funding sources are needed for this effort, along with innovative funding programs which are evolving at the 
state and federal levels. LACMTA (through its 200! Long Range Transportation Plan for Los Angeles 
County) and SCAG {through its 1998 Regional Transportation Plan and 2001 RTP Update) have adopted 
transportation plans and funding programs whkh support and enable. implementation of the TI:CV:lP. Federal 
legislation critical to the City's efforts to implement the TIMP [the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991] has been reenacted and enhanced through the Transportation Equity Act for 
the 21" Century (TEA-21) adopted by Congress in June, 1998 thereby extending the federal commHment 
through to 2004. Current levels {based on the annual average for the period FY93194 through FY97/98)of 
county, state and federal investment in transportation infrastructure and programs n:lust be maintained in 
order for the TIMP to be fully impfemented. While analysis indicates that this is a reasonable expectation, the 
actual funding lev~] commitments of the county, state, and federal governments cannot be guaranteed by the 
City. 

The land use measures :md full implementation of !he TJMP result in an increase in transit ridership from l_l 
million daily transit tr;c s (!990 base year) to 2.9 million daily transit trip-ends. Every community plan area 
experiences a reduction or no change in both freeway and arterial street travel times as a result of implementing the 
Framework Element's land use measures and the TIMP, with the exception of the Harbor Gateway community plan 
area 1 where the average freeway travel time would increase from 1.4 minutes to travel one mile to 1.6 minutes to 
travel one mile. This increase is considered relatively small and not a significant impact because the average freeway 
travel time in tlte Harbor Gateway plan area would still be among the fastest freeway travel times in the City. 

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT FINAL EIR 

ll 

000279 



) 

Proposed Revised Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

In addition to the Framework Element and TIMP, additional mitigation measures are recommended by the Final 
EIR: 

· o ContinUe to provide infrastructure for zero-emission and Jaw-emission vehicles to support 100 percent of 
the vehicle fleet. 

o Expand the rail transit system, With new corridors that connect Regional Centers with each of.her and with 
high population areas. 

o Implement and adjust regional market incentive measures, such as congestion pricing or other user fees, to 
control levels of traffic on the highway system. 

• Continue to expand !-fie bos system, incorporating new operating and technological concepts ro maximize 
its cost effectiveness. 

Continue to develop'Intelligent Transportation Systems and supporting infrastructur~ to expand (he capacity 
of the existing highway system. 

Pursuant ·to Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code, the City finds the second mitigation measure to be an 
action which is within the responsibility of another agency (LACMTA) and has or should be adopted by that agency. 
The CitY will not adopt this measure as written, but will adopt the following measure as a ·substitute; ~~Encourage 
the e.xpansjoi:l of ·the rail transit system, with new corridors that connect Regional Centers with each other and with. 
high population areas. n The other four additional mitigation measures recommended will be adopted as shown on 
Summary Table l of the FEJR. 

While the City is committed to, and reasonably expects to be able to, implement the TIMP and the additional 
FEIR measures, the Court of Appeal opinion issued ()912812000 concluded that the City bas not made a 
11 binding commitment to implement the mitigation measures" nor has it "required [these mitigation measures] 
as a condition of project approval". In light of this Court of Appeal opinion, given the inability of the City to 
(1) guarantee future fUnding commitments on the part of the county, st.1te an~ federal governments (and 
thereby make a fully binding commitment to implement); or (2) to impose these types of mitigation measures 
on individual private development projects {and thereby require them as conditions of approval), tl,lerefore 
pursuant to Section 21081 (c) of the Public Resources Code, the City finds these mitigation measures to be 
infeasible_ · 

3. Significance 

Implementation of these mitigation measures will avoid or substantially lessen these potentia1ly significant effects. 
However, if current levels of county, regional, state and/or federal participation in transportation 
infrastructure investment are not maintained, the City may not be able to fully implement the TIMP and/or 
the additional FEIR mitigation measures, and potentially significant unmitigated effects on transportation could 
result from the projected growth accommodated by the General Plan Framework despite the 'best efforts of 
the City. 
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D. HOUSING/POPULATION 

l. Impacts 

Accommodating SCAG's population growth forecast without overcrowding requires the construction of an additional 
266,143 dwelling units by the year 20.10. 

These impacts are potentially significant. 

The Framework Element's population assumptions are coJJsistent wit11 SCAG's population fOrecast. Thus. the 
Framework Element•s impact on population is insignificant because il does not encourage growth greater or lesser 
than projected by SCAG. Population projections are subject to change based on evolving trends and circumstances. 
Projected pOpulation growth may or may not occur, dependlng on migration patterns, birth rates, and other 
demographic and economic ~actors. 

2. Mitigation Measure$ 

The Framework Element provides sufficient land use capacity and adequate incentives to accommodate the necessary 
volume of residential development, consistent with the City of Los Angeles General Plan Housing Element, to 
maintain adequate shelter, affordability. and variety in housing types that meets the needs of a diverse population 
without overcrowding. 

The Framework Element additiona1ly includes measures that encourage mix:.ed conunerciai and residential 
development, especiaJiy along the City's strip commercial corridors and the rehabi1itl'ltion and restoration of 
deteriorated and aging housing unitsT Other mitigation measures. encourage the development of housing for an 
income levels, the distribution of affordable units throughout the City 1 and the construction of dwelling unit'l to 
accommodate larger households. 

In addition to the Framework Element, other mitigation measures recommended by the Finiil EIR include: 

o Create incentiyes to encourage the development of units appropriate for families with children and larger 
fammes. 

Create development standards to ensure-appropriate unit design and amenity provisions for families with 
children and larger families. 

Pursuant to Section 2!081 of the Public Resources Code, the City fmds both these mitigation measures to be 
unnecessary in that the measures are already integrated into the General Plan FrameWork Element. Programs P2. 
P23 and P24 and their related policies (4.1.4, 4.!.6, and 4.1.7) already conunit the City to developing citywide 
standards which create jncentives to ~ncourage the development of larger units and units and amenities designed for 
large families and families with children. Also, the City has recently adopted Ordinance #170764 (Affordable 
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Housing Incentives Ordinance) which addresses design standards and provides incentives for larger units for families 
with children and larger families by reducing parking requirements. In addition, the CitY is processing amendments 
to the Affordable Housing incentives Ordinance to speciftcaliY address provision of amenities. The City Planning 
Commission, on June 13, 1996, adopted another ordinance amendment which allows the density of housing and 
mixed use (housing and commercial) project to calculate density based on lot area instead of buildable area. This 
wHl remove the disincentive for larger units. Therefore, the CitY wm not adopt these measures because they are 
already contained in the General Plan Framework Element. 

3~ Significance 

hnposition of these mitigation measures an~/or alterations wiU avoid or substantially lessen these potentially 
significant effects. 

E. SOLID WASTE 

l. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permdts by poli.cy could 
result in a significant increase in the solid waste stream as compared to existing baseline levels of solid waste (1990). 
The Final "ElR demonstrates that total 1992 permitted landfill capacities will be exhausted by the year 2002. The 
impacts .r'esult from limited existing landfill capacities and increased residential and commercial solid waste attributed 
to greater numbers of residents and employees workirig in and commuting to the City of Los Angeles from outlying 
communities. 

These Jmpacts are potentially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element includes policies and programs, consistent with the City of Los Angeles Solid Waste 
Management Plan, which insure that the demand for solid waste disposal will be met by providing the means fur solid 
w3ste stream reduction and diversion. The policy and program measures include recycling, reuse, and composting 
of solid waste in a manner that minimizes adverse enviroruD.ental impacts. Other policy and program measures 
maximize source reduction and materials recovery and minimize the amount of waste requiring disposal. provide for 
devt;lopment of adequate recycling facilities, and provide for solid waste ·reduction and recycling public education 
programs. There are no additional mitigation measures> oVer and above those incorporated into the General Plan 
Framework, recommended by the EIR. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations will avoid or substantially lessen these potentially 
significant effects. 
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F. WASTEWATER 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in wastewater as compared to existing baseline (1990) leveis. The Final EIR 
demonstrates that by the year 2010 the City would be required to treat 566 million gallons· of wastewater per day 
(MGD), an increase of 233 MGD from 1990 wastewater levels. 

These impacts are potentially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element includes policies and programs, consistent with the City of Los Angeles Wastewater 
Facilities Plan Update, which ensure that the demand for wastewater treatment can bernet by providing the means 
fOr treating increased wasteWater volumes consistent with public health and clean water measures and objectives. 
The measures include monitoring of wastewater generation, collection and treatment of wastewater as required by 
law, provision for additional wastewater treatment capacity in the Hyper:ion Treatment Serv.iCe Area, and 
minimization of wastewater flow through water conservation techniques. There are no additional mitigation 
measures, over and above those incorporated into the General Plan Framework, recommended by the E!R. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations will avoid or substantially lessen these potentially 
significant effects. 

G. WATER RESOURCES 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in the demand for water as compared to existing baseline levels (1990). 

The Department of Water and Power projects that year 2010 water supply will be an estimated 1,370,646 acre feet 
of water per year, more than adequate to meet anticipated year 2010 water demand, an estimated 783,571 acre feet 
of water per year. Regardless that water supply is anticipated to exceed demand, the Final EJR nevertheless 
concludes that this is a significant adverse environmental impact requiring mitigation because the City's long term 
water supply is dependent on a number of uncenainties, such as groundwater which is subject to chemical 
contamination, the uncertainty of the supply of water available from tl1e Los Angeles Aqueduct from Mono and Inyo 
Counties. and the uncertainty of the Metropolitan Water District's water supply from the State Water Project. 
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ln addition to uncertainties concerning the long-term reliability of the City's water supply~ the system that distributes 
this water is aging. Marty of the pipes in the City's water distribution system are old, dating from the 1940s, and 
are in need of repair or replacement. 

These impacts are potentially significant. 

2. !\-litigation Measures 

The Framework Element includes policies and programs~ consistent with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power Urban \Vater Management Plan, which ensure that the demand for water will be met. The policies and 
programs ioclude increasing the reliability of the City's long term water supply through development of cost effective 
alternative sources, including water reclamation and exchanges and transfers~ water conservation techniques, and 
cleaning and lining (or replacing) all deficient water distrib~tion lines in the City. There are no additional mitigation 
measures, over and ~ove thOse incorporated into the General Plan Framework Element, recommended by the EIR. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations wm avoid or substantially lessen these potentially 
significant effects. 

H. UTILITIES 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in the demand for electricity and natural gas (and have related impacts in tenns of 
electric and magnetic fields [EMF]), as compared to existing baseline levels (1990). 

Total demand for electric power could rise from a !990 base year amount of 24,968 gigawatt-hours per year to 
36,882 gigawatt-hours per year by the year 2010. The Department of Water and Power's (DWP) electric production 
for the year 2010 will be 39,059 gigawatt-hours per year, which will more than meet projected demand. However, 
if eJectric power conservation and cogeneration are not pursued at current levels. the actual deffiand for electric 
power could rise as high as 84,103 gigawatt-hours per year, greatly exceeding anticipated supply. 

The increased production of electric power CO!Jid increase the amount of EMF exposure for significant portions of 
the population. Some proposed centers, districts, or mixed use boulevards will be placed in proximity to utility 
facilities which will generate EMF. Currently, it is not known whether exposures to EMF- over a long time, at 
high intensities, and at different frequencies or combinations -- pose a risk to human health. The California Public 
Utilities Commission emphasizes that the scientific community has not isolated the impact on human health, if any, 
of exposure to EMF from utility facilities. · 
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Total demand for natural gas could rise to 228 billion cubic feet of natural gas per year. Assuming that the Southern 
California Gas Company supplies the City of Los Angeles with the same proportion of it• natural gas supply in 2010 
as it currently does, Los Angeles' supply could equal over 237 billion cubic feel per year. The Final EIR concludes, 
however. that 11 because projected Citywide demand for natural gas is less than what the Southerll California Gas 
Company is prepared to supply, it appears that growth permitted under the Framework Element would generate 
adverse but less than significant effects on the overaU supply of riatural gas. 't 

These irnpacrs are potentially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element includes policies and programs which address the provisiori of electric power. The policies 
cali for continued monitoring and projection of power demand, expansion of DWP's generating and distribution 
capacity before it is needed, 3nd identification by DWP of construction projects that would overload a pan of the 
distribution system during a period of peak demand. The Framework Element also includes a policy that requires 
all new construction projects to incorporate power conservation and energy efficiency measures as conditions of 
approvaL 

The Final EIR states that a "proactive policy of 'prudent field management' shall be taken to mitigate the exposure 
to EMF where no~cost. and low-cost steps are feasible for the particular development or project. n 

The Final ElR also states that "It is therefore assumed pursuant to the laws of supply and demand. that Southern 
California Gas Company will continue to meet tlte natural gas needs of the City, particular! y since anticipated demand 
under the Framework Plan would not exceed currently forecasted 20!0 supply levels." 

In addition to the Framework Element, other mitigation measures -recommended by the final EJR include; 

o The Land Use Element of the Framework Plan shall incorporate policies which call fer the design standards 
to minhnize the pot~ntial health risks associated with low frequency electromagnetic fields. 

Policies 9.29 .2, 9.29 .3, and 9. 29.5 shall be revised to encourage cogeneration where cost effective, require 
energy conservation and energy efficient measures in all new construction. and expand energy conservation 
through all departments in the City. These revised measures shall be placed into the Conservation Element 
of the General Plan which shall also include the following natural gas conservation strategies: 

a) Retrofitting existing buildings with energy conservation measures; 

b) Requiring the use of pilotless ignition on appliances; 

c) Use of solar water heaters; 
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d) Providing incentives for cleaner and less energy-intensive industrial development; 

e} Encouraging improvements in natural gas distribution and storage; and 

f) Coordination with the gas company to provide greater technical and fmancial assistance to 
developers to allow the inclusion of energy cOnserving designs. (Mitigation measure corrected 

per FEIR Summary Table l Errata Sheet.) 

The first mitigation measure was included in error and is deleted for the reasons shown on the FEIR Surrirnary Table 
1 Errata sheet The Errata Sheet also ~ddresses the second mitigation measure by correcting the policy number. 
which is cited incorrectly, and name of the document to contain these revised policies. The second mitigation 
measure wm be adopted with these corrections. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these rnitigat~on measures and/or alterations will avoid or substantially lessen. these potentially 
significant effects. 

I. FLOOD CONTROUDRAINAGE 

I. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in the amount of new developi:nent which would result in a significant increase in 
impermeable land, resulting in a significant increase in stonn water runoff. 

These impacts are potentially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element includes measures which ensure that the increased stonnwater runoff will be mitigated. 
resulting in enhanced flood control during 100-year or 500-year floods. The measures include incentives for 
maintenance of ground penneability. creation of flood control basins along the Los Angeles River 1 and requirements 
for on-site management of ra.inwater and irrigation run-off. 

ln addition to the Framework Element, other mitigation measures recommended by the Final EIR include: 

o Revise Policy 6.2.1 to clearly state that open space utilization plans for the Los Angeles River shall take 
into considenition tl1e fact that flood control is, and shall be, the Los Angeles River's primary function. 

The Framework Land Use Diagram shall state that the centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards in the 
100 and 150 year flood plain shall not proceed with development until such time as the flood control 
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measures have eliminated that hazard from those areas. (Mitigation measure corrected per FEIR Summary 
Table 1 Errata Sheet.) 

Pursuant to Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code. the City finds the first additional mitigation measure to be 
~nnecessary in that the existing Policy 6.2.1 of tl1e element already calls for open space improvements and plans to 
consider the primary purpose of the Los Angeles River as flood control. Therefore, the City will not adopt this 
measure because it is already incorporated into the Framework Element 
The second measure will be adopted as shown on the FEIR Summary Table I Errata Sheet where it is modified to 
reflect current terminology. · 

3. Significance 

Imposition of t11ese mitigati<?n measures and/or alterations will avoid or substantially lessen· these potentially 
significant effects. 

J. POLICE 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in the demand for police protective services as compared to existing baseline levels 
(1990). Based on the planning ratio standard used.to determine the adequacy of the supply of sworn officers, a total 
of 17,673 officers would be needed to adequately accommodate the City's 2010 average day/night population. This 
is in comparison to the 8,817 sworn officers that were on the force as of 1990. 

These impacts are potentiaily significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element's economic development policy targets an employment base that exceeds SCAG's jobs 
forecast to maintain the City's 1990 jobs/housing ratio through the year 2010. This increased economic base wilJ 
provide additional revenue necessary to pay for added police protective services. Additionally. the Framework 
Element includes a policy that requires the City to correlate the type, amount, and location of development with the 
provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and public services. 

In addition to the Framework Plan, other mitigation measures include: 

Planning Standards indicating the most appropriate number of sworn police officers for· implementing police 
services shalt be established. 

The existing number of sworn police officer shall be enhanced by meet the established planning standards. 
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Additional resources for funding the enhancement of the number of sworn officers needed to meet the 
established planning standard shall be sought. 

These additional mitigation measures will be adopted as shown on FEIR Surrunary Table 1. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations will reduce impacts to a less than sign.ificanr level. 

K. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy' could 
result in a significant increase in tbe demand for recreation and public open space as compared to existing baseline 
levels (1990). Several recommended centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards would be placed well outside !he 
service areas of existing neighborhood or community parks. ' 

In addition to increased recreation impacts, the Framework Element would result in open space impacts in that 
privately owned vacant lands with non-rural zoning could be developed with non-open space uses and privately 
owned open ·space with rural zoning could be lost to rhe development of one dwelling unit per acre. The loss of 
private open space is considered to be an adverse but less than significant impact because the City currently meets 
tile planning standards of 10% of all lands being in public open space. Also, existing public open space would not 
be lost as a direct result of the Framework. In open space deficient areas, development under the Framework would 
result in existing open spaces being increasingly utilized and the potential for over-use. This is a potentially 
significant impact. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element's economic development policy targets an employment base that exceeds SCAG's jobs 
forecast to maintain !he City's 1990 jobs/housing ratio through the year 2010. This increased economic base will 
provide additional revenue necessary tO pay for added recreation services. Additionally, the Framework Element 
includes a policy that requires the City to correlate !he type, amount, and location of development with the provision 
of adequate supporting infrastructure and services. 

The Framework Element also includes measures that encourage the provision of additional recreational facilities and 
open space areas within centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards through the use of school yards as parks. small 
urban parks developed with mixed-use structures, and community facilities. 

The Framework Element encourages the establishment of a comprehensive citywide greenways network linking 
various components of the City's open space network (including mountains, the coastline, utility easements, and 
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parks) that offers unique opportunities to increase open space within existing highly urbanized patterns of 
development. 

The Framework includes policies which provides for the preservation and enhancement of open space, including 
policies to protect remaining open spaces and to preserve habitat Jjnk:ages, natural wildlands and viewsheds, which 
further reduce impacts associated with loss of private open space. 

In addition to the Framework Element the following mitigation measure is recommended by the EIR: 

The Frarnewo:rk Plan Map should be revised to include an overlay zone in certain portions of the City's 
open space areas which would allow for the following: 

*Discretionary reviev.: of proposed development jn overlay districts. 

*Application of specific site design guidelines which allow for the retention of as much contfguous open 
space as possible in the overlay districts. 

Pursuant to Section 2!081 of the Public Resources Code, the City finds this mitigation measure to be infeasible and 
inappropriate as written in tl1at: a) th.e City has adopted an open space zone. pursuant to court order which is the 
appwpriate tool for identifying open space; b) it is infeasible at this point in time because indicating on the 
Framework Djagrarn the location(s) appropriate for appHcation of the open space zone requires detailed studies on 
a community.plan basis which is not possible at this time, but will be carried out by the City during the updadng of 
the Open Space Element of the General Plan and the updating of the Community Plans; and c) the General Plan 
Framework Element already calls for the development of a Mountain Overlay zone in Program 70 (policy 6,1.6) 
to preserve private land with open space characteristics to the extent feasible. Therefore, the City wiH not adopt this 
mitigation because it is already part of the Framework and because the City is proceeding with a program to update 
community plans, including open space. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations will reduce impacts to a less tl1an significant JeveL 

L. GEOLOGIC/SEISMIC CONDJTJONS 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in the number of persons exposed to geologic/seismic safety hazards, including seismic 
shaking and fault nJpture, liquefaction, tsunami and seiche hazards, slope stability/erosion hazards, oil extraction
related subsidence1 and seismic-related dam failure1 as compared to existing baseline levels (1990). These impacts 
result from the placement of centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards in locations subject to one or more of these 
hazards. 
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These impacts are potentially significant. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element's programs and measures require consistent impJementation and enforcemenr of existing 
development and construction srandards and programs and the development of new standards, prOgrams. and 
procedures that provide additional mitigation of geologic/seismic safety hazards. 

Measures contained in the City's 1971 Seismic Safety Plan and the current building code esr.ablisb development and 
construction standards which have the potential to reduce the hazards associated with slope stability and erosion, 
liquefaction, shallow groundwater, oil-field-related subsidence, dam failure. fault rupture hazards, ground shaking, 
tsunamis and seiches. However, fault rupture, subsidence, seismic shaking, liquefaction, dam failure aod tsunami 
hazards are not adequately mitigated by the implementation of these existing development and construction standards. 

The Final EIR identifies several additional mitigation measures which serve ro mitigate these residual hazards to a 
level of insignificance: 

o The CitY Survey Division shall update its report of the Precise Level Benchmark Index through 1993 and 
shall perfonn an evaluation of the data to assess possible subsidence at the oil field and drilling areas 
underlying the City. Based on the ·Resulls of this evaluation a mitigation program for reducing the p~tezitial 
hazards shall be prepared. 

o The City sltall evaluate all data related to observations of possible methane gas seepage for projects in or 
near the City and associate with oil fields. The City shall consider designation additional methane seepage 
districts. In accordance with City See. 91-1500 (Public Resources Code Section 3860) the City shall 
consider establishing and formally designation additional. methane seepage districts. lf such districts are 
established, the City shall apply for grants as described in the PRC Section 3860, and the data shall be 
prepared. · 

" The City shall determine the safety status of all dams which may fail and cause inundating within the City. 
This shall be done in cooperation with the County of Los Angeles and the State Division of Dam Safety in 
order to establish the safety status and to determine what follow-up analyses, if any, are needed. Based on 
these results the City shall develop risk guidelines to allow preparation and implementation of regulatory 
measures for future development. These guidelines and measures shaH be prepared. 

The City shall continue to fully implement those faults related policies ard programs from: tlte Seismic 
Safety Plan related to Fault Rupture Study Zones, Engineering Investigation Reports. ln addition, the City 
shall consider results from ongoing fault activity investigations by consultants, and State and Federal 
agencies. 

Tlte City shall continue ·to fully implement liquefaction related policies and programs from the Seismic 
Safety Plan related to liquefaction standards, Engineering Investigation Reports. Jn addition, tl1e City shall 
consider results from ongoing Hquefacti,on investigations by consultants, and State and Federal agencies. 
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A clear specification of requirements shall be prepared by the City to govern the conduct of liquefaction 
studies in the City, related to and shall consider results form ongoing liquefaction investigation 'by others. 
Clear specification shall be prepared to govern the conduct of liquefaction studies in the City. 

Tire City shall adopt and maintain high standards for seismic performance of buildings, through prompt 
adoption and careful enforcement of the best available standards for seismic design. Bullding codes in use 
in the City need to be assessed to detennine if they are sufficient for t11e high level of ground sbaking 
anticipated in close proximity to major faults. The City shaH consider incorporating the most recent 
revisions or anticipated revisions for seismic design criteria by the SEAOC lnto its Btdlding Code for 
critical, sensitive, or high-occupancy structures. 

The City shall update its evaluation of the tsunami hazard (including locally generated events), make its 
standards more specific and disseminate information available to tsunami warnings and on procedur'al steps 
to prepare the populace for such an event. Mitigation measures shaH be suggested for new construction. 

In relation to the first additional mitigatlon, the City finds that this is infeasible in that the City does not have the 
necessary resources. and unnecessary because lhe City of Long Beach is perfonning such a ·study for the_ entire 
harbor area, including the City of Los Angeles. The City performs evaluation of the data where problems are 
identified. Therefore, the City will no.t adopt this measure because the issue is already being addressed through other 
programs. 

TI1e second mitigation measure calls for an evaluation of possible methane gas seepage and designation of methane 
seepage districts. The City fmds that this measure is unnecessary because: a) a survey has been completed for the 
entire southern California area; b) the seepage areas are designated~ c) the Los Angeles Municipal Code provides 
for additional designation as needed; and d) the municipal code is already Jaw and is being implemented. Therefore, 
the City w~ll not adopt thi:s measure because the issue is already being addressed. · 

The City fjnds that the third mitigation to evaluate dam safety is unnecessary and redundant in that the City has 
completed both the evaluation of all dams and has made lhe necessary repairs rather than implement regulatory 
measure for future development. Therefore, the Cily will not ndopt this measure because this issue has already been 
addressed. 

The fourth7 fifth and sixth mitigation measures will be adopted as additional mitigation. 

The City finds that the final mitigation measure to evaluate tsunami hazard js unnecessary and in that the City has 
already adopted the "Flood Hazard Specific Plan" (1980, amended 1988) which adequately addresses all types of 
flood hazard issues, including tsunami, and provides construction standards. The City•s existing Emergency 
Operations Organization plans address procedural steps for preparing for such an event. Therefore, the City will 
not adopt this measure because the issues has been addressed in otJ1er plans, documents. and procedures. 

3. Significance 

Imposition of these mitigation measures and/or alterations will reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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V. UNA VOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS-- CLASS I 

The Council of the City of Los Angeles fmds that even with the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, the 
Framework Element has the potential to cause significant adverse impacts on the following areas of the environment 
(Class I impacts as identified in the Final EIR): 

Land Use 
Urban Form 

• Air Quality--Particulate Emissions 
Biological Resources 

In the case of land use, the significant adverse environmental impact relates to: the intensification of single family 
residential areas for duplex and secondary units, conversion of residential areas for industrial uses, the intensification 
of existing commercial areas for higher density corrunercial and/or mixed use, conversion of industrjal properties 
for other uses, and intensification of mixed density neighborhoods designed for higher density development where 
a "stable 11 Iteighborhood exis'ts. In the case of urban form the significant adverse enviromnental impacts relates to 
increases in the height and intensity of development in certain centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards that is out 
of scale with existing development Al! other impacts on urban form are either mitig~ted to insignificance or are 
beneficial. In the case of air quality, the significant adverse environmental impact relates to particulate emissions. 
All other air quality impacts (ROG, NOx, and SOx emissions) are mitigated to a level of insignificance. In the case 
of biological resources, the significant adverse environmental impact is caused by the !oss of privately owned open 
space outside of centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards. 

A. LANDUSE 

1. Impaets 

The amount of population. employment. and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by policy, and 
tile pattern and distribution of that growth as encouraged by the Framework Element, could have the following 
impacts on the City's existing land uses. as summarized below: 

a. Existing Single Family Residential Areas 

The Framework Element includes policies that maintain the functional role and pattern of uses of existing single
family residential areas. Therefore, there would b~ no significant impacts on these neighborhoods. 

However, tl1ere could be significant impacts to areas of the City that presently are single family in character but that 
are zoned for multi-family densities. To maintain the character of these single-family. neighborhoods, the Framework 
includes a policy to permit a reduction 1n existing permitted densities through revisions to the community plans. 
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b. ExisTing Multi-Family Residential Areas 

The Framework Element includes policies that generally maintain the functional role and pattern of uses of existing 
multi-family residential areas. Therefore, there would generally be no signjficant impacts on these neighborhoods. 

There could be significant impacts on mixed density neighborhoods that include a mix of multi-family and single
family dwellings. Jf Lhc mixed density neighborhood is stable, evolution to the higher permitted densities would be 
a significant impact. However7 the Framework Element allows for reductions in permitted densities through 
revisions to the community plans ln areas where there is inadequate infrastructure or services. If the mixed density 
neighborhood is not stable, evolution to the higher permitted densities would be a beneficja] impact. 

c. Existing Residential Transition Areas 

The Framework Elemen£ inCludes policies that support a..JTiendments to the conununity plans to designate areas 
adjacent to centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards for higher densities or to convert these lands to industrial 
uses. The establishment of consistent densities in transitional areas adjacent to higher density centers, districts, and 
mixed use boulevards is considered to be a beneficial impact. 

The conversion of some transitional areas to industria1nse is considered a potentially significant land use impact that 
is mitigated by the Framework Element's Jand use polices ·that require protection of Iower~density residential 
neighborhoods and no adverse environmental impacts. The conversion to industrial uses could be considered a 
beneficial impact if lt leads to added employment opportunities that offset the negative consequences of a slower rate 
of job growth as forecast by SCAG. 

d. Exis(ing Commercial Areas 

The Framework Element includes policies that encourage the integration of mixed-use residential and commercial 
development in centers~ distrlcts. and mixed use boulevards. The introduction of residential development in 

. commercial areas is considered a potential significant impact. However, the· increased pedestrian activity and 
potentially increased transit use that would result from mixed~l!Se development is considered a beneficinl impact. 

The increased level of development in centers. districts, and mixed use boulevards is considered a potentially 
significant impact. However, the impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods would be mitigated by existing 
transitional height requirements. 

e. Existing Industrial Areas 

The Framework Element includes policies that encoUrage the preservation of existing industr~al areas to provide a 
land bank for future economic expansion consistent with the Framework Element's policy to increase !he rate of 
current job growth to a level that will maintain the City's 1990 ratio of jobs to housing through the year 2010. 
Therefore, there would be no significant impacts on these areas as all currently 4esignnted industrial areas would 
remain in Industrial use. 
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f. Open Space 

The City's existing open-space inventory includes privately owned properties that are developed or zoned for low 
density residential uses, at densities up to two units per gross acre. Some intensification of development and loss 
of privately owned open' space could occur, as permitted by .the adopted Community Plans and zoning (the 
Framework maintains all existing designations in these areas}. Potential impacts would be reduced by insignificant 
leveLs through the continued implementation of the Hillside Management Ordinance. 

Publicly owned open space would not be replaced as a result of implementing_ the Framework Element because the 
Framework Element does not recommend the placement of centers, districts, or mixed use boulevards on any 
publicly owned open space land. 

Growth could result in the over-utilization of existing open space areas in more urbanized areas of the City that 
exhibit open space deficiencies. This is considered to be a significant impact. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element encourages most new commercial and residential growth to locate in existing commercial 
districts that have excess zoning capacity and that are or wm be well-served by translt. The effect of this policy is 
to contain tile amount of change by focusing it into a limited number of areas that have the capaclty to absorb 
additional growth, thereby protecting the character of low-density residential areas. 

Market pressures to develop privately owned open space would be partially diverted to more centrally placed urban 
"in-fiW areas (primarily commerciaHy zoned properties) rather than in large tracts of undeveloped land at the City's 
perimeter. Without the incentives provided in the centers, districts and mixed-use boulevards, market-driven growth 
would resHlt in more .dcvelopme~lt of privately owned open space. 

To offset the exacerbation of current open space deficiencies through additional growth, the Framework Element 
includes measures that encourage the development of additioua1 recreational facilities and open space areas within· 
centers .. districts, and mixed Use boulevards through the use of school yards as parks, small urban parks developed 
with mixed-use structures, and Ute location of community facilities in or near centers, dlstricts. and mixed use 
boulevards. 

'The Framework Element also eficourages the establishment of a comprehensive citywide greenways network linking 
various components of the City's open space network (including mountains, the coastline. utility easements, and, 
parks) that offers unique opportunities to increase open space within existing highly urbanized patterns of 
development. 

In addition. by encouraging growth to concentrate in cenlers, districts, and mixed use boulevards instead of outlying 
open space areas, the Framework Element wiH be more effective at protecting privately owned open space than 
alternatives that permit a more dispersed, automobile-oriented and market-driven approach to the allocation of 
growth. 
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3. Significance 

Even with the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, the following land use considerations have !he potential 
lO cause significant and unavoidable adverse impacts: 

• Intensification of single family residential areas if determined by the Community Plans; 

Conversion of residential areas for industrial uses if determined by the Community Plans; 

• Intensification of certain existing commercial areas for high density commercial and/or mixed~use 
development; 

Conversion of lndustrial properties for other uses if determined by the Community Plans; and 

Intensification of mixed density neighborhoods designated in Community Plans for higher densities. 

AU other impacts on land use are either mitigated to a level of insignificance or are considered beneficial. 

B. URBAN FORM 

1. Impacts 

The impact of the Framework Element's policy and program measures would be an urban fonn that consistently 
enhances the sense of identity and place for each of the City's neighborhoods, districts, centers, and boulevards and 
quality of life for the City's residents. There would be a significant reduction in the sense of physical sprawl and 
sameness that characterizes many areas of the City. This is considered to be a beneficial impact. 

Nevertheless, the amount of population, employment, and housing growth that the Framework Element permits by 
policy would result in an increased level of development (height and bulk of structures) in some existing commercial 
areas targeted for densification that, in some cases. would be out of scale with surrounding properties. Adherence 
to tlw Framework ElemenCs urban form policy and program measures woUld nor reduce the scale of this 
development but would mitigate its environmental impacts to a level of insignificance through policy and program 
measures that control the impacts on adjacent neighborhoods (transitional height ordinance) and that provide for 
quality development with usable open space. 

However~ some residents may view any development that is out of scale with surrounding properties. regardless of 
the Framework Element's mitigating measures, to be significant and adverse. This is necessarily a subjective 
conclusion given rhe nature of urban form impact evaluation. Because impacts in the Final EIR are evaluated using 
a "worst-case scenario" form of analysis, the Ftnal EIR concludes that any new development that is out of scale with 
surrounding properties is significant and adverse, even though these impacts could conceivably be considered 
beneficial. depending upon the point of view used. 

a. Existing Single-Family Residemial Areas 

The Framework Element includes policies Utat maintain the form and character of existing single-family residential 
areas. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts on these neighborhoods. 
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The Framework Element does support, however, lhrough amendments to the community plans* increased 
intensification of some existing single~ family residential neighborhoods adjacem to centers. districts, and mixed~use 
boulevards where duplex or higher density units could be designated by the community plans to ultimately provide 
a smoother transition and a better buffer for more stable single~ family neighborhoods. This is considered to be a 
beneficial impact. 

b. Existing Multi-Family Residential Areas 

The Framework Element includes policy and program measures that maintajn the fonn and character of existing 
multi-family residential areas that are developed at the maximum level of density as permitted by existing land use 
regulations. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts on these neighborhoods. 

Some transitional multi··family residential areas with a mixture of different unit types and densities would be 
permitted to intensify to the rllaximum development potential permitted by existing cormnunity plans. Achievement 
of consistent density in mixed-density areas is considered to be a beneficial impacc 

Other transitional multi-family residential neighborhoods, with inadequate supporting infrastrucrure, would ba~etheir 
permitted densities reduced through amendments to the Community plans, thereby preserving their existing scale, 
form, and quality of life. This is considered to be a beneficial impact. 

c. Existing Commercial Areas 

The Framework Element contains policy and program measures that will either not impact, insignificantly lrnpac!, 
or will significantly benefit the urban form of existing connnercial areas, as explained below: 

General CommerciaL The scale and form of general commercial nodes and low~intensity commercial djstricts would 
largely be retained. This is considered to be an insignificant impact. 

Neighborhood Districts. Physically distinct neighborhood districts, that reflect the cultural heritage and/or needs 
of tl1e surrounding conununlty, would be established throughout the Clty. These dlstricts· would be pedestdan
oriented and would serve ro reduce vehicular trips from surrounding residential areas. This is considered to be a 
beneficia] impact. 

New development would be largely in-fill and at the same scale as surrounding structures. This is Considered to be 
an insignificant impact. 

Conununity Centers. Physically distinct moderate density community centers, that reflect the cultural heritage and/or 
needs oftbe surrounding connnunity, would be established at selected locations throughout the City. These centers 
would be pedestrian-oriented and would serve to reduce vehicular trips from surrounding residential areas. This is 
considered to be a beneficial impact. 
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New de-velopment would be largely in-fill and at the same scale as surrounding structures. This is considered to be 
an insignificant impact. 

In some community centers, new development would be out of scale with surrounding structures. but would be 
mitigated through development standards and transitional height requirements that serve to mitigate the impacts of 
increases in the scale of development on surrounding neighborhoods. Nevertheless~ from a "worst-case scenario" 
point of view, any increases in development that are out of scale with surrounding properties can be considered 
significant and adverse. 

RegiQQal and Downtown Centers. Physically distinct high density regional centers, that reflect the cultural heritage 
and/or needs of the surrounding community, would be established at a limited number of sites throughout the City. 
These centers would be pedestrian-oriented and would serve to reduce vehicular trips from surrounding residential 
areas. This is considered to be a beneficial impact. 

New development would be largely in-fill and at the same scale as surrounding structures. This is considered to be 
an insignificant impact. 

In some regional cen!ers 1 new development would be out of scale with surrounding structures, but would be mitigated 
through development standards and transitional height requirements that serve to mitigate the !mpacts of increases 
in the scale of development on surrounding neighborhoods. Nevertheless, from a "worst-case scenario" point of 
view, any increases in development that are out of scale with surrounding properties can be considered significant 
and adverse. 

Boulevards. Physically distinct mixed-use residential and commercial districts and muiti-family residential 
neighborhoods would be established along conunercial boulevards througho:ut the City. These boulevards Would be 
pedestrian~oriented and would serve to reduce vehicular trips from surrounding residential areas. This is considered 
to be ·a beneficial impact. 

New development would be largely in-fill and at the Same scale as surroundi:llg structures. This is considered to be 
an insignificant impact. 

Along some boulevards, new development would be oul of scale with surrounding structures, but would be mitigated 
through development standards and transirional height requirements. Nevertheless, from a "worst-case scenario'' 
point of view, any increases in development that are out of scale with surrounding properries can be considered 
significant and adverse. 

e. Existing Industrial Areas 

The Framework Element includes policy and program measures U1at encourage the preservation of existing industrial 
areas to provide a land bank for future economic exparision consistent with the Framework Element's policy to 
increase the rate of current job growth to a level that wili maintain the City's 1990 ratio of jobs to housing through 
the year 2010. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts on these areas as aU currently designated industrial 
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areas would remain ffi industrial use at the same s~le of development. This is considered to be an insignificant 
impact. 

However, new industrial development would be required to meet enhanced landscaping requirements. This is 
considered to be a beneficial impact 

f. Open Space 

The Framework Element encourages the creation of a citywide greenways netWork that would connect existing parks: 
major recreational areas, and landscaped median strips. Existing rail rights-of-way and drainage chatmels would be 
landscaped and also connected to the greenways network. This is considered to be a beneficial impact. 

2. Mitigation Measur~ 

To mitigate the urban form impacts Of the amount of growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, ·the Framework 
Element includes a number ~f policy a.'1d program measures that enhance the City's urban forn1. TI1ese policy and 
program measures also reduCe the impacts in a limited number of centers, distric!s, and mixed use boulevards where 
new development out of scale with existing development might occur. The policies and programs achieve these 
effects through urban design guidelines that encourage quality development and the set-aside of open space, 
integration of residential and commercial development (mixed use) with a pedestrian orientation, and development 
of small urban parks in centers, districts, and mixed use boulevarqs to provide visual rellef and access to recreational 
faciHties and open space. 

3. Significance 

Even with the imposition of all feasible mitigating measures) the amount of growth permitted by policy of the 
Framework Element has the potential to cause significant adverse environmental effects on urban form. Significant 
increases in the City's overall mass, scale. and intensity of development are unavoidable if growth occurs as forecast_ 
·That these impacts are "adverse" is a subjective conclusion, however, and some residents may consider them to 
actually be beneficia}. An other impacts on urban form are either mitigated to insignificance or are considered to 
be beneficial. 

C. AIR QUALITY PARTICULATES 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that tl1e Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a. significant 19% increase in particulate emissions as compared to baseline (1990) emission levels. 
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2. MitigaUon Measures 

The air quality-ROX, NOx, and SOx emissions mitigation measures identified in !he Final EIR, along with !he 
control measures contained in !he Regional Air Quality Mrmagement Plan and anticipated combustion engine 
improvements, will all serve to slow tlte increase in emissions generated by increased VMT. However, the 
particulate emissions from vehicle tire wear and engine exhaust cannot be as effectively controlled as other vehicle 
emissions. Therefore, a significant impact on particulate emissions is expected to remain, even though the 
Framework Element is consistent with aU applicable regional plans, including the Regional Air Quality Management 
Plan and !he City's Air Quality Element and Clean Air Program. 

3. Significance 

Even with rhe imposition of all feasible mitigaling measures, the ainount of growth permitted by policy of the 
Framework Element has the Potential to cause significant adverse enviromnental effects on air quality-particulates. 
The adverse impacts on air quality-emissions (ROX, NOx. and SOx) are discussed in Section IV -B of these Findings 
and Statement of Overriding·Considerations. 

D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Impacts 

The amount of population, employment, and housing growth that !he Framework Element permits by policy could 
result in a significant increase in impacts on biological resources as compared to existing conditions due to the 
development of privately owned open space outside of centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards. Such 
development would significantly disrupt and/or remove wildlife and native plant habitats .. 

2. Mitigation Measures 

The Framework Element encourages most new growth tO locate in existing commerCial districts rather than low
density residential areas or existing open space lands (except for scattered in-till sites in already built up areas of the 
City). Without the incentives provided by this targeted growth measure, market-driven growth would result in more 
development of privately owned open space. Also, the Framework includes objective 6.lto protect !he City's natural 
setting from urban encroachment and objective 6.2 which stresses maximization of the use of tbe City's existing open 
space network and facilities by enhancing the facilities and the connections. Framework policies 6.1.1 stresses 
protection of remaining open spaces, which also protects biological reSources. Policies 6.4.8 through 6.4.11 of the 
Open Space chapter encourage: a) provide for maximization of existing public open space; b) encourage provision 
of small-scaled public open spaces; c) provide for joint use of open space, and d) seek opportunities to site open 
space adjacent to public facilities. Program 70 specifically addresses the maximum protection of privately-owned 
open space in the mountain and hHJside areas. 

·Summary Table 1 of the FEIR refers~ in error. to additional mitigation measures, but there is no discussion of such 
measures ii; ·'-te text. The text does indicate~ however, that no direct impacts o.f the Framework are evident in the 
planning sut ·ogions. While !here are no Framework programs or p~licies specifically directed to address biological 
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resources, the strategy of focused growth and the policies and incentives that support that strategy, the open space 
policies, and other policies which address protection of currently open lands, will mitigate, to the fuUesr extent 
possible, the impacts on biological resOurces. Therefore, the reference to additional measures has been deleted 
pursuant to the Errata sheet and will not be adopted. 

3. Significance 

Even with the imposition of all feasible mitigating measures, the amount of growth permitted by poJicy of the 
Framework Element has the potential to cause significant adverse envirorunental effects on bjofogical resources 
outside of centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards . 

VJ. CUMU"LATIVE IMPACTS 

TI1e California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual effects that, 
when considered together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts. Because the Framework 
Element is a citywide component of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the impacts of growth a<eommodated 
in the Framework Element may extend beyond the borders of the City of Los Angeles into the larger surrounding 
region. 

To provide a framework for regional planning, SCAG has adopted a Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
(RCPG) that addresses most of the functional issue areas addressed by the Framework Element. SCAG has also 
completed an EJR for the RCPG in compliance witl1 CEQA requirements. The local governments within SCAG's 
jurisdiction participated in the development of the RCPG through the provision of what was defined by SCAG as 
"subregional input." 

The Department of City Plarming developed the Framework Element, in pan, to provide the "subregional inpm" of 
the City of Los Angeles into the RCPG. To this extent, the impacts reported in the RCPG Final EIR can serve as 
the cumulative impacts for the Framework Element Final _EIR because the analysis is applicable to the entire SCAG 
region. Thus, the RCPG Final EIR serves by proxy as the cumulative impacts for most of the functional topics 
addressed by the Framework Element Final EIR. 

The Council of the City of Los.Angeles fmds that the projected growth accommodated in the Framework Element 
results in significantr unavoidable cumulative impacts on the follOwing areas of the environment: 

Land Use 

Transportation 
Geologic/Seismic Conditions -- Groundshaking and Surface Rupture 

Biological Resources - Plant and Wildlife Habitat and Diversity and Sensitive Biological Communities in 
the Southwest SCAG Region 

Risk of Upset 

Poblic Health 
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These impacts resul! from projected growth in population, employment, and housing in the City of Los Angeles in 
accumulation with projected growth in population, employment. and housing in the SCAG region outside of the 
City's boundaries and thus outside of tl~e City's regulatory control. This projected growth outside of the City 
accounts for over 60% of the total vehicle miles traveled {VMT) increase within the City's corporate Jimits, 
due to regional cross trips, and accounts f~r SO% of the projected increase in freeway travel time by 2010. 

The Council of the City of Los Angeles also finds that the projected growth accommodated in the Framework 
Element results in less than significant cumulative impacts on the following area·s of the environment: 

Urban Form 

Housing/Population 

• Solid Waste 

Wastewater 

Water Resources 

Utilities 

Fire/Emergency MCdical Services 

Police 

Schools 

• Libraries 
Recreation and Open Space 

Cultural Resources 

Geologic/Seismic Conditions-- All Impact Areas Except Groundshaking and Surface Rupture 

Biological Resources-- All Impact Areas Except Plant and· Wildlife Habitat and Diversity and Sensitive 
Biological Conununities in 1he Southwest SCAG Region 

Air Quality 

Noise 

VII. ALTERNATIVES 

The Final EIR describes a reasonable range of alternatives lo the Framework Element which could feasibly attain 
the basic objectives of the Framework Element. The Council of the City of Los Angeles has evaluated the 
comparative merits of the alternatives, and rejects these alternatives in favor of the Framework Element for the 
reasons set forth in the Final EIR and as explained below: 

A. NO GROWTH ALTERNATIVE 

1. Description 

The No Growth Alternative assumes the imposition of a citywjde development moratorium to maintain the City's 
1990 population, employment, and housing levels through the year 2010. Compared to the Framework Element, 
the alternative assumes 19% less population, 17% less employment, and 17% leSs housing. However, the a!ternative 
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also assumes that the cities and counties surrounding the City of Los Angeles would continue to grow as forecast. 

2. Impacts 

Compared w the Framework Element, the negative impacts of the No Growth Alternative would be grealer for Jand 
use, urban form) housing, ~md transportation. The City's current dispersed pattern of Jand use and urban form, 
vihich discourages walking and transit usage, would remain unalten~d without the Framework Element's policy and 
program measures which encourage mixed-use, transit~oriented development, thus perpetuating a cuuent negative 
situation that could be corrected by new development that occurs in accordance with the Framework Element • s policy 
and program measUres. The prohibition on new residential development would exacerbate the affordable housing 
crisis as rbe City's housing stock deteriorates. The Framework Element, however, provides capacity for new 
housing, thus ensuring that artificial policy constraints do not inadvertently reduce supply relative to demand, thus 
contributing to housing price inflation. The No Growth Alternative's lack of a comprehensive citywide TIMP, along 
with the impacts of regional growth, would create gre~ter transportation impacts than the Framework Element, which 
includes pro-active transport~tion improvement and mitigation m~asures and encourages the concentration of new 
development near transit stations. If a moratorium were imposed, some or all of the development that would 
otherwise occur in Los Angeles would locate in adjacent cities, contributing to a higher rate of regional growth 
outside Los Angeles. 

Due to overall less development and growth within the City of Los Angeles, however, the No Growth Altemative's 
impacts would be less for solid- waste management~ wastewater resources, water resources, utilities. flood control 
and drainagC, fire/EMS, police protecrive services, education, libraries, recreation and open space, cultural 
resources, public health, geologic conditions/seismic safety, biological resources, noise, and risk of upset. The 
impacts on air quality would be the same or similar as the Framework Element's for two reasons: (1) regional 
growlh would still increase air pollution in the South Coast Air Basin; and (2) the No Growth Alternative does not 
contain policies and programs for encouraging a mode shift from the private automobile to transit and other forms 
of ridesharing. Thus, even though development in Los Angeles would not be as great as it would be under the 
Framework Element, regional growth and an unaltered dependence on the automobile would generate comparable 
pollution levels. 

3. Feasibility 

The No Growth Alternative is infeasible because a citywjde development moratorium would push some or all of the 
new development that would otherwise occur in Los Angeles to nearby conununities, thus still contributlng to adverse 
regional air quality and transportation impacts that would affect City residents. The SCAG RCPQ does not call for 
a development moratorium in any community !ocared within its jurisdiction, nor have any cities or counties within 
SCAG's jurisdiction imposed a development moratorium. 

If a development moratorium were imposed~ vacancy rates would drop as the City's housing stock deteriorated and 
no replacement housing was built? contributing to incr_eased homelessness ~d overcrowding. A development 
moratorium woul.d have deleterious effects on ~e City's economy, contributing to increased unemployment, both 
in the construction industry and those sectors of the economy affected by tlw construction industry. A development 
moratorium would disproportionately affect those areas of the City negatively impacted by the Northridge Earthquake 
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of 1994 and the civil disturbances of 1992, where rebuilding and reconstruction efforts have not commenced or been 
approved. 

B. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

1. Description 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the City of Los Angeles will have population, employment, and housing 
growth consistent with the buiidout capacity of the existing set of adopted community plans. (In the City of Los 
Angeles. the community plans collective[y comprise the Land Use Element.) The alternative assumes no date for 
full buildout. Compared to the Framework Element, the alternative assumes 44% greater population, 252% greater 
emplOY!1Jent, and 41% greater housing at full build out of the existing adopted community plans. 

2. Impacts 

Due to the No Project Alternative's overall greater development and growth as compared to the Framework Element, 
impacts would be more significant for land use, urban fofm. solid waste management, wastewater resources; water 
resources~ utilities, flood control and· drainage, transportation, fire/EMS, police services, education, libraries, 
recreation and open space, cultural resources, public health, geologic conditions/seismic safety, biological resources, 
air quality, noise, and risk of upset. Because U1e No Project Alternative would result in a greater percentage of new 
rental units affordable to very low, low, and moderate income groups than under the Framework Element, the 
impacts would be Jess for housing. 

3. Feasibility 

The No Project Alternative (buildout of the ex is ring set of adopted community plans) is irifeasible because the greater 
levels of population? employment, and housing would produce environmental effects significantly more adverse than. 
the Framework Element. The No Project Alternative is furthermore infeasible because the permitted levels of 
population, employment) and housing are insupportable given current and planned levels ofinfrastructure and transit 
services. 

C. TRANSIT BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE (AI ALTERNATIVE) 

1 ~ Description 

The Transit Buildout Alternative (referenced as "Al" in the Final E!R) assumes that the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan TransportatiOn Authority (MTA) wiii construct and operate a comprehensive, citywide transit network 
as originally outlined in its now defunct ThirtY Year Plan. (Since the time when alternatives were formulated, the 
MTA has resc)nded the Thirty Year Plan and replaced it with a scaled down Long Range Plan. 11>e new Long Range 
Plan is based on considerably lower projections of revenue for rail construction, bus improvements. and transit 
operations.) The Transit Buildout Alternative assumes that the City of Los Angeles will be able to absorb additional 
population, employment, and housing growth based on the greater capacity of the transit system. Compared to the 
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Framework Element, the altemative assumes 39% greater population, 136% greater employment, and 37% greater 
housing. 

2. Impacts 

Due to the Transit Buildout Alternative's overall greater development and growth as compared to the Framework 
Element, impacts: would be greater for solid waste management, wastewater resources,"water resources, utilities, 
flood control and drainage, transportation, fire/EMS, police protective services, education, libraries, recreation and 
open space, cultural resources1 publichealtb, geologic conditjons/seismic safety, air quality, noise, and risk of upset. 
Because the Transit Buildout Alternative would resu~t in a greater percentage of new rental units affordable to very 
low, low. and moderate income groups than unQer the Framework Element, the impacts would be less for housing 

, and population. Due ro the grearer number of centers, districts, and boulevards proposed under this alternative, the 
impacts on land use and urban form would be greater. Because the placement of additional centers, districts, and 
boulevards around transit ~tations would not result in a direct increase in impacts to the City's natural habitats, the 
Transit Buildout Alternative's biological impacts are similar to those of the Framework Element. 

3. Feasibility 

The Transit Buildout Alternative is infeasible because the greater levels of poplliation, employment, and housing 
would produce environmental effects significantly more adverse than the Framework Element. The Transit Buildout 
AlternatiVe is furthermore infeasible because the permitted levels of population, employment, and housing are 
insupportable given current and planned levels of infrastructure and transit services. 

D. 2010 MARKET ALTERNATIVE 

1. Description 

The 20J 0 Market Alternative assumes that the City of Los Angeles will grow as forecast by SCAG, as driven by the 
marketplace, and as constrained by the policies of the existing set of adopted community plans. The 2010 Market 
Alternative assumes the same level of population and housing growth as the Framework Element. However, the 
2010 Mail<:et Alternative assumes 8% less citywide employment than the Framework Element, consistent with the 
SCAG baseline forecast. Because the basis of this alternative's land uses are the existing conununity plans, the 
alternative results in a different physical distribution of land uses than the Framework Element. Development would 
be more dispersed and automobile oriented under this alternative and not as concentrated in transit- and pedestrian
oriented centers, districts~ and mixed-use boulevards. 

2. Impacts 

Compared to the Framework Element, the impacts of the 2010 Market Alternative would be greater for land use, 
urban form, transportation, biological resources, and air quality. Because the 20 lO Market Alternative lacks quality 
development standards and policies that encourage development in centers. districts, and mixed use boulevards. the 
City's current dispersed and automobile-oriented land use and urban form pattern would continue, perpetuating a 
negative existing situation. The 2010 Market Alternative's lack of pro-active rrmlSportation improvement and 
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mitigation strategies, and lack of policies which encourage a mode shift from the automobile to transit, walking, and 
the 'bicycle, result in greater transportation and air quality impactS tllan the Framework Element, even though the 
Framework Element includes a somewhat greater level of economic development. Because growth would not be 
encouraged to locate in centers. districts~ and mix:ed use boulevards, the 2010 Market Alternative's impacts on open 
space and biological resources would be greater. as a larger share of development would occur on privately owned 
open space lands, many of which are the habitat for rare or end~ilgered biological resources. 

Due to overall less economic growth, the 2010 Market Alternative's impacts would be Jess for solid waste 
management, wastewater resources, water resources, utilities, fire/EMS, cultural resources, and risk of upset. 
Because the Framework Element and the 2010 Market Alternative have equivalent levels of population and housing. 
the impacts would be the same or similar for housing and population, police protective services, 

education, libraries, recreation, and public health. 

The lesser amount of development contemplated under the 2010 Market Alternative wauld typically result in less 
paving and construction on penneable surfaces, tlms resulting in less flood control and drainage impacts. But 
because development under j:he 2010 Market Alternative would be more dispersed and not as focused in selected 
centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards, more open space would be developed. By contrast, the Framework 
Element encourages growth to locate in centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards. Thus, the impacts' of the 
additional development called for in the Framework Element on flood control and drainage is offset by the targeted 
growth policy. Consequently, the impacts of the 2010 Market Alternative and the Framework Element on flood 
control and drainage· are similar. Because the 2010 Market Alternative would expose a sirnilar. number of additional 
persons to the City's geologic and seismic hazards as the proposed Framework Element, the Final EIR concludes 
that the impaCts are similar_ 

Finally, even rhough there wollld be less development under the 2010 Market Alternative, the Jack of transit- and 
pedestrian-oriented land use panerns would contribute toward increased levels of vehicular traffic noise. Conversely. 
while the Framework Element permits a greater level of economic development, the noise impacts of this additional 
increment of growtl1 would be offset by the Framework Element's pedestrian- and transit-oriented development 
policies. Therefore, the Finnl EJR concludes that this alternative would likely generate noise impacts similar to those 
of !he Framework Element. 

3, Feasibility 

The lack of pro-active transportation improvement and mitigation measures and a targeted growth policy ·which 
encourages pedestrian- and transit-oriented land uses in selected centers, districts, and boulevards Would contribute 
toward transportation and air quality impacts that would actually be greater than the Framework Element, even 
t110ugh the Framework Element assumes, as a matter of policy, a greater number of jobs. The 2010 Market 
Alternative is economicaHy infeasible because the lower levels of employment would generate significant deficits in 
the City's anuual budget, contributing to reduced levels of public services, including police and fire protection. 

E. THEORETICAL BUILDOUT ALTERNATIVE 

1. Description 
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The Theoretical Buildout Alternative assumes buildout of the Framework Element wi!hout land use and managed 
development policies linking growtP, with infrastructure capacity. Under this alternative, there would be no trigger 
mechanisms available to generate additional review when infrastructure improvements are not able to keep up with 
!he demands placed on !hem by new development. 

2. Impacts 

Due to the Theoretical Bnildout Alternative's overali greater development and growth as compared to the Framework 
Element, impacts would be greater for land use, solid waste management, wastewater resources, water resources, 
utilities, flood control and drainage. transportation, fire/EMS, police protective services, education, libraries, 
recreation and open space, cultural resources, geologic/seismic conditions, air quality, noise, and risk of upset. 

Because the Theoretical Buildout Alternative would result in. a greater percentage of new rental units affordable to 
very low, low) and moderate income groups than under the Framework Element, the ilnpacts would be less for 
housing. 

Because under bo!h the Framework Element and !he11leoretical Buildorit Alternative growth would be encouraged 
to locate in centers and districts rather than open space lauds that are the habitat for rare or endangered biological 
resources, the impacts on open space and biological resources would be similar.· 

3. Feasibility 

The Theoretical Buildout Alternative is ififeasible because the greater levelS of population, employment, and housing 
would produce environmental effects significantly more adverse than the Framework Element. The Theoretical 
BuHdout Alrernative is furthermore infeasible because the permitted levels of population. employment, and housing 
are insupportable given current and planned levels of infrastructure and transit services. 

F. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Among the six alternatives considered. the Framework Element is the environmentally superior alternative for the 
following reasons: 

1. The No Project, Theoretical Buildout, and Transit Buildout (Al) Alternatives all permit greater levels of 
population, employment, and housing than !he Framework Element, and furthermore do not include policies 
for managing growth and development in relationship to infrastructure capacity. The greater amounts of 
permitted population, employment, and housing would resulr in more significant adverse envlronmentat 
impacts than the Framework Element. 

2. The No Growth Alternative's moratorium on ail new commercial and residential development would not 
be successful in restricting population growth, particularly in light of SCAG's 2010 grow!h forecast which 
suggests that 67% oftl1e projected increase in population will be due to natural increase (the excess ofbirlhs 
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over deaths) rather than net in-migration. In addition. the No Growth Alternative would not prevent 
regional growth. It is also likely that some or all of the growth that would otherwise locate in Los Angeles 
would be pushed to adjacent communities, and from there would still generate negative air quality and 
transportation impacts affecling residents of tl1e City. The development moratorium wou\d, however, 
drastically reduce employment opportunities and City revenue during a time when a growing population 
would place added demands on public services and lnfrastructure systems. While the No Growth 
Alternative would result in overall fewer adverse envirorunental effects, these are outweighed by the reduced 
quality of life that would result from constricted employment opportunities and underfunded public services; 
The No Growth Alternative would disproportionately affect those areas of the City affected by the 1994 
Northridge Earthquake and the 1992 civil dismrbances. 

3. The 2010 Market Alternative lacks the public policy interventions necessary to correct struemral deficiencies 
in the city's mix of land uses and its urban form pattern which contribute to poor air quality and traffic 
congestion. Witbou,t a change in policy which emphasizes transit~ and pedestrian-oriented development 
concentrated in centers, districts, and mixed-use boulevards, a mode shift from the private automobile to 
transit and walking will not occur. Even though the 2010 Market Alternative would result in Jess 
employment growth~ the effects on air quality and [ransportation are greater than the Framework Element's 
because an atitomobile~oriented pattern of development would be perpetuated. Additionally, because the 
2010 Market Alternative lacks pro-active economic development policies, the employment opportunities and 
public services dependent on a healthy economic base would be reduced. The 2010 Market Alternative 
would also be less successful at protecting the character of low-density residential neighborhoods because 
it contains no policies for encouraging growth to occur in centers, districts t and mixed use boulevards. 

4. None of the alternatives fulfill the central objectives of the Framework Element. The No Project and 
Theoretical Buildout Alternatives pennit development to exceed adequate infrastructure levels, contributing 
to reduced air quality and transportation impacts, in an automobile-oriented land use and urban form pattern 
that disperses deveJopmenL, thus endangering the "c!mra.cter of low-density residential neighborhoods, These 
alternatives further. lack policies that encourage qua~ity development. walking~ and transit use. The No 
Growth Alternative perpetuates a negative existing automobile-oriented pattern of land use and urban form, 
while reducing employment opportunlties needed to revitalize economically disinvested neighborhoods and 
the revenue needed to provide adequate infrastructure. The 2010 Market Alternative also perpetuates a 
negative existing automobile-oriented pattern of land use and urban form, and provides lnadequate 
employment opportunities given the level of projected population and housing. 

VllL STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Council of the City of Los Angeles finds that the unavoidable significant project'specific effects, any potentially 
significant project-specific adverse effects on air quality (ROG, NOx, SOx) and transportation due to the 
infeasibility of the TIMP and FErn mitigaUon measm·es, and the unavoidable cumulative adverse environmental 
effects of the growth accommodated in the Framework Element are acceptable when balanced against the 
Framework Element's social, economk, and other benefits as described below: 

A. The adverse impacts identified in the Environmentallmpact Report ani substantially the impacts of growth 
which is projected to occur with or without the Framework Element. not the impacts of implementing the 
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plan. While the General Plan Framework Element does not advocate this level of growth, should it occur 
the implementation of the Framework Element functions as ntitigation for that growth. It provides the City 
with policies and mechanisms which will allow the City to manage the growth that occurs and to 
substantially reduce the impacts to the 'maximum extent feasible. Although there are still significant and 
unavoidable impacts derived from this growth, implementation of the policies and pr9grams of the 
Framework Element will have fewer and less severe impacts than any other reasonable alternative. 

B. The Framework Element strengthens the City's role as the hub of tlte regional transportation network by 
providing a comprehensive array of transportation mitigation measures that enhance regional access to jobs 
located in the City, enbance mobility on City streets, arterials, and freeways, focus transit improvements 
in the City. and provide for ridesharing. transportation demand management, and transportation systems 
management programs that increase the efficiency of the City's transportation network relative to the rest 
of the region. Tite Framework Element, along with the Transportation Improvement and Mitigation 
Program (TlMP), includes policies and programs designed to provide the transportation network with 
adequate capacity to acCommodate forecasted and planned growth, includi.pg mechartisrns to monitor and 
maintain acceptable mobility. 

C, The Framework Element and TIMP enhance the City's effectiveness in competing for state and federal 

transportation infrastructure funding in the following ways: 

Through its land use policies, the Framework Element reflects the Land Use/Transportation Policy 
endorsed by the LACJiiiTA Board in 1.994 and is fully congruent with the livable cities and smart 
growth initiatives of SCAG, the state of California, and the federal government. 

Through the TIMP and its analysis the Framework Element enables the City to more strategically 

plan transportation investments based on its congested corridor focus· and its integrated toolkit of 
transportation improvements and programs, thereby maximizing the City7s returns on transportation 
investments. 

D. The Framework Element strengthens the City"s economic base. providing expanded employment 
opportunities for City residents, especially those who live in economically disinvested neighborhoods, by 
providing a comprehensive array of econonric development goals, objectives, policies, and programs that 
will serve to maintain the City's 1990 ratio of jobs to housing through the year 2010. 

E. The Framework Element includes measures to streamline the City's deyelopment approval process, thus 
ffialdng it easier for businesses to locate in the City. An expanded econo.mic base wilt greatly assist the 
City in its efforts to secure the revenues necessary' to provide public services essential to maintaining the 
quality of life in Los Angeles and to attract new .and retain existing businesses. 
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F. The Framework Element protects the character of single-fami1y and other low-density residential 
neighborhoods by encouraging growth to locate in centers, districts, and mixed use boulevards with a sense 
of place and identity that respond to the unique cultural and other needs of surrounding communities. 

G. The Framework Element encourages the creation of pedestrian amenities in centers, districts, and mixed 
use boulevards and improves the quality of life in multi-family residential neighborhoods through quality 
develc~pment standards. 

H. The Framework Element encourages the creation of a citywide greenways network that would connect 
exlsting parks, major recreational areas, and landscaped median strips. Existing rail rights-of-way and 
drainage chrumels would be landscaped and also connected to the greenways network. The Framework 
Element includes measures that encourage the provision of additional recreational facHities and open space 
areas within centers, districts. and mixed-use boulevards through the use of school yards as parks, small 
urban parks developed with mixed-use structures, and community facilities. 

I. Tite Framework Element revives and improves the City 1s corrunercial districts through incentives and 
development standards that encourage the quality development of boulevards with mixed 
residential/commercial development, institutional, office/retail and other iand uses oriented towards walking 
and transit use. 

1. The Framework Element provides sufficient capacity to acconunodate the future housi.11g needs of the City, 
providing incentives for a variety of different housing types, including mixed use residential and commercial 
development, for a culturally and economically diverse population. 

K. The Framework Element promotes the goal of adequate infrastructure systems and public services through 
a policy that seeks to correlate the type, amount. and Location of development with the provision of adequate 
supporting infrastructure and public services. 

L. The Framework Element reduces air quality impacts by as much as l3% from what would otherwise 
occur under the policies established in the existing set of adopted community plans. These reductions are 
accomplished through an integrated set of land use and transportation policies, including mixed use 
development, that discourage single~occupancy automobile use and encourage use of alternative travel 
modes, including ridesharing, transitt walking. and bicycle use. 

M. The Framework Element is an environmentally superior alternative from a regional perspective. The Clty 
of Los Angeles is in a better position to accommodate regional growth than outlying, underdeveloped areas 
of Southern California. for the following reasons: 

One, the City of Los Angeles has a more developed transit infrastructure than any other city or area in the 
region. The City of Los Angeles is the site for a greater share of Metro Rail and other transit improvements 
than any other city or area in the region. This transit infrastructure provides greater opportunities for a 
mode shift from !he private automoblle to transit than areas of the region where alternatives to automobile 
use are not as available, or, in some cases, non~existent. 
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Single-occupant automobile trips and associated lraffic congestion atld air pollution would be reduced. 

TWo, growth in the City of Los Angeles reduces costly and envirorunentally destructive regional urban 
sprawL Los Angeles has a significant inventory of urban jn-fill sites that can accoriunodate additional 
growth without as substantial and as expensive of infrastructure invesunents as would be required to provide 
public services to presently underdeveloped areas of the region. 

Three, growth in the City of Los Angeles helps reduce regional open space impacts to the extent that growth 
is diverted away from desert, agricultural. and other open space areas to already urbanized areas, 

N. The General Plan F.ramework policies, along with the Framework EIR nritigatiou measures where 
appropriate and feasible, wiH reduce potential significant impacts t.o levels of insignificance or will 

.substantially Jessen or a,void those impacts; in additinn, the City wm continue t() require project~fevel environmental 

reviews of individual development projects pursuant to the City's CEQA Guidelines and to enforce zoning and 

building code compliance as a CQnditio-n of building permit issuance. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The General Plan Framework Element is a 
strategy for long-term growth which sets a 
citywide context to gnide the update of the 
community plan and citywide elements. The 
Element responds to State and Federal man
dates to plan for the future. In planning for 
the :future, the City of Los Angeles is using 
population forecasts provided by the SOuthern 
California AssOciation of Governments (SCAG). 
The Framework Element does not mandate or 
encourage growth. BecauSe population forecasts 
are eiitimafes about the future and not an exact 
science, it is possible that population growth 
as estimated may not occur: it may be less or 
it may be more. The City could be at the 
beginning of a long decline in population or at 
the beginning of a sharp increase; 

The Element is based on the population 
for~ provided by SCAG~ Sho.nld the City 
continue to grow, the Element prOVIdes a means 
for accommodating new population and 
employment in a manner which elihmi.ces rather 
than degrades the environment. The City does. 
not have the option of stopping growth and 
sending it elsewhere. It must prepare for it, 
should growth occur. Iii prepanng the General 
Plan Framework Element, the City has an
swered the question "What would the City do 
if it had to aa:commodate this many more 
people?" In ansWer to that question there are 
two possibilities: 1) prepare a Plan to accoinmo
date density equally among allCity neighbor
hoods, or 2) prepare a plan to preserve the 
single-family neighborhoods and focus density
should it occur' - in limited areas linked to 
infrastructure. 

A plan to spread growth among all neighbor
hoods negatively affects all single-family 
neighborhoods equally, and continues strip 
commercial development patterns without 
respect to available infriistructnreand transpor
tation facilities. A plan to focus growth 
preserves single-family and low densitY neigh-. 
borhoods and affords a closer relationship with 
available infrastructure. 

The Framework Element refines adopted City 
policy and iS intended to update Concept 
Los Angeles. The central theme of Concept 
Los Angeleii was to preserve single-family 
neighborhoods by focusing any growth away 
from them and into centers. While IJianning 
for the future is demanding and challenging 
for the City, it is clear that given the choices 
about how best to respond to the mandates to 
plan for groWth, the Framework Element is 
clearly the better alternative. 
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GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 
ELEMENT AND ITS RELATIONSHIP 
TO THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
GENERAL PLAN 

The Framework Element snJ?ersedes Concept · 
Los Angeles and the Plan cttywide elements 
of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, and 
sets forth a citywide comprehensive long-range 
growth strategy. It defines citywide policies 
that vvill be implemented through subsequent 
amendments of the City's community plans, 
zoning ordinances, and other pertinent pro
grams. In many respects, the Framework 
Element is an evolution of the centers Concept, 
adopted in 1974, that J_>rovides fundamental 
guidance regarding the City's future. The City 
of Los Angeles is a city of cultural and natural 
diversity: its communities reflect a variety of 
people, while its environment reflects a variety 
of natural features ranging from mountains 
and hllls to rivers, wetlands and coastal areas. 
Tl:ds Element contains policies that are intended 
to maintain this diversity. 

While the Framework Element incorporates 
a diagram that depicts the generalized distribu
tion of centers, distric~ and mixed-use boule
vards thronghout the t.:ity, it does not convey 
or affect entitlements for any property. Specific 
land use designations are determined by the 
community P,lans. The Framework Element 
provides gu1delines for future updates ofthe 
City's community plans. It does not s~. rsede 
the more detailed community and specific plans. 

State Requireme11ts 

California State law (Government Code Sectio11 
65300) requires that each city prepare and 
adopt a comprehensive, Iong-terru general plan 
for its future development. ThiS Element must 
contain seven elements, including land use, 
circulation, housing, conservation, open spaee, · 
noise and safety. ·Iii addition to these, State law 
permits cities tu include optional elements in 
their general plans, thereby_ providing local 
governments With the flexibility to address the 
specific needs and unique character of their 
jurisdictions. 

In fulf"lllment of the State's requirements, the 
City's general plan contains citywide elements 
for all topics except Land Use for which 
community plans estsbliSh policy and standards 
for each of the 35 geographic areas. As oP.fional 
elements, the City has adopted Air Quality and 
Service Systems Elements. 
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California State law requires that the day
to-day decisions of a city follow logically from 
and be consistent with the general plan. More 
specifically, Government Code Sections 65860, 
66473.5 and 65647.4 require that zoning 
ordinances and subdivision and parcel map 
approvals be consistent with the general plan. 

Scope of the General Plan Framework 
Element · 

TheGeneraiPlanFrameworkElementdefines 
citywide policies that influence most of the 
City's General Plan Elements. It includes 
policies for: 

1. Land Use 
2. Housing · 
3. Urban Form and Neighborhood Design 
4. Open SP.llce and Conservation 
5. Economic Development 
6. Transportation . 
7. Infrastructure and Public Services 

. PREPARATIONOFTHEGENERALPLAN 
FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

Over a period of several year5, the Departments 
of City Planning and Transportation, in 
collaboration with a team of professional 
consultants, outside organizations, and residents 
from all parts of the City, developed the 
Proposed Framework Element. The primary 
means was approximately 60 community and· 
neighborhood worksho(ls,atwhich more than 
3,000 residents and busmess persons partici
pated. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GENERAL 
PLAN FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

ImplementationoftheGenera!PlauFramework 
Element will be achieved through plans, 

. ordinances, standards and guidelines, stodies, 
capital improvements, economic development 
procedures, administrative procedures, and 
coordination with other governmental agencies, 
coordinationandjointpartuershipswlth private 
landowners and developers, and development 
review procedures. Many of the Element's 
policies will be implemented by the revision of 
the community plans and the Municipal Code, 
which is the baSic mechanism through which 
the City regulates the use and develoJ!ment of 
land. The full-text Element specifies the 
implementationprogramsassociatedwlth each 
Framework Element policy. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE GENERAL PLAN 
FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

The following sections present an overview of 
the principal Framework Element policies. 
Some policies have been paraphrased for the 
purposes of brevity. Refer to the full-text 
chapters for the complete text. 

Basis for Planning: Growth and Capacity 

The General Plan Framework Element is based 
on a planning horizon for population and 
employm.entgrowth: that the City's population 
could increase by approximately 820,000 
residentS and employment by:.appro:ximately 
390,000 jobs. The City is not:.promoting this 
population growth. Rathel:, purSuant to 
conformity reql!irements, it has developed this 
Element to establish policies to. best accommo
date this growth when and if it should occur. 
The population estimate is the. growth forecast 
for 2010 .for the City of Los Angeles provided 
by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) (June, 1993). The 
employment increase goal doubles the SCAG 
2010 forecast to maintain the City's 1990 
jobs-housing ratio. \Vhile the SCAG employ
ment forecast represents the prevailing trend 
in economic activity, the higher number is 
considered essential if the City is to have 
sufficient job opportonities for its residents and 
to maintain and improve the level of serviees 
for the City's future. Without changes in the 
current State taxation and revenue distribution 
Jaws, lesser employment growth would signifi
cantly and adversely impact the City's iiScal 
stability and the quality of City services. 

. The population and employllleut estimates 
represent a "step" in the City's.futore that can 
rationally be used for the planniil~ and funding 
of supporting transportation, utility .infrastrnc
ture, and services. Though the Framework 
Element's Land Use Diagram.could accommo
date higher levels of growth, :these would not 
be achieved in the foreseeabllffutore as deter
mined by the FrameworkEieDient's economic 
analyses. ·· 

At the same time, the population and employ
ment estimates do notrepresent maximum or 
minimum levels of growth to he permitted. A 
system for the annual monitoring of groWth, 
infrastructure, and services, used as the basis 

· to guide future caP.ital investoJeuts and develop
ment decisions, will also be used as a mechanism 
to gauge the appropriateness of the estimates 
and provide for their modification over time. 
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The City is not promoting this population 
growth. · Rather, pursuant to conformity 
requirements, it has developed this Element to 
establish policies to best accommodate this 
growth when and ifit should occur. 

Principal Framework Element Policies 

Land Use 

The primary objectives of the policies in tbe · 
Framework Element's Land Use chapter are 
to support the viability of the City's residential 
neighborhoods and commercial districts, and, 
when growth occurs, to encourage snstailllable 
growth in a number ofhigher-inteusity commer
cial and mixed-use districts, centers and 
boulevards and industrial districts particularly 
in proximity to transportation corridors and 
transit stations. 

The Framework Element establishes new land 
use categories whose specific locations are 
determined through the community plans. In 
general, these cat~ories contiriue the residential 
and industrial desigliations that have been used 
in the past. New categories are recommended 
for selected areas of l:be City that, in general, 
have been previously designated for commercial 
uses. These include: 

• Neighborhood Districts 

Thesearepedestrian-orientedretailfocalpoints 
for surrounding residential neighborhoods 
(15,000 to 20,000 persons) containing a diversity 
oflocal-serving uses. Generally, these districts 
are at a floor area ratio of 1.5:1 or less and are 
characterized by buildings of one- and tWo
stories in height, both to be determined by the 
community plans. 

11> Community Centers 

Generally, these are the "downtowns" that serve 
Los Angeles' communities (25,000 to 100,000 
persons). They contain a diversity of uses such 
as small retall. and offices, entertainment, public 
facilities, and neighborhood oriented uses. In 
many areas, an emphasis is placed on the 
development of projects that integrate housing 
with the commercial uses. The Centers may 
contain one or more transportation hubs. 
Generally, Commnn.ity Centers range lirom floor 
area ratios of 1.5:1 to 3.0:1. Heights are 
generally characterized by two- to six-story 
buildings, depending on the scale of the area. 
Floor area ratio and any specific height restric
tions would be determined in the community 
plan. 
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<~> Regional Centers 

These serve as the focal points of regional 
. commerce, identity, and activity for a popula
tion of250,000 to 500,000 persons. Generally, 
they include corporate vrofessional offices, 
concentrations of entertamment and cultnral 
facilities, and mixed-use developments. Some 
contain region-serving retail facilities. Typi
cally, Regional Centers are higher-density 
places whose physical form is substantially 
differentiated from the lower-density neighbor
hoods of the City. Regional Centers will fall 
within the range of floor area ratios from 1.5:1 
to 6.0:1. This category is generally character
ized by six- to twentycstory buildings or higher. 
Floor area ratios and any specific height 
restrictions would be determined by the 

. community plan. 

"' Downtown Center 

Downtown Los Angeles is the principal govern
ment and business center ofthe region, with 
a worldwide market. It is the highest-density 
center of the City and hub of regional transpor
tation. 

e Mixed-Use Boulevards 

Boulevards connect the City's Neighborhood 
Districts, Community' and Regional Centers, 
and Downtown. Mixed-use is encouraged along 
s0me of these boulevards, with the exact 
boundaries identified in the community plan. 
Generally, different types of Mixed-Use 
Boulevards will fall within a range of floor area 
ratios from 1.5:1 up to 4:1 and will be charac
terized by one- . to two-story commercial 
strnctores up to three- to six-story mixed-use 
buildings between centers. Mixed~ Use boule
vards are served by a variety of transportstion 
facilities. 

Mixed-use can take three forms: housing above 
commercial, housing side-by-side with commer
cial, and/or altematin1(: blocks of housing and 
commercial. Flexibility affords community 
choice in determining appropriate mixed-use 
to be identified in the community plan. 

<11 Industrial Districts 

Lands designated for fudustrial use by the 
community plans continue to be designated for 
these purposes to support economic develop
ment and jobs generation. Some limited 
flexibility is allowed to promote recycling when 
appropriate. 
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Housing 

The Framework Element elaborates on the 
City's adopted Housing Elementto ensure the 
provision of housing for the City's existing and 
future residents. Among the key policies are 
the following: . · 

lit Provide sufficient lands for the development 
of an adequate supply of housing units. The 
Framework Element proposes the expansion 
of the City's capacity for housing units by 
the proVISion of bonus densities for the 
intwation ofhousingwith commercial uses 
in districts, centers, and boulevards. 

e Provide incentives for: 

- the scattering of affordable units throughout 
the City. 

- development of family-size units in 
multi-family developments. 

- expedited permit processing for affordable 
units. . 

e Establish development standards for new 
multi-family residential projects to provide 
for liveable communities. 

• Revise, as necessary, community plans to 
facilitate the conservation of the scale and 
character . of existing stable residential 
neighborhoods. 

lit Plan for apl?ropriate increases in housing 
production m appropriate areas as deter- . 
mined through the community plans and 
implementing actions in conformance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). · 

Urban Form and Neighborhood Design 

The Urban Form and Neighborhood Design 
Chapter defines "urban form" as (a) the 
"general patteni ofbuilding he~tand develop
ment intensity" and (b) the ' structural ele
ments" that define the City physically, such as 
natural features, transportation corridors 
(mcludingthe planned fi.xed rail transit system), 
open space, public facilitil!S, as well as activity 
centers and focal elements. The chapter 
dl!Scribes options to improve community and 
neighborhood liveability. 

o Establish local development standards 
through community plan amendments. 

e Vlsually differentiate the districts, centers, 
and boulevards that comprise Los Angeles. 
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- Neighborhood Districts: low-rise and 
pedestrian-oriented. 

- Community Centers: mid-rise; largely 
pedestrian-oriented. 

- Regional Centers: high-rise; some ron1aining 
clusters of buildings on sidewalks and 
pedestrian areas and others with freestanding 
buildings. 

- Mixed-Use Boulevards: comparable to the 
Neighborhood Districts and Community 
Centers. 

• Define streets according to their function and 
user character, including "J.ledestrian priority 
segments," ''transit prionty segments," and 
"vehicle priority segments." 

o Formulate development standards and 
guidelines that raise the quality of develop
ment citywide to enhance .rather than 
adversely impact neighborhood character 
(e.g., muiti-family residential). · 

• Provide for elements that enhance neighbor
hood character, including the use of street 
trees and "slowing" of residential streets. 

· • Establish standards to enhance pedestrian 
activity in areas to be designated by the 
community plans as pedestrian districts 
including the siting of buildings along 
sidewalks, design ofthe ground elevation of 
buildin~,ts to promote visual interest to the 

· pedestrian, locating parking to the rear or 
other areas away from the primary pedes
trian area, and inclusion of streel:scape 
amenities. 

Open Space and Conservation 

The Framework Element's open space and 
conservation objectives are oriented around 
the conservation of significant resources, 
provision of outdoor recreational OpJ?OI'tunities, 
minimiration of public risks from enVU'Onmental 
hazards, and use of open space to enhance 
community and neighborhood character. Key 
policies include the following: · 

• Establish a linear open space and greenway 
system that conneets the City's regional open 
splices (mountains, coastline, and parks) and 
·is linked to communities and neighborhoods. 
This may consist of improvements along the 
Los Angeles River, otlier drainages, transit 
corridors, and utility corridors, where 
appropriate. Bikeways, hiking trails, parks, 
and passive open space are among the 
improvements that may be considered. 
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til Consideropenspaceasanintegralingredient 
of neighborhood character. 

e Encourage snstaiuable urban forest manage
ment programs to conserve and manage open 
space and identity new opportUnities for 
demand side management of the urban 
watershed. 

e Consider appropriate methods to protect 
significant remaining major open spaces, 
including hillsides and undeveloped areas. 

til Consider urban forms of open space, sucb 
as small parks, pedestrian diStricts, commu

. nity plazas, and similar elements. 

e Promote the joint use of open space with 
public facilities (schools, transit, and other). 

lib Open spaces that constitute a major risk to 
life and property should be preserved or 
regulated (e.g., steep terrain, landslide areas, 
and :flood plains). . 

* Develop a sustainable systems approach to 
public infrastructure planning, construction, 
and management that iden1ifies opportunities 
to reduce long-term cost to taxpayers of such 
activity. 

Economic Development 

The Framework Element's economic develop
ment policies are designed to facilita<e job 
growth by emphasizing that Los Angeles plays 
a[jroactive role in the retention and attraction 
o businesses in order to have a sufficient job 
base to maintain and enhancethequalityoflife. 
Key policies include the following: 

s Reorganize local government to coordinate 
economic development and business support 
services functions. 

® Establish a comprehensive program for 
business retention and attraction, including 
the marketing of the City to emerging 
industries, 

e Develop an infrastruCture investment 
strategy to support population and employ
ment growth areas. 

f!l Identity Federal and State mandates that 
may constrain business activity in 
Los Angeles, and address these through 
appropriate lobbying efforts. 

• Provide sufficient land to support economic 
development activities. 
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• Concentrate commercial and office develop
ment in centers, corridors, and in proximity 
to transit stations. · 

., Retain current industrial land use classifica
tions to provide adequate quantities ofland 
for emerging industrial sectors, except where 
such lands are unsuitable for such purposes. 

& Broaden the definition of indnstrial . · es 
throu~h tile active investigation of tneir 
changmg nature as effected by small com
pany formation and the introduction of 
information age technology. 

* Establish incentives for industrial develop
ment in areas adjacent to the Port of 
Los Angeles, the rail corridor bisecting the 
San Fernando Valley, and the South Cen
tral/Southeast industrial area. 

e Facilitate the operations of the Port of 
Los Angeles and the Los Angeles Interna
tional Airport as major drivers of the local 
and regional economy, supporting planned 
expansion and modernization. 

& Retain the City's existing employment base 
through an outreach program to existing 
businesses and an ongoing asscisment of their 
specific land use requirements. . . 

e Improve the movement of goods and workers 
to industrial areas. 

& Develop and maintain streamlined approval 
processes and reduce uncertainty for the 
developers and the community. 

<~~ Maintain development fee structures that 
do not unreasonably burden economic 
development activities. 

e Promote the re-use and recycliog of deterio
rated commercial and induStrial districts. 

Ell Expand job training programs to adequately 
address the skill requirements of emerging 
industries. 

<& Support efforts to provide all residents with 
reasonable access to transit infrastractore, 
employment, and job training opportunities. 

o Support efforts to develop industry and job 
markets in the area of resource conservation 
and demand side management. 

Transportation 

The primary goals of the Transportstion 
Chapter are to provide adequate accessibility 
to commerce, to work opportunities, and to 
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essential services, and to maintain acceptable 
levels of mobility of all those who live, work, 
travel, or move goods in Los Angeles. Attain
ment of this goal necessitates a comprehensive 
program of physical infrastructure improve
ments, traffic systems management techniques, 
and behavioral changes that reduce vehicle 
trips •. These are linked to an integrated 
hierarchy of movement modes that encompasses 
the pedestrian, bicycle, automobile, local 
shuttle, bus, and rail transit. Key policies now 
incorporated into the Transportation Element 
of the General Plan include the following: 

Neighborhood Trimsportation 

e Expand . neighborhood transportation 
services and programs to enhance neighbor
hood accessibility, including such systems 
as DASH, taxis, transit, paratransit, voucher 
programs, incentives for recreational trips, 
and "Smart Shuttles" and jitneys. 

Transportation Demand Management 

• Participate in regionwide Transportation 
Demand Management programs and 
Transportation Control Measures to help 
achieve regional trip reduction and/or 
vehicle occupancy rate increases. 

• Promotethedevelopmentoftransportation 
facilities and services and educational 
programs that encourage transit ridership, 
mcrease vehicle occupancy, and pedestrian 
and bicycle access. 

• Provide park-and-ride shuttle services to 
and special events. 

• Encourage businesses to implement tele
commuting programs, flexible work sched
ules, and teleconferencing programs. 

·Transit 

• Support completion of the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority baseline rail transit system by 
2010 and establish priority corridors to 
continue transit development beyond 2010. 

• Increase bus service along high-demand 
routes and corridors. 

e Initiate shuttle bus programs to serve transit 
stations. 

• · Continue transit restructuring studies to 
reduce the cost and enhance the effectiveness 
of transit service. 
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Tran~ortation Systems Management and 
Parkmg . 

e Establish priority corridors for Transporta
tion System Management improvements, · 
including Automated Traffic Surveillance 
and Control systems, Smart Corridors, and 
other strategies. 

Ill Establish a plan for high-occupancy vehicle 
lanes on City arterials. 

e Implement shared parking, peripheral 
parking, and parking-pricing strategies in 
high employment areas. 

Highway Infrastructure 

e Establish priority corridors for highway 
capital improvements, with an emphasis on 
severely congested corridors. 

• Continue completion ofthe City's Highways 
and Freeways Plan. 

Centers, Districts, and Mixed~ Use Boulevards 

• Streamline traffic analysis and mitigation 
procedures and use flexible standards to 
facilitate development in the centers, mixed
use boulevards, and in proximity to transit 
stations. 

• Develop transit alignments and station 
locations that maximize transit service in 
centers and mixed-use boulevards. 

• Provide shuttles and other services .that 
increase access to and within centers and 
mixed-use boulevards. 

• Develop new and/or redefined parking policy 
proced ores in centers and mixed-use boule
vards, including the provision of shared 
. parking facilities. 

• Enhance pedestrian circulation and bicycle 
access to centers and mixed-use boulevards. 

Preservatwn of Neighborhoods 

• Protect residential neighborhoods from the 
intrusion of additional traffic generated by 
new regional or local development. 

Movement of Goods and Services 

• Support the development of the Alameda 
. Corridor and other transportation projects 

that serve industrial and commercial uses. 
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® Complete the LAX Master Plan and support 
the continued growth of the Port of 
Los Angeles. 

e Establish ground access plans that facilitate 
the future growth of Van Nuys Airport, 
Palmdale Regional Airport, and Ontario 
International Airport. 

e Continue to expand the role ofUnion Station 
as the major regional hub for Amtrak, 
Metrolink, Metrorail, and, in the future, 
high-speed rail .service. 

Financing of Transportation Programs 

® Seek adequate funding for Transportation 
improvements and programs, including State 
and Federal and new sources (e.g., congestion 
pricing, user fees, assessment districts, 
private sector financing! partnerships, bond 
measures, and other). 

e Encourage the participation of small business 
enterprises in implementing new transporta
tion projects. 

Street Maintenance 

e Identify streets and sidewalks requiring 
remedial repair and implement improve
ments to prolong their useful life. 

Infrastructure and Public Services 

The goals, objectives, and policies found within 
this chapter address the following systems and 
services: 

1. Wastewater 
2~ Stormwater 
3. Water 
4. Solid Waste 
5. Police 
6. Fire 
7. Libraries 
8. Parks 
9. Power 
10. Schools 
11. Telecommunications 
12. Street Lighting 
13. Urban Forest 

For each of the public services and infrastruc
ture systems, four basic policies are defined by 
the Framework Element: 

e Monitor levels of demand and the abilities 
of the service/infrastructure system to 
support demands. Use these demands to 
forecast future needs and improvements. 
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"' Maintain an adequate system/service to 
support the needs of population and employ
ment. This encoml.'asses the upgrade and 
replacement of erusting facilities as they 
deteriorate as well as the expansion of 
facilities/services to accommodate growth. 

e Implement techniques that reduce demands 
on utility infrastructure or services, where 
appropriate.. Generally, these encompass 
a variety of conservation programs (e.g., 
reduced liquid and solid wastes and energy 
use, increased site permeability, watershed 
management, telecommunications, and 
others). . · 

0 Establish procedures for the maintenance 
or restoration of service after an emergency, 
·including earthquakes. 

Major changes have begun to occur in the field 
ofinformation technology. While addressed 
in the Framework Element, it is important for 
the City to account for bow these advances in 
communication technology will affect its 
planning efforts. 

Implementation Programs 

A diversity of programs are specified to 
implement the General Plan Framework 
Element's policies. Their timing is contingent 
on the availability of adequate funding. Key 
programs include the following: 

e Establish a program to monitor growth and 
public service and infrastructure demands 
and capacities .. 

"' Prepare and submit to the City Council an 
Annual Report on Growth and Infrastruc
ture, based on information compiled by the 
monitoring program. 

e Amendthecommuuityplansandthezoning 
ordinance (Municipal Code), guided by the 
Framework Element's policies and standards. 

'" Establish development standards to create 
a higher quality of development. 

ill Formulate Transportation Improvement and 
Mitigation Plans for community plan areas 
and geographic groupings of districts centers 
and mixed-use boulevards. 

<t ·Formulate master and financing plans for 
public services and infrastructure that are 
correlated with forecast population and 
employment growth. 

e Maintain and implement Capital Improve
ment Programs that consider, as a priority, 
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the improvements as an incentive for develop
ment in industrial and targeted growth areas. 

a Establish and implement a comprehensive 
economic development strategy and a 
proactive business attraction and retention 
program. 

• Coordinate actions to mitigate regional 
transportation and air quality impacts with 
adjacent cities and regional agencies (SCAG, 
SCAQMD, and other). · 

• Establish procedures for City agencies to 
coordinate the provision of services and 
infrastructore to support growth. 

• Establish master plans for infrastructure and 
public services to upgrade existing deficien. 
cies and meet the needs of future growth. 

• Initiate procedures to streamline and provide 
certaintyforthedevelopmentreviewprocess, 
emphasizing the facilitation .of projects that 
arecoosistentwiththeobjectivesand policies 
of the General Plan Fra.mework Element, 
and the implementation of community plans 
and zoning regulations. 
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CHAPTER I 

GENERAL PLAN 
SYSTEM 
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CHAPTER- 1 GENERAL PLAN SYSTEM 

This chapter describes the Citywide General 
Plan Framework Element, an element of the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan, and the 

· General Plan System for the City of 
Los Angeles, which includes the Framework 
Element, a Land Use Element comprised of35 
community plans, twelve citywide elements 
which address various citywide topics, a 
Monitoring System, and au Annual Report on 
Growth and Infrastructure. 

The General Plan Framework Element is a 
guide for communities to implement growth 
and develoemerit policies by providing a 
comprehensiVe long-range view ofthe City as 
a whole. It is the product of numerous public 
workshops and events, advisory committee 
meetings, and economic, land use, and environ
mental sfudies conducted by a team of city 
planners, engineers, and consultants. 

It provides a comprehensive strategy for 
accommodating long-term growth should it 
occur as predicted. Framework Element 
strategies build upon the historic physical form 
and cliaracter ofLos Angeles in a manner that 
enhances, rather than degrades, the City's and 
region's environmental resources and quality 
of life for residents. The Framework Element's 
strategies are based on the fuRowlng principles: 

Economic Opportunity 

Economic opportunity in all communities is 
essential to improve social equity and maintain 
the quality oflife. A business-friendly environ
ment is a requirement for protecting current jobs 
and developing new ones. 

Equity 

Equity means that public resources are invested 
on the basis of priority community needs. 
Decisions concerning the location and level of 
public investment'necessary to meet citywide 
needs should be made in weysthatdo not unfairly 
impact any one single community. 

Environmental Quality 

Environmental quality means cleaner air, 
enhanced mobility, and accessible open space, 
and is a foundation for attracting and retaining 
economic investment and improving neighbor
hood liveability. Li~d resources should be 
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used wisely so that the needs of today 'can be met 
without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet the needs of tomorrow. 

Strategic Investment 

Strategic investment in infrastructure systems 
and pulJlic facilities and services is important 
to ensure mobility and access to jobs, and to 
maintain environmental quality. Public re
sources should be invested in weys that leverage 
private capital to produce the greatest economic 
benefit for all residents of the City. 

Clear and Consistent Rules 

Clear and consistent rules governing both pulJlic 
and private sector development are necessary 
to expand economic opporlunity tmd protect the 
character of resideiztiol neighborhoods. These 
rules shoulii provide predicttibility to aeyone who 
develops property, including small businesses 
and individual homeowners. · 

Effective Implementation 

Effective implementation is comprehensive, 
continuing, and responsive to changing circum
stances and needs. Communities and neighbor
hoods must be engaged in a participatory process 
of planning for their futures within a citywide 
context. 

These principles shape and form the 
Framework Element's goals, objectives, 
policies, and implementation programs in the 
following chapters: Land Use, Housing, Urban 
Form and Neighborhood Design,OJ?en Space 
and Conservation, Transportation, and 
Infrastructure and Public Services. 

Economic opportunity is addressed by the · 
FrameworkEiement'sEconomicDevelopment 
Chapter, which sets forth policies intended to 
help generate 200,000 jobs over forecast levels 
by the year 2010. Permit streamlining pro
grams and transportation construction and 
other public works projects all stimulate 
economic opportunity, while the Framework 
Element's land use policies help ensure that 
there is an adequate supply of land and 
entitlement capacity available for new develop
ment. 

Equity is broadly addressed throughout the 
FrallleworkE!ement. The Economic Develop-
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ment Chapter calls for targeting infrastructure 
and public service investments in economically 
disinvested communities. The Land Use 
Chapter identifies districts, centers, and 
boulevards throughout the City. The Open 
Space and Conservation Chapter addresses the 
critical lack of recreational opportunities in 
the City's nrban cores and its older residential 
neighborhoods through establishment of a 
citywide greenways network and development 
of smaller parks and plazas. 

The Housing Chapter calls for implementation 
of the City's regional fair share housing needs. 
Permit streamlining and other development 
regulatory reforms can reduce the cost of 
housing, making it more affordable for lower 
income groups. The Land Use Chapter includes 
policies which encourage mixed commercial 
and residential development in districts and 
centers and along some of the City's many 
boulevards. An adequate supply of housing 
that meets market demands, augmented 
through mixed-use development, can help 
stabilize prices and maintain affordability. 

The Trallllportation Chapter calls for develov
ment of a multimodal approach to mobility, 
providing a variety of choices-including 
shuttles and light rail systems as well as the 
more traditional fixed route busses-that will 
ei!S1lre access to jobs for those who do not own 
a car. The Infrastrllcture and Public Services 
Chapter calls for provision of fire protection, 
police, library, recreational, and oilier services 
at adequate levels in every neighborhood of 
the City. 

Environmental quality is addressed by the Land 
Use and Transportation Chapters, which 
include development and mobility strategies 
for reducing air emissions. By encouraging 
growth that occurs to locate in centers and 
along boulevards served by transit, traffic 
congestion is reduced and air quality is im
proved. The Open Space and Conservation 
Chapter sets forth policies for the protection 
ofthe City's natural environmental resources. 

Thein!'rastructureandPnblicServicesChapter 
continues current City policies concerning 
waste product recycling and water and electric 
power conservation. The compact development 
encouraged by the Land Use Chapter is more 
energy efficient than current patterns of 
development. 1'he Urban Form and Neighbor
hood Design Chapter's residential development 
standards and citywide greemvays network both 
enhance the quality of life by making neighbor
hoods more liveable. 

Strategic public investment is advocated in both 
the Transportation and Infrastructare and 
Public Services· Chapters as methods to 
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stimulate economic development as well as 
maintain environmental quality. Coordinated 
street light~, functioning utilities, and adequate 
sewage capacity, while seemingly mundane, 
provide the essential foundations that make 
cities work. To the extent that Los Angeles is 
perceived as having a good quality of life and 
sound public services, the City's economic base 
is strengthened. 

Qear and consistent rules are advanced through 
the Land Use Chapter's standard land use 
categories and definitions, thus bringing a 
measure of clarity and certainty to community 
plans. The Implementation Chapter calls for 
the completion of regulatory reforms that will 
"cut the red tape," making it easier for the City 
to attract jobs and private investment. 

Implementation is made more effective through 
citywide monitoring of growth trends and 
infrastructure capacity. Public participation 
will ensure the responsiveness and relevance 
ofthe community plans that, over time, will 
be updated as a strategy for implementing the 
Framework Element. An annual report to the 
City will provide an opportnnity to make policy 
adjustments as ne<!cilsary in light of changing 
circumstances; 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Community involvement in the preparation 
of the Framework Element consisted of 60 
neighborhood and two citywide public work
shops. Over 3,000 persons participated in these 
events. 

These workshops were advertised via. special 
mailings, public service 2l!lnouncements, videos, 
and press releases to general and special 
interest newspapers, including publications 
oriented towards particular ethnic communi
ties. In addition, a dedicated toll-free telephone 
line enabled the general pnblic to call fur "more 
information" about the project as publications 
became available or workshop dates were 
announced. 

The community participation effort also 
included interviews and "focus group" discus
sions with community leaders, homeowners, 
property owners, and others. 

STEERING COMMITTEE 

A Steering Committee consisting of representa
tives from the Planning, Transportation, and 
Public Works Departments provided manage
ment direction to the project. 
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
provided review, technical assistance, and input 
on policy development. Membership on the 
TAC included representatives from the· 
following City departments and outside 
agencies: 

Airports 
Building and Safety 
California Regional Water Control Board 
Chief Legislative Analyst 
City Administrative Officer 
City Attorney 
Community Development 

. Community Redevelopment Agency 
Councilman Hal Bernson's Office 
Cultural Affairs 
Environmental Affairs 
Fire 
Harbor 
Housing 
Housing Authority · 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
Mayor's Office · 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Police . · 
Public Works 
Recreation and Parks 
Southern California Association of 
GovernmentS (SCAG) 

South Coast Air Quality Management 
Distriet (SCAQMD) 

Transportation 
Water and Power 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

California State Government Code Section 
65300 requires each county and city, including 
charter cities, to adopt a comprehensive general 
plan. The general plan may be adopted either 
as a single document or as a group of related 
documents organized either by subjeet matter 
or by geographic section within the planning 
area [Government Code Section 65301 (b)). 
The general plan must be periodically updated 
to assure its relevance and usefulness. 

Changes to the law over the past twenty years 
have vastly boosted the importance of the 
general plan to land use decision-making. A 
general plan may not be a "wish list" or a vague 
view ofthe future but rather must provide a 
concrete direction. In essence, the general plan 
is a "constitution for development," the 
foundation upon which all land use decisions 
in a city or county are to be based. It expresses 
community development goals and embodies 
public policy relative to the distribution of 
future laud nse, both public and private. 
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The general plan must include the following 
seven mandated elements (Government Code 
Section 65320): · 

1. LandUse 
2, Circulation 
3. Housing 
4. · Conservation 
5. Noise 
6. Open Space 
7. Safety 

In addition, State law permits the inclusion of 
optional elements which address needs, 
objectives, or requirements particular to that 
city or county (Government Code Section 
65303). 

Counties and cities have flexibility in organizing 
their general plans. This is permissible as long 
as all of the requirements specified for each 
of the seven mandated elementsare.addressed. 
For example, it is permissible to combine the 
Open Space and Conservation Elements into 
a single element (Government Code.Section 
65301 (a)). 

The State law recognizes that the diversity of 
the State's communities and their residents and, 
thus, requireS them to implement the general 
plan law in ways to ·accommodate local 
conditions while meeting its minimum 
requirements (Gov't Code § 65300. 7). Further, 
State law recognizeS that cities' and counties' 
capacity to respond to State planning law will 
vary due to the differences between them in 
size, characteristics, population, density, fiscal 
and administrative capabilities, land use and 
development issues and human needs (Gov't 

· Code § 65300.9). . 

As a result, State law has given a city with the 
diversity and size of Los Angeles latitude in 
formatting, adopting and implementing its 
general plan, as long as it adheres to the 
minimttm requirements of State law. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE LOS ANGELES 
CITY GENERAL PLAN 

The City of Los Angeles has reorganized the 
elements which comprise its general plan. Some 
mandatory elements have been combined. 
Others have been organized into separate 
elements. Optional elements have been added. 
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These changes are necessary to better address 
the particular issues facing the City of 
Los Angeles. The thirteen elements which will 
comprise the Los Angeles City General Plan 
are listed below: · 

A. CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN 
FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

B. LAND USE ELEMENT 

The Land Use Element is divided into the 
following community plans: 

Metro Geographic Area: 

1. Boyle Heights 
2. Central City 
3. Central City North 
4. Hollywood 
5. Northeast Los Angeles 
6. Sllverlake/Echo Park 
7. Westlake 
8. Wilshire 

South Geographic Area: 

9. South Central Los Angeles 
10. Southeast Los Angeles 
11. West Adams/Baldwin Hills/ 

Leimert Park 

. San Fernando Valley Geographic Area: 

12. 
13. 

14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

22. 
23. 

24. 
25. 

Arleta/Pacoima 
Canoga Park/Winnetka/ 

Woodland Hills 
Chatsworth/Porter Ranch 
Encino/Tarzana 
Granada Hills!Knollwood 
Mission Hills/Panorama City/ 
North Hills · 

North Hollywood 
Northridge 
Reseda/West Van Nuys 
Sherman Oaks/Studio City/ 
Toluca Lake 

SunVallev 
Sunlandl'fujunga/Shadow 
Hills/Lakeview Terrace 

Sylmar 
Van Nuys/North Sherman Oaks 
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West/Coastal Geographic Area: 

26. Bel Air/Beverly Crest 
27. Brentwood/Pacific Palisades 
28. Harbor Gateway 
29. ·Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey 
30. San Pedro 
31. Venice 
32. West Los Angeles 
33. Westc!Iester/Playa del Rey 
34. Westwood 
35. Wilmington/Harbor City 

C. AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 

D. TRANSPORTATIONELEMENT 

E. HOUSING ELEMENT 

F. INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEMS 
ELEMENT 

G. OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

H •. CONSERVATION ELEMENT 

I. NOISE ELEMENT 

J. PUBLIC FACILITIES AND 
SERVICES ELEMENT 

K. HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
ELEMENT 

L. SAFETY ELEMENT 

M. URBAN FORM AND NEIGHBOR-
HOOD DESIGN ELEMENT 

The following chart identifies the relationship 
between the existing general plan structure and 
the new general plan structure. The chart 
explains which existing elements have been 
superseded by or incorporated into new 
elements. Completion of all general plan 
elements, including necessary comprehensive 
updates; is dependent upon adequate funding. 
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Comparison of the Existing General Plan Structure 
with the New General Plan System 

Existing General Plan Structure 

CONCEPT LOS ANGELES 
(long-range citywide policy) 

CITYWIDE ELEMENT 

t LAND USE ELEMENT (Made up of 
35 community plans) · 

tCIRCULATIONELEMENT 

Bicycle Plan 

Central City Elevated Pedway 
Highways and Freeways · 
(included in community plans) 

SERVICE SYSTEMS ELEMENT 
City-Owned Power Transmission Rightcof-Way 

Drainage 

Major Equestrian and Hiking .Trails 

Power System 

Public Libraries 

Public Recreation 

Public Schools 

Sewerage 

Water System 

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT 
* A.ir Quality 
City-Collected Refuse Disposal 

tConservation 
tNoise 
tOpenSpace 
Scenic Highways 

CULTURAL ELEMENT 
Cultural and Historic Monuments 

tHOUSING ELEMENT 

tSAFETY ELEMENT 
Fire Protection 
Safety 
SeiSmic Safety 

New General Plan System 

To he superseded by the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

To be superseded by the FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 

No change. 

Superseded by the TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
adopted in 1999 · 
Incorporated into the TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
and revised in 1996 · 
Deleted as obsolete 
Incorporated into the TRANSPORTATION 
ELEMENT adopted in 1999 

To be incorporated into the INFRASTRUCTURE 
SYSTEMS ELEMENT . 
Incorporated into the SAFETY ELEMENT adopted 
in 1996 . 
To be incorporated into the PUBLIC FACILITIES 
AND SERVICES ELEMENT . 
To be incorporated into the INFRASTRUCTURE 
SYSTEMS ELEMENT . 
To be incorporated into the PUBLIC FACILITIES 
AND SERVICES ELEMENT 
To be incorporated into the PUBLIC FACILITIES 
AND SERVICES ELEMENT 
To be incorporated into the PUBLIC FACILITIES 
AND SERVICES ELEMENT 
To be incorporated into the INFRASTRUCTURE 
SYSTEMS ELEMENT 
To be incorporated into the INFRASTRUCTURE 
SYSTEMS ELEMENT . 

Adopted as new AIR QUALITY ELEMENT in 1992 
To be incorporated into the INFRASTRUCTURE 
SYSTEMS ELEMENT 
To be updated as the CONSERVATION ELEMENT 
Updated as tbe NOISE ELEMENT adopted in 1999 
To be updated as the OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
Incorporated into the TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
adopted in 1999 

To be superseded by tbe IDSTORIC PRESERVATION 
AND CULTURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT . 

Adopted as new HOUSING ELEMENT in 1993 
. Revision required by July, 1998 

Included in the SAFETYELEMENT adopted in 1996 
Updated as the SAFETYELEMENT adopted in 1996 
Included in tbe SAFETY ELEMENT adopted in 1996 

tMandatory Elements under State Law . 
*Revision required when 1994 South Coast Air Quality Management Plan adopted 
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PURPOSE OF THE CITYWIDE 
GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 
ELEMENT 

The Framework Element establishes the broad 
overall policy and direction for the entire 
general plan. It is a discretionary element of 
the general plan which looks to the future and 
replaces Concept Los Allgeles and the Citywide 
Plan (adopted in 197 4). It provides a citywide 
context and a comprehensive long-range 
strategy to guide the comprehensive update 
of the general plan's other elements - including 
the community plans which collectively 
comprise the Land Use Element. The Frame
work Element also provides guidlmce for the 
preparation of related general plan implemen
tatiOn measures including Specific Plans, 
ordinances, or progmms, including the Capital 
Improvements Program. 

The Framework Element is not sufficiently 
detailed to impact requests for entitlements 
on individual..!!arcels. Community plans will 
be more specinc and will be the major docu
ments to be looked to for consistency with the 
general- plan for land use entitlements. 

The Framework Element sets forth a concep
tual relationship between land nse and trans
portation on a citywide basis and defmes new 
land use categories which better describe the 
character and function of the City as it has 
evolved over time. In addition, it sets forth 
an estimate of population and employment 
growth for a 15 to 20 year time period that 
can be nsed to guide the planning of infrastruc
ture and public services. This, however, does 
not represent a limit on growth ora mandated 
level of growth in the City or its community 
E.~ts areas. Traditionall;v, such "end-state" 

have proven ineffective in guiding growth 
and public infrastructure and service invest
ments llUd in responding to the changing needs 
of a city's residents and its ecooomy. In its 
place, the Framework Element establishes a 
program to annually monitor growth, its 
impacts, and infrastrocture and service needs 
_that will be documented in a report to the City 
Councillllld pertinent service departments ana 
agencies. This will provide decision makers 
and planners with the information that is 
essential in shaping growth in a manner that 
can mitigate its nnpacts, minimire development 
costs, conserve natural resources, and erihance 
the quality of life in the City. 
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REGIONALCONI'EXT AND CONFORMITY 
WITH OTHER REGIONAL PLANS 

The Framework Element serves as subregional 
input to the Southern California Association 
of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide and provides a contextfor coopera
tive planning effortS between the City of 
Los Angeles, adjacent cities, and the County 
of Los Angeles. The Framework Element, 
along with the Air Quality Element and the 
Transportation Element, ensures conformity 
between the Los Angeles City General Plan 
and the Regional Comprehensive Plan and 
Guide and the Regional Air Quality Manage
ment Plan. The Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide includes Growth Management and 
Mobility components. 

MONITOIDNG AND REPORTING 

The Department of City Planning will develop 
and implement a growth Monitoring System 
and annually prepare a Report oil. Growth llUd 
~to the Mayor,-City Council, and 
the City Planning Commission. The Almnal 
Report on Growth and Infrastructure will 
include plilicy and program recommendations 
and summary information generated by the 
Monitoring System on the City's chllllging 
circumstances, needs, and trends. 

ORG~ATIONOFTHE~WORK 
ELEMENT 

The Framework Element consists of ten 
chapters that provide guidlmce to the compre
hensive update of general plan elements and 
related implementation measures, as follows: 

Chapter 1: General J.>lan System 

This chapter def"mes the elemel!lts of the City 
of Los Angeles General Plan, how the City of 
Los Angeles addresses the issues required by 
the seven elements mandated by the State of 
California, and the role of the GenerallP!an 
Framework Element in the comprehensive 
update of the other elements that comprise the 
City of Los Angeles General Plan. 
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Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity 

This chapter establishes a consistent set of 
baseline and forecasted growth levels for 
popu;tation, employment, and housing citywide 
and for each connnnnity planning area and 
City subregion. It defines the planning 
assumptions that shall be used to ensure 
consistency in the comprehensive update of 
the other elements that comprise the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan. 

Chapter 3: Land Use 

This chapter provides guidance for the 
comprehenSive update ofthecommnnity plans 
that collectively comprise the Land Use 
Element lllld related implementation measures. 

Chapter 4: Housing 

This chapter provides guidance for the 
comprehenSive update of the Housing Element 
and related implementation .measures. 

Chapter 5: Urban Forin and 
Neighborhood Design 

This chapter provides guidance for the 
amendment of the Land Use Element and the 
preparation of an Urban Form and Neighbor~ 
hood Design Element and related implementa~ 
tion measures. 

Cbapter6: Open Space and Conservation 

This chapter provides guidance for the 
comprehensive updates of the Land Use and 
the Open. Space and Conservation Elements 
and related implementation measures. 

Chapter 7: Economic Development 

This chapter provides guidance for the 
preparation of an Economic Development 
strategy, and related implementation measures. 

Chapter 8: Transportation 

This chapter provided guidance for the 
comprehensive update of a Transportation 
Element and related implementation measures. 
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Chapter 9: Infrastructure and Public 
Facilities 

This chapter provides guidance for the 
preparation of the Infrastructure Systems and 
the Public Facilities and Services Elements, 
and related implementation' measures, includ
ing financing strategies. 

Chapter 10: Implementation Programs 

This chapter is a synopsis of measures that 
implement the General Plan Framework 
Element policies and standards, and makes 
clear how the plan policies are to be applied. 

INTERNAL GENERAL PLAN 
CONSISTENCY 

According to California State Government 
Code Section 65300.%~Heneral !;llan must be 
integrated and inte y consistent, both 
among the elemeutsandwithin each element. 
This requirement applies to any optional 
Elements adopted by the City as well as the 
mandatory elements. 

The interual consistency requirement also 
applies to the community plans which collec
tively comprise the City's Land Use Element. 
All principles, goals, objectives, policies, and 
plan proposals set forth in the general plan 
must be internally consistent. . 

All adopted elements have equal status and 
no element may be made subordinate to 
another. 

1. The General Plan :Framework Element 
a:nd Its Relationship to the General Piau 

The Framework Element is a special purpose 
element of the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan that establishes the vision for the future 
of the City of Los Angeles and the direction 
by which the citywide elements and the 
community plans shall. be comprehensively 
updated in harmony With that vision. The 
Framework Element establishes development 
policy at a citywide level and Within a citywide 
contest, so that both the benefits and challenges 
of growth are shared. · 

Given the size and complexity of the City, the 
process of updating the community plans and 
the citywide elements takes time. The Frame
work Element's Long-Range Land Use 
Diagram and associated land use policies take 
effect incrementally, as each comprehensive 
connnnnity plan update is adopted. 
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The Framework Element replaces Concept 
Las Angeles and the Citywiile Plan. This 
element enables a citywide perspective, to 
determine the most effective distribution of 
growth in relationship to environmental and 
economic goals, to enhance the environment 
and protect the quality of life, and to detem:Bine 
citywide policies and standards that can be 
implemented at the local level through a 
community planning process. 

The citywide elements address functional topics 
that cut across community boundaries, such 
as transportation or public services. The 
citywide elements address these topics in more 
detail than is appropriate in the Framework 
Element,· which is the "umbrella document" 
tWit provides the direction and vision necesssry 
to bring cohesion to the City's overall general 
plan. 

The community plans are oriented towards 
specific geographic areas of the City, defining 
locally the more general citywide policies and 
programs set forth in the Framework Element 
and the citywide elements with more specificity 
than is appropriate at the citywide level. This 
differentiation is necessary because of 
Los Angeles' varied topography, development 
patterns, diverse cultural and etlm!c comnnmi-., .. 
ties, and other variations which require that· 
policies, standards, and programs developed 
at the citywide level be tailored ·to meet 
community and neighborhood needs. 

2. The General Plan Framework Element 
and Its Relationship to Other Elements 

The Citywide General ll'lan Framework 
Element establishes the standards, goals, 
policies, objectives, programs, terms, def'mi
tions, and direction to guide the update of 
citywide elements and the community plans. 

Wbile the Long-Range Land Use Diagram in 
the Framework Element generally describes 
the centers, districts, and mixed-use bouleVards 
to give a citywide perspective, the community 
plans will contain specific lland use designa
tions, intensities, and standards. 

3. The General Plan Framework Element 
. and its Relationship to Community Plans 

Community plans apply the growth and 
development policies defined in the Framework 
Element and the other citywide elements as 
they relate to a smaller geographic area. 
Community plans are more detailed and 
specific than citywide elements and are 
necessary due to the size, complexity, and 
diversity of the City of Los Angeles. The 
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community plans are tailored to local condi
tions and needs. Adoption of the Franlework 
Element neither overrides ·nor mandates 
changes to the community plans. The 
community plans reflect appropriate levels of 
development at the fune of the General Jl'lan 
Framework Element's adoption. As commu
nity plans are updated utilizing future popula
tion forecasts and employment goals, the 
Framework Element is to he used as a guide
its generalized recommendations to be more 
precisely determined for the individual needs 
and oppommities of each community plan 
area. Nothing in the Framework Element 
suggests that during the Community Plan 
Update process, the areas depicted as districts, 
centers, or :mixed-nse bonievards in the 
community plan must be amended to the higher 
intensities or heights within the ranges de
scribed in the Framework Element. The final 
determinatlm:i aboll!t what is appropriate locally 
will be made through the community plans
and that determination may fall anywhere 
within the ranges described. 

As tbe City evolves over time, it Is expected 
that areas not now recommended as neighbor
hood districts, rommunity and regional centers, 
and mixed-lise boulevards may be in the future 
appropriately so designated; and areas now 
so designated may not be appropriate. 
Therefore, the Framework Element long-range 
diagram may be amended to reflect the final 
determination made through the Commlllllity 
Plan Update process should those determina
tions be different from the adopted Framework 
Element. 

4. The General Plan Franlework Element 
and Its Relationship to Specific Plans 

The City has a number of adopted specific 
plans whlcb set detailed development regula
tions for local areas and include various types 
of regulatory limitations. EltlUllples of these 
limitations include "trip caps," design review 
boards, deilsity /intenslty limits, maximum 
heights, landscape, lot coverage, etc. The 
Generalll'lan Framework Element is consistent 
with and does not supersede nor override these 
local requirements. 

5. Zoning Approvals and Zoning 
Consistency 

The community plans and their implementing 
zoning set forth how property may be used and 
form the basis for decisions on discretionary 
permits. Tile coonnunity plam are the primary 
point of reference for detennining compliance 
with Government Code Section 65860 (d). 
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Zoning, specific plans and other discretionary 
approvals and designations are implementing 
tools of the general plan as reflected in the 
community plans. The City Charter and the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code provide for 
variances, specific plan exceptions, exceptions 
and other tools to provide a means for relieving 
hardships from strict adherence to the zoning 
regulations or dealing with special situations. 

6. Highways and Freeways 

The Transportation Element contain general 
policies and def"mitions concerning highways 
and freeways. Community plans shall identify 
highway and freeway designations consistent 
with the policies and standards provided by 
the Transportation Element. 

7. Comprehensive Community Plan Updates 

The Framework Element provides the citywide 
perspective often lacking from IDcaJiy produced 
land use planning efforts to establish overall 
guidelines for the community planning process. 
Individual community plans establish the 
specific guidelines within each community to 
implement the citywide Framework Element. 
The community plans comprise the Land Use 
Element of the City's general plan and are, 
therefore, the final determination of land use 
categories, zoning, development requirements, 

. and consistency findings. Like all general plan 
elements, community · plans . are 
comprehensively updated on a periodic basis 
through a city-initiated process. However, 
given the size and complexity of the City, the 
process of updating all of them takes time. 

The Framework Element itself may be 
amended to reflect changes and address issues 
which arise through the public participation 
and detailed parcelcby-parcel analysis that 
occurs when the community plans are updated. 
Care must be taken in revising the Framework 
Element to assure that citywide issues are not 
compromised in the process. 

8. Annual Review 

The Department of City Planning shall 
annually review the need to comprehensively 
update the citywide elements, including the 
Framework Element and the communi!h:{fns. 
The results of this annual review be 
reported to the City Planning Commission, 
the City Council, and tbe Mayor through the 
Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure. 
This report shall recommend which citywide 
element or community plan should be updated 
and why. These recommendations sliall be 
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based on an eyaluation of changing circum
stances, trends, and other information provided 
by the Monitoring System. 

9. General Plan Preparation, Revision, 
and Update Program 

The Department of City Planulng has estab-
. Jished a program to comprehensively update 

general plan elements and community plans 
to implement the goals, policies, and objectives 
established in the Citywide General Plan 
Framework Element. Subject to availability 
of funding, all comprehensive updates of the 
citywide elements and the community plans 
for the purpose of implementing the Frame
work Element shall be initiated. within five 
years of adoption of the Framework Element. 
Phasing of such updates may be made in 
accordance with Objective 3.3. and Policies 
3.3.1 and 3.3.2 based on the monitoring of 
population, development, and infrastructure 
and service capacities as recommended through 
the Annual Report on Growth.and Infrastruc
ture. 

10. Periodic Plan Review 

Periodic Plan Review is an on-going procedore 
of the Department of City Planning which 
permits private applicants to request plan 
amendments and associated zone changes • 
Requests are subject to an established public 
review and approval process. 

11. Pending Development Projects 

Development projects pending in the City 
review 1.1riJcess which had already completed 
circulation of a Notice of Preparation (under 
CEQA) at the time of adoption of the Frame
work Element, shall not be required to 
demonstrate consistency with the Framework 
Element for a period of two years (24 months) 
after that Element's adoption. 

12. Redevelopment plans 

The community plans are the point of reference 
for determining compliance of Redevelopment 
Plans with State. of California State Govern
ment Code Section 65860 (d). 
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CHAPTER 2 -GROWTH AND CAPACITY· 

. INTRODUCTION 

The General Plan Framework Element estab
lishes a vision for the long-term development 
and physical form and character of the City 
ofLos Angeles. This vision is expressed through 
a land use diagram (refer to Chapter 3) that 
will be refmed and implemented through 
amendments to the community plans. The 
evolution of the City will take time to achieve 
due to the City's size and rates of growth. 

Realistically, the planning and funding of most 
infrastructure facilities and public services that 
support growth must be for levels of growth 
that can reasonably he expecred to occur within 
a shorter time frame than could be accommo
dated by the long-term vision. Many ofthe 
City's short-term capital improvements are 
defined through a five-year plan that is updated 
annually (the Capital Improvements !>Ian). 
Major improvements that serve large areas of 
the City and/or are capital intensive, such as 
schools and fiXed rail transit facilities, are 
planned and funded over an extended period 
(10 years or more). Some, such as wastewater 
treatment facilities, are planned to accommo
date growth for periods in excess of 50 years. 

Consequently, the General Plan Framework 
Element plans for a level of population and 
employment growth that may be reasonably 
anticipated in the near-term as the basis ofits 
policies and programs and for environmental 
review in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 
General Plan Framework Element is population 
growth neutral: it is not the inten.t of the 
Framework Element to cause any specific level 
of population growth to occur. It is a plan to 
accommodate whatever growth dlles occur in 
the future, which could include loss of popula
tion. The year 2010 is used as the planning 
"horizon" to facilitate comparability with the 
regional growth forecasts of the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
TheSCAG population and household forecasts 
for the City ?fLos Angeles.for the yea~ 2010 
(as defined m June, '19931) are used m the 
Framework Element. Employment forecasts 
have been adjusted to maintain the City's 
existingjo&.;housing ratio, which is considered 
important in maintaining the City's f~al 
stability. 

The estimates are not intended to represent 
maximum or minimum levels of development to 
be permitted. Rather, they will be monitored 

I. SCAG population foreatSfs for the City are currently being revised. 
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annually as a basis for the implementation of 
infrastructure and services to support growth 
(as subsequently described). Based on the 
monitoring, the "horizon" may be adjusted to 
reflect the actual levels of growth and their 
impacts and demands on infrastructure and 
public services. At a minimum, the "horizon" 
must be reviewed and updated as the population 
and employment forecasts and/or 2010 are 
approached. Adjustments ofthe population 
and employment "horizon" may necessitate 
additional environmental review. 

The "horizon" will guide the revision of all 
components of the City's general plan (e.g., 
community plans and citywide elements) and 
guide plannio~ policy by the City's departments 
and commissiOns. 

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN 

Los Angeles' existing general plan is an 
. end-state plan with no shorter term population, 
housing and employment policy goals estab
lished prior to the ultimate buildout of the Plan. 
The theoretical capacities of the existing general 
plan at buildout, as shown in the Framework 
Element technical reports and Environmental 
Impact Report, are adequate to accommodate 
growth to the year 2010. While its housing. 
capacity is more constrained than commercial 
and industrial uses, the Plan's capacity for 
growth considerably exceeds any realistic 
market requirements for the future. For 
example, there is sufficient capacity for retail 
and office commercial uses for over 100 years 
even at optimistic, pre-recession, market growth 
rates. At the same tiine, the impact assessments 
of the current general plan indicate that if all 
lands were to he developed with the uses at the 
maximum densities permitted, an unrealistic 
jobs/housing relationship would result and 
supporting infrastructure and public services 
would be unable to support tbis level of growth. 

SCAG 2010 MARKET FORECAST 

SCAG has forecasted population; household, 
and employinent levels for the year 2010 and 
provided this information to all jurisdictions 
m the region for transportation planning 
applications. State and Federal regulations 
require that local plans be consistent with the 
Regional Air Quality Plan and the Regional 
Mobility Plan. The Framework Element is 
required to utilize the population forecasts 
provided by SCAG. The Element reflects the 
SCAG population and household forecasts as 
its planning horizon. It sets a higher goal for 
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employment- to improve employment opportu
nities for City residents and to help maintain 
a stable fiscal base which in tum supports public 
services. Table2-1 summarizes these numbers 
(estimates are rounded): 

Table2-1 

1990 0CAG2010 -F""""' Phm2010 
(June,l99') 

P(lptdation 3,485,399 4,34)6,500 4,306,500 

Empl.,.,. 1,900,067 2,112,500 2,191,500 - ·1299%3 1$66000 1,566 000 

SCAG's population forecast assumes tilat about 
two tilirds of ilie increase will be accounted for 
by natural increases from the population that 

. already resides in the City and that there will 
he long-term contilming growth of the Southern 
California economy. · 

SCAG employment forecaSts for the City are 
based on tile continuation of historic and recent 
growth trends. It is recognized, that in order 
to achieve the higher employment levels adopted 
by the Framework Element the City cannot 
adopt a businelis-as-usual approach but must 
deVISe an aggressive business retention and 
outreach program to assure adequate job 
growth Within the City to maintain fiscal 
stability (refer to Chapter 7). Such a ~rogram 
miJSt be correlated with actions tu mitigate .the 
impacts of growth on the natural environment, 
public infrastructure and services, and quality 
of life of the City's residents. Without the 
mitigation of these impacts, businesses will 
choose to locate in communities exhibiting a 
higher quality environment. 

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT PLAN 
GROWTH DISTRIBUTION 

The citywide population, employment, and 
household forecasts described m the previous 
section have been distributed to City subregions 
and to community plan areas within these 
subregions (see Table 2-2). These distributions 
are the result of a methodology for disag
gregat:ing the citywide forecasts provided by · 
SCAG. The methodology reflects the Frame
workElementLoag-RangeLand Use Diagram 
and an adjustment of historic growili trends . 
and land values in each plan area to account 
for the attraction of development to transit 
statioiiS and rorridors and the districts, centers, 
and boulevards defined by the Framework 
Element. 
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The population, employment, and housing 
distribution should be used to guide future 
community plan amendments. It should be 
recognized, however, that these figures are "best 
estimates" of citywide distributions. They 
attempt to forecast how market trends will he 
impacted by the implementation of the Frame
work Element. In terms of economic and 
market forces, thelie City subregions function 
as realistic submarkets ofthe City, taking into 
account forces that transcend community plan 
boundaries. 

The Framework Element utilizes the following 
201 o estimates: 

........... PQptililtion ·. %ofCity 
Growth Pop:lllatioZl 

1. Nortlleast L.A. 106,250 129 
Z. South L.A. 106,595 13.0 
~.Metro~ 108,700 13.2 
4. Southwest L.A.. 67,31Jl 8.2 
S. Ce$'aJ L.A. 41,245 5.0 
6. SoatMast Valley 00,4!>5 ••• 7. N(liiheast Valley 71,4/J) 9.4 
8. Northwest Valley 78,175 9.5 
9. Sout:lrwest Valley 14,595 9.1 
10. West L.A. 35,340 4.3 
11. H3l'bor 44,990 55 

CITl.'WIDE 821,165 99.0 

As implementation proceeds, the community 
plan population forecasts may he revised based 
upon specific land IJSC actiOIIS adopted through 
tile community plan update process. If one area 
cannotacoommodate the foiecasted population, 
then other community plans within the same 
subregion should have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate tile subregional forecasts above. 
Forecasts may change as SCAG updates its 
information or as new information is obtained 
from the Framework Element's monitoring 
system. 

RATES OF GROWTH 

While the Framework Element has adopted a 
year 2010 planning horizon and provided 
estimated population forecasts and anticipated 
citywide distributions, it is not dependent upon 
these population levels or distributions for its 
implementation. It does not mandate specific 
levels of growth for any specific area (neiilier 
minimums nor caps). The population could 
grow more slowly than currently anticipated 
as a result of economic trends, or ngain expand 
rapidly as a result of changing immigration 
levels and birth rates. Population loss could 
also occur. The Framework Element policies 
will not directly prevent nor caiJSe population 
growth to occur. 
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Population levels are dependent on a wide 
variety of factors, many of which are totally 
unrelated to land use planning. Such variables 
as birth and death rates, income, migration and 
immigration levels, Federal immigration 
policies, natural disaster, economic trends and 
employment levels, etc. all interactto determine 
whether population grows or declines. 

Poeulation levels, while partially related to 
building permit (development) activity, are also 
not directly tied to the number of housing units 
available. Population increases (or decreases) 
can occur during periods of slow or even no 
groWth in the number of available residential 
units. Similarly it is possible, at least for short 
periods, to have stable or declining population 
levels during periods of rapid housmg unit 
construction. Over shorter time periods, 
construction cycles and populations trends may 
not be consistent. 

The Framework Element is designed to accom
modate population growth .largely within 

. centerii, districts; and mixed-use boulevards 
whenever it eventually o~curs. .Forecasted 
population levels may be reached by 2010 as 
forecasted, or within a totaily different time 
horizon for reasons unrelated to the general 
plan. 

GROWTH MONITORING 

After the Framework Element is adopted, the 
City will establish a growth monito · rogram 
that will provide important info~mation 
regarding the accuracy of future growth 
estimates and the distribution of that new 
development by community plan area. This 
monitoring program will annually document 

. what has actually happened to the City's 
population levels, housing construction, 
employment levels, and the availability of public . 
infrastructure and public services. Information 
on environmental conditions will also be 
moriitored on a yearly basis to maintain and 
update an environmental database, which will 
be used to facilitate but not replace, environ
mental review for subsequent programs and 
projects in accordance with CEQA. 

Information for the monitoring system will be 
taken from the best sources available to the 
City, such as building permit information and 
other readily available City data on business; 
Department of Water and Power and School 
District information; County Assessor's files; 
commercially available development data; State 
Employment Development Department statis
tics; Census Bureau; SCAG data; University 
of California Los Angeles Business Forecast; 
and other data as they may become available. 
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Infrastructure data will be developed from a 
cooperative effort among the City departments 
responsible for infrastructure and public 
services. State and regional agencies, such as 
the Los Angeles Unified School District and the 
Metropolitian Transportation Authority are 
important to complete the a~nnal review of the 
City's growth and infrastructure. 

Although one of the Framework Element's · 
primary goals is to encourage new development 
to locate in centers, districts and boulevards 
throughout the City, market forces will ulti
mately determine the distribution of future 
growtn. Yearly monitoring will help evaluate 
whether the incentives that are linked to 
targeted growth areas are Working effectively 
with market forces to attract new development. 

The information from such a monitorin~ system 
will be presented to the City Council in me form 
of an AnnuaiReporton Growth aod Infrastruc
ture, which can be used as the basis for revision 
of policies as needed to meet the goals of the 
Framework Element. The statUs of environmen
tal mitigation requirements can also be deter
mined and policies can be changed if desired 
results are not being obtained. Information 
on amounts and location of ~rowth can be 
provided and policies influencmg this _growth 
can be revised-if needed. In this fash10n, the 
Framework Element can be continually updated 
to meet changing conditions, and the implemen
tation mechimisms revised or altered to achieve 
the desired goals. SCAG will require monitor
ing in all its subregions in a similar manner. 

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT 
THEORETICAL BUILDOUT 

While the General Plan Framework Element 
is based on the forecasts defmed in Tables 2-:l 
and 2-2; development in accordance with the 
uses and densities prescribed in the Long-Range 
Land Use Diagram could exceed them. This 
is based on the assumption that all lands in the 
City would convert to the maximum density 
allowed, referred to as the "Theoretical 
Buildout." "Theoretical Buildout" will not 
happen. Experience indicates that many 
properties would not be developed to their 
maximum permitted densities. !for example, 
fewer than five percent of the commercial 
properties currently allowed to. develop at a 
floor area ratio of1.5:1 have been developed 
at this intensity. 

Should population aod employment growth be 
greater dian the levels anticipated by the 
Framework Element, policy stipulates that 
studies be undertaken to correlate with the 
necessary supporting capital, facility, or service 
improvements and/or demand reduction 
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Table 2-2 

Forecast Growth by Subregions and Community Plan Area 
. (all numbers· are rounded) . 

These are forecasts and not intended to be minimum or maximum planned land use capadties 

Subregion '""' PopUlation 

"Included In Snn Pedf'l) lind Wilmington Community Plan areal 

DistribtltiontoCPAibaJedon(l}hl$tt:lricdevdopmmtttmds,hmdvalu~anddevelopnzmtcosb.;atld(2)2djMtnentofhismrktnruistoreffectth«:a~nofdn"efopmmt 
to areas ill proxlmfly ttJ rail AAd major 1m!! swuoraand turridors., mh:td-ust boulevllrds. neighborhOod dbtrict$, cnnununity centers. regioiUlf eu~ttrs, and dQ'Wntown 
Lo>An-

A map of the City Subregions is on Page U. 
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programs. At the same time, the impacts ofthe 
additional level of growth must be found to be 
consistent with the findings of the Environmen
tal Impact Report regardinl;l their level of 
significance. Should additional potential 
impacts be identified, these would be subject 
to further environmental review in accordance 
with the CEQA. This would be facilitated by 
the implementation of a program to monitor 
the characteristics and impacts of growth and 
availability of infrastructure and public services 
(the "Monitoring Pro~ram") · and annual 
reporting ofthisinfurmation totbe City Council 
(the" Annua!Reporton Growth and Infrastruc
ture") as a basis for the planning and funding 
of necessary improvements. 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

The Housing Element is a portion ofthe general 
plan and as such, must be consistent with the 
Framework Element. Further, the most recently 
adopted Housing Element has identified the 
Framework Element as an implementation 
mechanism for several ofthe programs that 
it contains. While the Housing Element and 
the Framework Element are closely related, 
there are data references within each that 
appear to be inconsistent. Most of the apparent 
inconsistency is created by differing time 
horizons and methodological requirements 
within the two documents. 

Calculation of the number of housing units that 
could be developed in the City us determined, 
separately, by the Housing Element and General 
Plan Land Use Element (community plans) 
seems to create the most confusion. Housing 
unit calculations from either the community 
p~ orth!2FrameworkEiement, using general 
plan designations per CEQA requirements, 
assume that all residential units are located on 
properties planned for residential or mixed-use 
developments that integrate housin!l with 
commercial uses and that these properties are 
built to their maximum capacity. 

This is a theoretical "capacity" figure which 
overestimates the realistic number of dwelling 
units that would likely be constructed. All 
properties are assumed to be redeveloped to 
their maximum capacity despite their current 
use or the economic feasibility of this occnrrin~;:. 
As calculated in the Framework Element, thiS 
estimate also does not consider limitations 
imposed by the existing number of parcels and 
their irregular configurations. Further, it 
assumes all residential uses on commercially 
zoned lands are redeveloped to their planned, 

· non-residential use. The FrameworkElement 
housing caeacity estimate is considered a 
"worst-case impact assessment for the pur
poses of CEQ A, which means that it assumes 

2-5 

laild is completely builtout to the fullest extent 
allowed by the zoning. 

Within the Housing Element more precise 
calculations are required. The Housing Element 
is concerned with the availability of sufficient 
parcels ofland (housing capacity) within the 
City with the appropriate current zoning to 
meet the City's housing needs, including its 
share of regional housing needs, over the next 
five ~ears. Residential units currently on land 
not planned for residential use are not excluded. 
Because of Los Angeles' size and the Jack of 
detailed land use and zoning information for 
every parcel, complex esthnatiog methodologies 
must be devised and utilized to produce the 
required capacity estimates incorporating 
information on parcelization, zoning, and . 
realistic (economically feasible) buildout. 

The Housing Element estimates are produced 
for a specific purpose .with detailed require
ments and will nut be comparable to Framework 
housing unit theoretical buildout calculations. 
However, they are not incompatible with these 
Framework calculations. Because of the 
additional restrictions on Housing Element 
housing capacitr data (except for residential 
units on non-residential parcels), the "housing 
capacity" estimate in the Housing Element is 
lower than that found in the Framework 
Element. The housing capacity numbers will 
change as the Housing Element is updated. 

The 1993 Housiag Element distributed the 
Regional Honsing Needs Assessment allocation, 
produced by SCAG for the City ofLosAngeles, 
into income categories and divided these 
allocations further by subregions of the City 
based solely on the relative size of eac1t subregion. · 
TheFrameworkEiementproducedemployment 
and iocome forecasts for each community plan 
area for the year 2010 as well as housing unit 
forecasts by rent and price level, and from this 
derived ·housing affordability levels by 
community plan area. Comparison between 
market trend data for 2010 and Framework 
Element impacts for 2010 were also calculated. 
Impacts of other policy actions on housing 
affordability can be examined through varying 
inputs to the Framework Element economic 
impact and forecast modeL In comb ina lion with 
the policies in the Housing Chapter of the 
Framework Element, these distributions 
implement the Fair Share Allocation program 
documented in the Housing Element. 
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CHAPTER 3- LAND USE 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
OFISSUES · 
INTRODUCTION 

This section summarizll.s key land use issues and 
presents the goals, objectives, policies, and 
Pr?grams that ~pitalize on the City's opportu
mties. The.po!icJes establish new categories of 
land use wliose locations are generally depicted 
on a diagram (Figures 3-1 to 3-4, the .Long
Range Land Use Diagram) that replaces the 
adopted citywide Centers Concept. The new 
categories-Neigbborltood District, Community 
Center, Regional Center, Downtown Center 
and ~ixed-Use Bo~levard - are broadly 
descnbed by rangesofmtensity/density, heights, 
and lists of typical uses. The definitions reflect 
a range of land use possibilities found in the 
City's already diverse urban, suburban, and 
rura~ land use patterns. Their generalized 
locations reflect· a conceptual relationship 
between land liSe and transportation. The 
d!ag~am. is intended to represent an initial 
distribnU?n of uses and growth based on the 
factors ,diScussed below. While it is more 
detailed than the Centers Cf)~cept, the diagram 
does not connote land use entitlements or affect 
existing zoning for properties in the City of 
~os Angel!!s. It, and the new categories, are 
mtended to serve as the guideline for the 
subsequentamendmentofthe City's community 
plans where the precise designation and 
alignment of uses will be determined. 

Framework Element policies reflect and 
continue the land use provisions of the Specific 
Plans that have been adopted for various areas 
of the City. The Framework Element does not 
supersede adopted Specific Plans. 

The Land Use policy encourages the retention 
of the City's stable residential neigbborltoods 
and proposes incentives to encolll'll!):ewhatever 
growth that occurs to locate in neighborhood 
districts, commercial and mixed-use centers, 
along boulevards, industrial districts, and in 
proximity to transportation corridors and 
transit stations. Land use standards and 
densities vary by location to reflect the local 
conditions and diversity and range from 
districts oriented to the neighborhood, the 
community, the region, and, at the highest level, 
the national and international markets. 

It is the intent of the Land Vse rolicy to 
~nconrage a re-direction of the City s growth 
m a manner such that the significant impacts 
that would result from tile continued implemen
tation of adopted community plans and zoning 
can be reduced or avoided. This will provide 
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for the protection of the City's important 
neighborhoods and districts, reduce vehicular 
trips and air emissions, and encourage economic 
opportunities, affordable housing, and an 
improved quality of life. . 

Improvement of development is addressed 
through quality staudal'ds for multi-family 
residential neighborhoods and the establishment 
of pedestrian-oriented districts. · · 

:ro facilitate growth in those areas in which it 
IS desired, the Land Use Policies provide for 
the (1) establishment of a process to expedite 
the review and approval of development 
applications that are consistent with .the 
Framework Element and community plans, 
(2) the implementation of infrastructure and 
public service investment strategies, and (3) a 
program to monitor growth and infrastructure 
and public service capacity and report their . 
status annually to the City CounciL 

Throughout the Land Use Chapter the terms 
"conservation" and "targeted growth" are used 
extensively. The following defines their 
applications: · 

• "Conservation areas" consist of all areas 
outside ofthe designated districts, centers, 
and mixed-use boulevards. WJthin conserva
tion areas the prevailiJ:IJ! uses and densities 
will be maintained. New development 
sh!>n!d be comparable in type and scale with 
eXISting development. In areas designated 
by the community plans for single-family 
dwellings; new developmentwould consist 
of the infill of vacant lots or r~placemeut 
of existing units with other single-family 
houses in accordance with the densities 
defined in the cmumnnity plans. In areas 
designated by the Framework Element and 
community plans for multi-family housing, 
vacant lots may be developed and existing 
units may be replaced in accordance with 
the densities defined by the community 
plans. In areas, designated for commercial 
uses, development may. occur in confor
mancewith the land use designations of the 
community plans. In all areas, remodels 
and: expansion of existing structures are 
permitted.· 

o "Targeted growth areas" refer to those 
districts,centers,and boulevards where new 
development is encouraged and within 
which mcentives are provided by the policies 
of the Framework Element. These are 
located in proximity to major rail and bus 
transit corridors and stations; in centers 
tba t serve as identifiable business, service, 
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and social places for the neighborhood, 
community, and region; as rense of the 
City's boulevards; and as reuse of the City's 
industrial districts to facilitate the develop
ment of new jobs-generating uses. Gener
ally, the density and scale of development 
on any parcel would significantly increase 
above existing levels. F11r example, areas 
of one- to two-story buildings might be 
developed with three- or four-story build
ings or higher. In these areas, the policies 
of the Framework Element can assist in 
effectively shaping the form and character 
of growth, improving the quality of develop
ment, mobility, and reducing air pollution 
to enhance the quality oflife for the City's 
residents. These growth areas are identmed 
in areas designated by the commnulty plans 
for commercial and industrial uses at the 
time of Framework Element adoption. 

SUMMARY OF LAND USE CONDITIONS 
AND CHARACTERISTICS . 

The following summarizes the significant land 
use characteristics and conditions in the City 
of Los Angeles, as presented in the Technical 
Background Report and modified by im&~~~ 
analyses of the City's existing community p 
These issues constitute the baseline of opportu
nities and problems which are addressed by 
the goals, objectives, policies, and programs 
dermed in the subsequent section of this 
Chapter. 

Strengths 

l. The diversity of the City's population 
affords the opportunity to further create 
distinct neighborhoods and communities 
.that accommodate a rllllge of uses and 
exhibit physical characteristics reflective 
of the cultures that define them. A success
ful composition of distinct mniti-cultnral 
neighborhoods and places can enhance the 
City's image and quality of life. 

2. The City's setting ofla:rl!e-scaleopen Sj)200l, 
including the Santa MOnica, San Gabriel, 
and Santa Susana Mountains, Baldwin Hills, 
Griffith Park, the Sepulveda D.am basin, 
the Los Angeles River and the coastline, 
represent a significant asset of natural 
diversity that has attracted and will con
tinue to attract people to move to the City. 

3. The City's "stable" single- and multi-familY 
residential neighborhoods represent signifi
cant assets whose character and 'Analities 
merit protection. Historically, the lrtrong" 
image exhibited by the City's single-family 
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residential neighborhoods has distinguished 
Los AngeleS from other metropollian areas. 

4. The Cio/ contains many commercial and 
industrial districts whose qualities and 
character represent important symbolic, 
functional, and economic assets that should 
be preserved and .enhanced. Many of these 
viable districts, such as Boyle Heights, 
Highland Park, Larchmont, Fairfax, 
Westwood Village, Leimert Park, Melrose, 
and Ventura Boulevard in Tarzana, are 
directly related to and support surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. Other districts, 
such as Crenshaw, Warner Center and 
Century City, attract a regional customer 
base, while still others, such as LittleTokyo, 
Westlake, and KoreatoWil, are intimately 
linked to both their surrounding neighbor
hoods, the larger region, and the world. 

5. The City contains a dl''ersity of industrial 
districts that provide jobs to the City's 
residents and to people living in the sur
rounding region. While indmtry has been 
signillcan~ impacted by recession in the 
early 1990 s, the City contains a viable 
industrial base. There are a number of 
secturs and areas that have been economi
cally stable and will continue to pia~~ 
iin rtant role in sustaining the City's 
via~ility. These include the Port of 
Los Angeles, Los Angeles International 
Airport, entertainment industry, and 
clusters abutting downtown and the San 
Fernando Valley. 

6. The City's concentration of uses that are 
oriented to the greater Southern California 
region (and State) are assets that provide 
the opportnnitr and stimulus for !be 
development of similar and supporting uses. 
EXamples include the cluster of government 
and civic buildings and corporate offices 
in downtown, the Convention Center, and 
sports facilities (Coliseum and Dodger 
Stadium). · 

Historic Impacts of Growth 

1. TheCitr,'sand region's growth has resulted 
in significant traffic congestion and air 

· pollution. · 

2. · Development intensificationin some areas 
of the City has adversely impacted the 
integrity and character of existing residen
tialneighborhoodsandoommunity-oriented 
commercial districts. 
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3. In some neighborhoods, apartments have 4. The recycling and intensification of develop-
replaced single-family homes, which has ment that are necessitated to accommodate 
resulted in resident relocation and loss of future growth provide an opportunity to 
ownership units. At the same time, the improve the character and quality of 
City's total number of ownership units has development. Development in proximity 
increased due to the construction of condo- to transit stations, along boulevards, and 
mininms and townhomes. in other key centers affords the opportanity 

4. The physical design of many higher-density 
to intermix uses, establish pedestrian areas, 
improve open space amenities, design 

apartments and condominiums has often structures which are rdf.onsive to their 
been insensitive to tbe character of the setting, and incorporate o er elements that 
nei~rhoods in which they are located, create both a "sense of plaee" and a "sense 
has n of poor quality, and has offered of community." 
few amenities, which~uently hascontrib-

The nse of a consistent and clearly defined uted to public opposition to the further 
development of such units. range of physical options for specific types 

5. In some areas, high-density develoEment 
or groupmgs ofland uses can un~rove the 
identity and character of the City s overall 

directly abuts low-density, single- amily organization and its constituent neighbor-
residential neighborhoods resulting in visual hoods and districts. For examcle, the re-use 
and physical incompatibilities and conflicts. of portions of the City's bou evards offer 

6. 
the osportunity to establish neighborhood 

The construction of light mil facilities has ''foca points" which contain local services 
resulted in some conflicts with adjacent land and commerce. Their strategic placement 
uses. These conflicts have included throughout the City can provide a sense of 
short-term construction impacts, vehicular identity and local neighborhood cha~cter. 
and pedestrian crossing of rail lines, ·noise, 
and vibration. 5. Chan~ in the City's demographic eharac-

teristics afford the opportunity for the 
consideration of forms lll!d density oflaud 

Future Growth Impacts use development which traditionlilly have 
not occurred in Los~eles. Some cultures 

1. If population growth resulted in all lands have favored forms of ousing that support 
in tbeC"rty being developed to the maximum multiple generations of families, such as 
densities currently permitted, there would units clustered around shared communal 
be severe impacts on transbortation. and facilities and kitchens. "Co-ho=• is one 
utility infrastructure, Cu lie services, example which involves individ owned 
economic stability, and t e quality of life self-sufficient dwellings with some feature 
for the City's residents. Estimated average owned in common, (e.g. laundry, play areas, 
~eeds on freeways and arterials would garden, community rooms, etc.). Open air 

ecline to levels below 20 miles· per hour inarkets are typical ofmanycaltures. There 
and air emissions and t:lution would be ·is an opportunity to reflect the d.lversity of 
substantinily increased. velopmentwithin cultures in the patterns and forms of new 
the City's residential neighborhoods and development. 
commercial districts would be of much 
greaterscaleaud mass, significantly chang- 6. Construction of mil and other fu:ed-ronte 
mg their character. transit facilities afford the opportunity to 

develop new nses and structures and public 
2. The growth reflected in this Element is open spaces at their stations and along their 

based on projections from the Southcrn routes. Jointly, the City ofLos Angeles and 
California Association of Governments. Metroyolitan Transportation Authority 
Capacities and policies contained in the · (MTA have adopted a policy to focus 
Element are intended to accommodate this growth in the vicmity of transit stations. 
growth, should it occur. However, projec- An emphasis has beeri placed on the devel-
tions of population do not always occur in opmentofmixed-use projects (commercial 
quantities or at locations as expected. and. residential) as fo~ints for their 

surroundingneighborh whileaffording 
3. Intensification of housing is opposed in mobility to and from other parts of the City 

many neighborhoods, because it IS associ- and region. 
ated with increased traffic congestion, 
crime, imSacts on schools and parks, and 
residentia overcrowding. 
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Development Capacity 

1. The City of Los Angeles has insufficient 
vacant properties toaccommodatf'forecast 
population increases.' Consequently, the 
City's growth will require the reuse and 
intensification of existing developed proper- · 

. ties. Such growth could, unless carefully 
plai!Ul.ed, significautly alter the character 
of many neighborhoods and districts in an 

· undesirable manner. 

2. While there is sufficient land zoned to 
accommodate the housing needs of forecast 
population growth, development to the 
permitted densities will necessitate the 
replacement of many existing affordable 
units and impact the character of estab
lisbednejgbborboods. Consequently, it may. 
be appropriate to consider the reuse of 
underutihzed and economically obsolete 
commercial properties as alternatives. 

3. The City's commercially-zoned corridors, 
districts, and centers have the capacity to 
accommodate growth that considerably 
exceedseoonomremarketdemandswellinto 
the 21st Century. While densities at a 1.5:1 
floor. area ratio (FAR) are generally permit
ted, existing development averages approxi
mately 0.58:1 and market demand forecasts 
indicate increase of only 10 to 15 percent. 

4. Existing zoning of the City's industrial 
lands, theoretically, could accommodate 
substantial new industrial development and 
jobs. Curnntly, these areas are developed 
at an average FAR of 0.27:1 as compared 
with a permitted FAR of 1.5:1. This, 
hqwever, does not reprcoont "real" capacity 
for new development, as almost all indus
trial lands are developed and the functions 
ofindliStrial buildings, typically,Jimit their 
height to no more than one-story (as 
reflected in the existing FAR). Many 
industrial buildings, however, are vacant 
and provide inventory that can be re-used 
or replaced in the future. 

Existing Pattern and Character of 
Development 

1. The distribution and low-density of single
family units coupled with their physical 
separation from commercial services, jobs, 
recreation, and entertainmentnecessitates 
the use ofthe automobile. This, in turn, 
leads to numerous single-purpose vehicle 

. trips, long distances traveled, traffic 
congestion, and air pollution. 
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2. Existing residential densities inhibit the 
development of an effective public mmsv.or
tation system ln many areas ofthe City. 

3. Existing multi-family residential neighbor
hoods (approximately 53 percent of all 
housing umts) exhibit a variety of cliaracter
istics and conditions. Some have been 
developed at or ncar the ma:ldmum densities 
permitted and generally convey a homo;e
neous character. Some are developed With 
multi-family dwellings at lesser than 
permitted densities and have capacity for 
growth. Others exhibit a wide range of 
honsiug types and densities. Residents fi;om 
many neigltborhoods have expressed their 
concern about further neighborhood 
intensification and their desire to retain 
existing units at present densities. 

4. The narrow depth of parcels along many . 
of the City's commercial corridore results 
in development which con111icts with adja
cent residential neighborhoods. 

5. There is a significant lack of open space and 
parks lm the City to support the needs of 
the population and there is a ~ere inequity 
oftherr distribution throughout the City. 
The transmission and utility corridors, flood 
control improvements (including the 
Los Angeles River), railroad corridors, and 
other linear elements which cross the City 
provide the opportunity for the introduction 
of open space improvements. 

6. The future of the City's industrial lands is 
uncertain due to the regional recession, 
national economic restructuring, and 
relocation of businesses to other cities and 
states. Due to the loss of industrial activity, 
theappropriateuseofsomeolfthese proper
ties JS in question and has led some to 
propose their re-use for non-industrial 
purposes. Of concern is the amount of 
industrial land tliat should be allowed to 
convert to other uses, e.g., marginal use 
areas located adjacent to stable residential 
neighborhoods ofsmall and shallow lots 
with limited access to major transportation 
routes. 

7. Many of the industrially-zoned properties 
encompass large areas in the San Fermmdo 

. Valley, Downtown, and Port area, affording 
opportunities to focus City efforts to 
preserve industrial planned lands for such 
use as the economy recovers. 
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·Regional Patterns of Land Use and 
Development· 

1. The City of Los Angeles experiences a net 
in-migration of vehicular trips in the 
morning and a net out-migration in the 
evening, as it provides jobs for people living 
in outlying "jobs poor" communities. This 
pattern has remained rather constant 
despite the weak economy and the regional 
loss of employment opportunities. As a 
result, regional traffic congestion and air 
quality haVe not improved to desired levels. 
Although long-tenn traffic and air quality 
improvements are possible, they will 
require, among other factors, an improved 
jobs/housing balance in the peripheral 
communities as well as a stable regional 
economy. 

2. New technologies may afford the opportu
nity to reduce vehicular miles traveled by 
enabling employees to work at home and 
conduct many business activities electroni
ca!ly. 

Non Home-to-Work Destinations 

1. Non home-to-work trips now result in more 
congestion and air pollution than home-to
work trips. Land uses that primarily 
generate non home-to-work trips {shopping 
centers, entertainment complexes, s~rting 
venues, recreational and eultnral facilities) 
typically serve a retail function and draw 
customers from both the City and the 
surrounding region, thereby contributing 
to traffic congestion and air pollution. 

2. The retail function of many of the above 
mentioned destinations inhibits effective 
use of public transportation because 
customers often make purchases and need 
to transport packnges home. At the same 
time, these trips occnr at the convenience 
of the traveler, the timing of which fre
quently does not coincide with a fl:xed 
transit schedule. 

Existing Development Policy 

The Centers Concept 

The "Centers Concept" was adopted in 1974 
as the guide for growth in the City. It focuses 
growth in a number of Centers that are to be 
interconnected with publictransitand conserves 
existing residential neighborhoods. 

1. The "Centers" Concept differentiates these 
areas of growth strictly by density and does 
not refleCt the diversity of their functional 
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roles, land uses, physical form, character, 
and users. Consequently, this definition 
provides ineffective guidance for growth 
and development. 

2. Intensification of a number of the desig
nated Centers, such as Boyle Heights and 
Highland Park, which are predominantly 
neighborhood~riented one- and two-story 
areas, to their maximum permitted dellSities 
would adversely impact their present 
character. 

3. The application of the existing "Center" 
designation is inconsistent and does not 
reflect the City's pattern or character of 
development. As such, many areas outside 
of the designated Centers exhibit the same 
characteristics that are supposed to define 
the designated Centers. For example, 
Brentwood and Westwood represent 
regional-serving retail and office commer
cial centers similar to the designated 
Sherman Oaks and Miracle Mile Center. 
Similarly, the Westside Pavilion, Beverly 
Center,andNortbridgeMallarecompara
ble to the designated Panorama City and 
Crenshaw Centers. · 

4. Some major developments, such as the 
Beverly Center and the Westside PaviliOn, 
have occurred outside of the areas that were 
targetedforl!fOWih bytheCentersConcept, 
the Cily's otncialland use policy. This has 
resulted in a degree of uncertainty for 
residents, proJ:erly owner,;, and the provid
ers of public mfrastructure and services. 

5. The diverse character oftheCity's land uses 
affords the opf· ortunity to create a new 
classification o Centers, Boulevards, and 
Nelj:hborhoods that clearly differentiates 
their functional role, uses, density, and 
physical form and character. Such differen

. tiation can enhance the City as a collection 
of distinct places, which enhance both 
community Identity and residents' quality 
of life. 

Community Plans 

Community plans have been adopted as the 
City's Land Use Element to guide growth and 
development in each of its 35 community areas. 

1. As previously indicated, if population and 
commercial growth were to result in all 
lands being developed to the maximum 
densities permitted eythe community plans, 
there· would be significant impacts on 
transportation, air pollution, and the ability 
to provide supporting infrastructure and 
services. 
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2 •. A number of community plans are being 
amended, ·including the communities of 
Northeast, Syhnar and West Adams. There 
was extensive public input .and consen
sus-building for each area. 

3. Though hot a community plan, the recently 
completed Downtown Strategic Plan serves 
as an updated guide for new development 
in the Central City area. 

Specific Plans 

The City has adopted a number ofspecific plans 
that set detailed development regulations in 
their local areas. Some of these impose limits 
on the amount of development that can be 
accommodated to reflect transportation 
constralats and intended community character 
and some impose design guidelines to improve 
the quality of physical development. Among 
them are Specific Plans for Ventura Boulevard, 
Warner Center, Central City West, Park Mile, 
Porter Ranch, Sherman Oaks-Reseda, Century 
City, San Vicente Scenic Corridor, Mt. Wash
ington, Granada Hills, Mulholland Scenic 
Corridor, Pacific Palisades Village, Westwood 
Village etc. In many respects, these plans 
advance the fundamental goals ofthe Frame
work Element for focusing growth, increasing 
mobility, reducing air pollution, and establish
ing a higher quality built environment for the 
City's residents. 

Adoption of the FrameworkElement does not 
supersede nor alter adopted specific· plans. 
Adopted specific plans are consistent with the 
General Plan Framework Element. 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

Land Use/Transportation Policy 

As a joint effort of the City ofLosAngeles and 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority, a 
policy bas been adopted to foster the develop
ment of higher-density mixed-use projects 
within one-quarter mile of rail and major bus 
transitfacilities. Adherence to this policy will 
significantly influeucethe form and character 
of development in the City. 

As additional rail transit routes are confirmed 
and funded (or unfunded), policy enables the 
revision ofthe plans t!> establish appropriate 
uses and densities in proximity to these facili
ties, in accordance with the Land 
Use/Transportation Policy. [Appendix F ofthe 
Transportution Element]. 

Redevelopment Plans 

Redevelopment plans have been adopted by 
the Community Redevelopment Agency to 
physically and economically revitalize a number 
ofareasthronghouttheCity. Some planswill 
affect the type and pattern of development. 
Among the plans are those for Hollywood, 
Downtown, Beacon Street(San Pedro),Hoover 
Street, Watts, Crenshaw, and Little Tokyo. 

Approved Development Projects 

A number of major development projects have 
been approved that will influence the pattern 
of development and character of the City. 
Among these are Playa Vista, Porter Ranch, 
Howard Hughes Center, and Union Station. 

The followhig presents the goals, objectives, and policies for land use in the City of Los Angeles. 
For the purpose of the Los Angeles City General Plan, a goal is a direction setter; an ideal future 
condition related to public health, safety or general welfare toward which planning implementation 
is measured. An objective is aspecificend that is an achievable intermediate step toward acbievin~ 
a goal. A policy is a statement tbatguides decision making, based on the plan's goals and objectives. 
Programs that implement these policies are found in the last chapter of this document. Programs 
are referenced after eacb policy in this document. 

ISSUE ONE: DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USE 

GOAL3A 
A physically balanced distribution of land uses that contributes towards and facilitates the 

ll'l City's long-term fiscal and economic viability, 

Ill revitalization of economically depressed areas, 

1 State of California General Plan Guidelines (1990) Pages 16 and 17. 
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o conservation of existing residential neighborhoods, 

e equitable distribution of public resources, 

e conservation of natural resources, 

o provision of adequate infrastructure and public services, 

e reduction of traffic congestion and improvement of air quality, 

e enhancement of recreation and open space opportunities, 

o assurance of environmental justice and a healthful living environment, and 

<11 achievement of the vision for a more liveable city. 

Objective 3.1 
Accommodate a diversity of uses that support the needs of the City's existing and futore residents, 
businesses, and visitors.· 

Policies 

3.1.1 

3.1.2 

3.1.3 

3.1.4 

3.1.5 

Identify areas on the Long-Range Land Use Diagram and in the community plans sufficient 
for the development of a diversity of uses that serve the needs of existing and futore residents 
(housing, employment, retail, entertainment, cultoral/institotional, educational, health, 
services; recreation, and similar uses), provide job opportunities, and support visitors and 
tourism. (Pl, P2, Pl8) 

Allow for the provision of sufficient public infrastructure and services to support the projected 
needs of the City's population and businesses within the patterns of use established in the 
community plans as guided by the Framework Citywide Long-Range Land Use Diagram. 
(Pl, P2, P18, P31) 

Iden!ifr areas for the establishment of new open space opportonities to serve the needs 
of existtng and futore residents. These opportunities may include a citywide linear network 
ofparklands and trails, neighborhood parks, and urban open spaces. (Pl, P2, P19, P59) 

Accommodate new development in accordance with land use and density provisions of 
the General Plan Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram1 (Figures 3·1 to 3-4) and 
Tables 3-13

• (Pl, P2, P18) 

Allow amendments to the community plans and coastal plans to further refine General 
Plan Framework Element land use boundaries and categories to reflect local conditions, 
parcel characteristics, existing land uses, and public input These changes shall he allowed 
provided (a) that the basic differentiation and relationships among land use districts are 
maintained, (b) there is no reduction in overall housing capacity, and (c) additional 
environmental ~"!'View is conducted in accordance with the Oilifornia Environmental Quality 
Act should the impacts of the changes exceed the levels of significance defined and modny · 
the conclusions of the Framework Element's Environmental Impact Report. (Pl, P2) 

' Land uses designations are generalized on the Long-Range Land Use Diagram. The basic locations (e.g., along 
arterial frontages and generaJly within one-quarter mile of transit stations) and interrelationships among uses and density are 
depicted. The precise (parcel) boundaries are to be detennined in the community plans. 

3 Permitted uses and densities will be specified for each land use category by a zoning system to be subsequently 
prepared and implemented through re-zonings to reflect amendments to the community plans. 
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3.1.6 Allow for the adjustment of General Plan Framework Element land use bonndaries to acconnt 
for changes in the location or introduction of new transit routes and stations (or for withdrawal 
of funds) and, in such cases, consider the appropriate type and density of use generally 
within one quarter mile of the corridor and station to reflect the princiJ:!Ies of the General 
Plan Framework Element and the Land Use/Transportation Policy. (.1:'1) 

3.1.7 Allow for development in accordance with the policies, standards, and programs ofspecific 
plans in areas in which they have been adopted. In accordance with Policy 3.1.6, consider 
amending these plans when new transit routes and stations are confirmed and funding 

· is secured. (P2) · 

3.1.8 Consider the formulation of plans that facilitate the local community's identification of 
precise uses, densities, and design characteristics for development and public streetscape 
for neighborhood areas smaller than the community plans, provided that the Framework 
Element's differentiation and relationships among lal:id use districts are generally maintained, 
there is no significant change in the population and employment capacity of the neighborhood, 
and there is no significant reduction in overall housing capacity. (P25) 

3.1.9 Assure that fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, incomes and education levels 
with respect tu the development, implementation and enforcement of enviionmentai laws, 
regulations, and policies, mcluding affirmative efforts to inform and involve environmental 
groups, especially enVII'. · onmental .i_ustice groups, in early planning stages through notification 
and two-way communication. (Pl, P18) 

Objective 3.2 
Provide for the spatial distribution of development that promotes an improved quality of life by 
facilitating a reduCtion of vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled, and air polllJtiOn. 

Policies 

3.2.1 Provide a pattern of development consisting of distinct districts, centers, boulevards, and 
neighborhoods that are differentinted by their functional role, scale, and character. This 
shall be accomplished by considering factors such as the existing concentrations of use, 

. community-oriented activity centers. that currently or potentinlly service adjacent 
neighborhoods, and existing or potential public transit corridors and stations. (Pl, P2, 
Pl8, P19) 

3.2.2 Establish, through the Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, community plans, 
and other implementing tools, patterns and types of development that improve the integration 
of housing with commercial uses and the,integration ofpublic services and yarious densities 
of residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. (Pl, P2) 

3.2.3 Provide for the development ofland use patterns that emphasize pedestrian/bicycle access 
and use in appropriate locations. (Pl, P2, P4) 

3.2.4 Provide for the siting and design of ne;y development that maintains the prevailing scale 
and character of the City's stable residential neighborhoods and enhance the character 
of commercial and industrial districts. (P1, P2, P18) 

Objective 3.3 · 
Accommodate projected population and employment growth within the City and each community 
plan area and plan for the provision of adequate supporting transportation and utility infrastrucinre 
and public services. 
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Table 3-1 

LAND USE STANDARDS AND TYPICAL DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS* 

Category I Typkal Characteristics/Uses Discouraged Uses 

&sidenti41 

Single--F:unily ReSi- • Si~gle..family dwcllinCs, units . In accordasu:e with the Los Angtles Mu.nid~ 
den~al • Sug~rti~ w;es {pn scllools, commtmity amters, etc.) pal COOe (LAMC) 

• ln I dev opment sh<~U be. designed ~d sited to maintain tbe salient 
char.lttc:ristics of the neighborhood in whic:b it is lf>Cllted (e.g., setbacks, 
building mass. rural, equestrian, t:tc.) 

• Incentives for upgrades of deteriorated and aging hausing stock 
1 -9 units per' bet acres. Specific densities: are l!:!ltabfisbed by community 
plans usin~ tbe following categories: 

• Minimum~De~:~sity (in hiilSUk areas the slope density provisions of 

• 
the .LAMC sltall apply) · . · 
Very Low I 

• Very Low II 
• L!)wl 
• Low II 
• Dt.lpJei!granny nat 

MuJti-Family Resi- • Multi-family d~o«llfog units PerLAMC 
dential • Supportin_g uses (parks, scllools. O?W.mn!Jity centers, etc.} 

• Low M~u1m I: 10...17 dwelling urutsfnl'lt acre Units are to be designed ro convey a higher 
• Low Medium If: 18-29 dwelling units/net acre level of q~ali~ (based on ~ldclines: 
• Medi11m: Jo .. ss dweltinj, unifs/net acre suggested in h:apter 5: rban Form and 
• High Mediuro: 56-l 09 welling wlits/nd acre Neighbor/toad Daign) • 

• Higb: 110..218 dwelling twits/net acre 
• DcMiti.es may he adjttsted to achieve m:igbborhood stabili'IY and quality 

oflmi"{;eter to noliciell fof' fa(tors to be considered) 

l.pistrlc"Js, Centers, Mixed-Use Boulevard; Coln11WCi4J I 
Neighborhood • Retail commercial, small pt'1Jfessional offiees, persMal se:J"Yices, food • General (highway-oriented) conimer-
Dlstriet Stores., eating IUld drinking establishments, telerommunications c.f:nten., WI; ~g., lumber and building supplies, 

~mall cultural fad.lities (g.eneraUy, 5,000 squart feet or less), and similar nurseries. and similar U!SCS 
~ ... • Large stale, bigb activity wes; ~uch as 

• Existing neighborhood-servUig USi.':S should be retained (barber shops, entertainment . 
beauty salons, fauadries, shOe repair, convenience commercial. child- • Commercial overnight acrommodatimu 
care.··enmmlUlity mee1i~ facilities. etc.). . 

• Uses that ~wpy a building footprint generally exceeding 25,(100 sq~n~re 
feet. ll'hec tbey meet development standards (supenn.arkets are exempt) 

• Mixed-u:re structures integrating bolLSing with rommercial uses (includes 
density at~d other incentives) • 

• A focal JWint for surrounding residential neighborhoods and containing a 
divers~ oUand uses to encourage walking to and from sdj;teen;t neigh:. 
borhoo s, Nrif!borhood Districts. are generally at a noor area r.diG of 
1.5~1 or less, c raderited by one- to two--story buildings,. 
pedestrin-oriented, and may be.serval by.a lucal shuttle service. 

• G;~solilleiautomotive .servi<:l!! which may .also provide ::u:cessory 1l!leS 
such :<IS retail. food stores, ~tau rants and/or take--out. . 

Community Center Same: as Neighborhood District with the following modifications: General (highwayo()riented} commercial; 

Entertai!lment, larger cultural facilities (mMeums., libraries, etc.}. and 
e..g.,lumbt:r and buikling supplies, nurserA 

• ·jes, and similar us~~ 
similar community--oriented uses clnracterb:ed by high activity 

• Com.merdal overnight ac(:ommodations. small offices · 
• Inclusion of bus or rail center (at sfatkln or inte~tion) 
• Inclusion of small pat'ks .and other community-eriented acti,ity facilities 
• A focal poiilt for surrounding re:side~ttialnclgbborboods and containing a 

diversity of uses., Community Centers generally range from floor 1u·ea 
ratios of l.:S:l to3.0:1, chanu:teriud by two- to sixAstory buildings, e.g., 
some will be iW&-St(lry Centers, some four- or six~story Centers de:pendA 
ing on the cllarader of the surrounding area; 

• Gasolinelauttn:ntltive services which may also prOvide ac~ey uses 
such as retail, food stores, restauranfl'l and/or take-out. 

Regional Center • Corporate and professional officis, retail commerda.l.(indading malls), Gerteral (blgbway..ariented) coll11:Uercial; 
offices, personal services, eating and drinking establishments, telecom~ e.g., nurseries, and similar uses 
munications c~mter:S. entertainment, Jllajor euitura!.fadlities Olbrnrie:s, 
musetztus, ek:.), commercial overnight accommodari&t!S, ahd similar 
"'"- . • Mb.:ed~use structures integrating bousing witb commercial uses 

• Multi-family ho115ing (independeti:t of commerciat} 
• M~or transit hub • In usion of small parks and othu community-oriented activity facilities 
• A focal point of regional commerce. identity and activity, Regional 

Cent!'!rs c.enerany will fall within 1he range of ftoor area ratios from 
1.5:1 to .0:1. characterized by siX~ to 20...sfories (or higher) buildings. 
Some wiJJ only be commerci.aJiy oriented; others will contain .a mix of 
residential and commercial nses. 

• Gasoline/automotive services wbltb may also provide accessory uses 
such as retail, food stores, restaurants aod/or take-out. 
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G Gwenunm.t offictd: 
G JndrutriAI uses. 
0 Uses JI.S rewJMtel!lded by tbe Downtown Stn!t~c Plrm 
~ An intei'"JU!tiOIUI! ee:~.terfor fiu.anu ~J:Sd tntde tbsuerves the population of 

fuoe--eotmty ~etropolibn region. Downtuwll is t&e~et &.O'Yertll'1lts:~.t 
ceuter in t&e r~on and tbi: ICKiltiotl fl)r !n#jor eultunt.i.!lnd e.nl,:eJ"t..1intMDt 
&ciliti:es., fwtth; profbsiom!l offu;:e$. COJl}OFJik heudq!Uirters, linmnci.al 
institQtiom. bi~rise rt:lideuti:DJ tcmer.s, regiomU maw.pomtion f:~cilities. 
~md the Colt'YeiUion Center. Tbe JhJwntown Center is g.eaernlly cl:ulnlc
ttriud by :11 f'lCIOr .llR:B.l"Stio up to 13:1 mtd high-rile buildin~ 

• Gn$0line/automi'Jtive ~rviees which mny abo prorlde ua:ssory mes !!Ucb 
u reuil, food W:tres. re~taonmu mdltrr t:a.~nL 

• 

A!: ddiuai by the tolnl'Uonity pbn. Mll.'l.lt)' 
b.:e bmendt:d to rdll:'d the Daw:ut.own Stn~.te
gie Pbu::a 

Pu!,AMC. 

Historic: Overll!ly 
"' 

Policies 

3.3.1 

• ,.,., 
• 
• ~·ni~l'.' 

'"""" 

'"' 

on sur-

~(tbrouV! 

support viable 

I 

I'"' 

Accommodate projected population and employment growth .in accordance with the 
Long-Range Land Use Diagram and forecasts in Table 2-2 (see Chapter 2: Growth 
and Capacity), using these in the formulation ofthe community plans and as the basis 
for the planning for and implementation of infrastructure improvements and public 
services. (Pl, P2, P19, P43) 
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3.3.2 Monitor population, development, and infrastructure and service capacities within the 
City and each community plan area, or other pertinent service area. The results of 
this monitoring effort will be annually reported to the City Council and shall be used 
in part as a basis to: · 

a. 

b. 

Determine the need and establish programs for infrastructure and public service 
investments to accommodate development in areas in which economic develop
ment is desired and for which growth is focused by the t;eneral Plan Framework 
Element. . 

Change or increase the development forecast within the City and/or community 
plan area as specified in Table 2-2 (see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) when it 
can be demonstrated that (1) transportation improvements have been imple
mented or funded that increase capacity and maintain the level of service, (2) 
demand management or behavioral changes have reduced traffic volumes and 
maintained or improved levels of service, and (3) the community character will 
not be significantly impacted by such increases. 

Such modifications shall be considered as amendments to Table 2-2 and depicted 
ou the community plans. . 

c. Initiate·a study to consider whether additional growth should be accommodated, 
when 75 percent of the forecast of any one. or more category listed in Table 2-2 
(see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) is attained within a community plan area. 
tf a study is necessary, determine the level of growth that should be accommo
datl:d and correlate that level with the capital, facility; or service improvements 
and/or transportation demand reduction programs that are necessary to accom
modate that level. 

d. · Consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development, when. all of 
the preceding .steps have been completed, additional infrastructure and services 
have been provided, and there remains inadequate public infrastructure or 
service to support land use development. 

{P42, P43) . 

Objective 3.4 
Encourage new multi-family residential, retail commercial, and office development in the City's 
neighborhood districts, community, regional, and downtown centers as well as along primary 
transit corridors/boulevards, while at the same time conserving existing neighborhoods and 
related districts. 

Policies 

3.4.1 

3.4.2 

3.4.3 

Conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods and lower-intensity commercial 
districts and encourage the majority of new commercial and mixed-use (integrated 
commercial and residential) development to be located (a) in a network of neighbor
hood districts, community, regional, and downtown centers, (b) in proximity to rail 
and bus transit stations and corridors, and (c) along the City's major boulevards, 
referred to as districts, centers, and mixed-use boulevards, m accordance with the 
Framework Long-Range Limd Use Diagram (Figure 3-1 and 3-2). {P1, P2, P18) 

Encourage new industrial development in areas traditionally planned for such 
purposes generally in accordance with the Framework Lon~-Range Land Use Dia
gram (Fig11re 3-2) and as specifically shown on the commoDity plans. {Pl, P2, P18, 
P21, P26, P37, P39) , . 

Establish incentives for the attraction of growth and development in the districts, 
centers, and mixed-use boulevards targeted for growth that may include: 

a. Densities·greaterthan surrounding areas, 

b. Prioritization of capital investment strategies for infrastructure, services, and 
amenities to support development, 
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c. Economic incentives (e.g., redevelopment, Enterprise Zones, Neighborhood 
Recovery, and other), 

d. Streamlined development review processes, 

e. "By-right" entitlements for development projects consistent with the community 
plans and zoning, 

f. Modified parking requirements in areas in proximity to transit or other stan
dards that reduce the cost of development, and 

g. Pro-active solicitation of development. 

. (Pl, P4, P18, P36, P38, P40, P69) 

ISSUE Two: USES, DENSITY, AND CHARACTER 

SINGLE-FAMJL Y RESIDENTIAL 

Overview 

The Framework Element recognizes the importance of existing single-family residential neighborhoods 
and the need to conserve them. Traditionally, they have formed the fabric that bas distinguished · 
the City from other urban areas. Even with substantial growth, the single-family dwelling is still 
considered to be a major objective of most income and ethnic groups. These areas also afford added 
opportanities to take advantage of the variety oflifestyles sucli as water-oriented, rural/agricultural 
and equestrian-keeping special use neighborhoods. . 

While it is the goal of the Framework Element to preserve single-family neighborhoods, at the same 
time, it is also recognized that there are a number of single-familY neighborhoods containing dilapidated 
structures or which abut and are significantly impacted by development of considerably greater 
intensity. In these areas, the Framework Element allows the consideration of increased development 
density by amendments to the community plans including extensive public input. 

GOAL3B 
Preservation ofthe City's stable single-family residential neighborhoods .. 

Objective 3.5 
Ensure that the character and scale of stable single-family residential neighborhoods is maintained, 
allowin~ for infill development provided that it is compatible with and maintains the scale and character 
'of existmg development. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.5.1 Accommodate the development of single-family dwelling units in areas desigi!ated as "Single
Family Residential" on the General Plan Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram, in 
accordance with Table 3-1. The density permitted for each parcel shall be identified in 
the community plans using land use categories specified in Table 3-2. (Pl, Pl8) 

Land Use Designation 

Minimum 
VeryLow. 
Very Low I 
Very Low II 
Low 

Table3-2 

Corresponding Zones 

Al, A2, RE 40, OS 
RE 20, RA, RE 15, RE H 
RE20,RA 
RE14,RE 11 
RE 9, RS, ru, RD 6, RD 5, RU 

3-16 

Density Per Net Acre 

0.4-1 
2-3 
2 
2-3 
4-12 
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Design and Development 

3.5.2 

3.5.3 

3.5.4 

3.5.5 

Require that new development in single-family neighborhoods maintains its predominant 
and distinguishing characteristics such as property setbacks and building scale. (Pl, P18) 

Promote the maintenance of existing single-family neighborhoods and support programs 
for the renovation and rehabilitation of deteriorated and aging housing units. (Pl, P2, 
P29) 

Require new development in special use neighborhoods · such as water-oriented, 
ruraVagricultural and equestrian communities to maintain their predominant and 
distinguishing characteristics. (Pl, P18) 

Promote the maintenance and support of special use neighborhoods to encourage a wide 
variety ofthese and unique assets within the City. (Pl, P18) · 

Objective 3.6 . . 
Allow for the intensification of selected single-family areas that directly abut high-density development 
as "transitions'' between these uses. 
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lliustnotioD cf the use cf tnulsitioJ:~al deJtSitit$ 
betwef:tl (;Qmmtrciallll:ld D:lixed~11$t djsJ:ricts llDd 
sin~e-f~J.Ilily l'i:'lidt:dliRI ndghborhoQds 

3.6.1 Ensure that the new development of"duplex" or multi-family units maintains the visual 
and physical character of adjacent single-family neighborhoods, including the maintenance 
offront property setbacks, modtdation of building volumes and articulation of facade to 
convey the sense of individual units, and use of building materials that characterize single
family housing. (P18) 

MULTI-FAMJL Y RESIDENTIAL 

Overview 

It is the intent of the Framework Element to maintain existing stable multi-family residential 
neighborhoods. In those stable neighborhoods characterized by a mix of demities and dwelling types, 
permitted densities may be reduced to levels consistent with the character of the entire area in order 
to minimize intpacts on infrastructure, services, and/or maintain or enhance the residents' quality 
of life. The loos of potential units in these locations can be offset by the .provision of new housing 
opportunities in mixed-use districts, centers, and boulevards. The determination of the locations 
in which such modifications may occur would normally occur as amendments to the community 
plans or other initiatives as provided for by the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The Framework Element 
establishes guidelines to achieve higher quality multi-family dwellings, such as design character, 
amenity, and open space. . 

GOAL3C 
Multi-family neighborhoods that enhance the quality oflife for the City's existhtg and future residents. 

Objective 3. 7 
Provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential neighborhoods and allow for 
growth in areas where there is sufficient public infrastructure and services and the residents' quality 
of life can be maintained or improved. 

3-18 000049 



Existing multi-family re:sldenti.al neigbb9rhood lllU$trationofmwmulc.i-faniily dwcl!Uig units; with modulated and articulattd 
f.aClldes and exten~~ive bndseape 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.7.1 Accommodate the development of multi-family residential units in areas designated in 
thecommunityplans in accordance with Table3-1 and Zoning Ordinance densities indicated 
in.Table 3-3, With the density permitted for each parcel to be identified in the community 
plans. (P1, P18) · . · · ·. . · · · 

Land Use Designation 

Low Medium I 

Low Medium II 
Medium 
High Medium 
High 

Table3-3 

Corresponding Z<~nes 

RD 3, RD 4, RZ 2.5, RZ 3, 
RZ4,RU,R2 
RW l, RD 1.5, RD 2 
R3 
R4, [QJR44 

RS, [QjR5 

Density Per Net Acre 

10-17 

18-29 
30-55 
56-109 

110-218 

3.7.2 Consider decreasing the permitted densities, by amendments to the community plan, of 
·areas designl!.ted for multi-family residential where there is a mix of existing unit types 
and density and/or built densities are below the maximum permitted. When determining 
whether to reduce these densities, consider the following criteria: 

a. There is inadequate public infrastructure orservices to provide for the needs of existing 
or future residents for which the cost of improvements would result in an undue burden 
on the community or are infeasible; 

b. The quality oflife ofthe area's residents has been adversely impacted by the density 
of development (crime, noise, pollution, etc.); · . · 

c. The neighborhood is physically and functionally stable; 

d. Existing housing units are structurally sound or can be upgraded without undue · 
costs; 

[QJ stands'for qualified classification as defined in Section 12.32G.3 of the LAMC. It establishes additional 
standards for development of the underlying permitted use to reflect conditions or objectives that are unique to the area in 
which the designation is applied. This note applies to all subsequent references ro [QJ in Tables 3-5, 3~6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9. and 
3-10. 
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e. There is a desire of the residents to preserve existing housing and neighborhood qualities; 
and/or . 

f. Adequate housing potential exists or can be provided in nearby areas, including those 
designated for mixed-use development, in order to offset the loss of any potential units 
due to the reduced densities. 

(Pl) 

3. 7.3 Allow the reconstruction of existing multi-fumlly dwelling units destroyed by fire, earthquakes, 
flooding, or other natural catastrophes to their pre-existing density in areas wherein the 
permitted multi-family density has been reduced below the pre-existing level. (P18) 

Design and Development 

3. 7.4 Improve the quality of new multi-family dwellin~ units based on the standards in the Urban 
Form and Neighborhood Design Chapter oftlus Element. (P1, P18, P24, P25) 

NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICTS 

Definition 

Hbtorit muJU.(t.mily hollSi~g unillS; m.odubtled i>nilding 
vohlme, ::.rti~ted fi:lesde, and orie~~talion to tbt $tn~t 

Neighborhood districts are intended focal points ofsurrounding residential neighborhoods and 
serve populations of 15,000 to 25,000 residents. They contain a diversity of uses that serve daily 
needs, such as restaurants, retail outlets, grocery stores, child care facilities, community meeting 
rooms, pharmacies, religious facilities and other similar uses. The clustering of uses minimizes 
automobile trips and encourages walking to and from adjacent residentialll]eighborhoods. Pedestrian
oriented areas are encouraged, and the district may be served by a local shuttle service. 

Physically, neighborhood districts are generally characterized by one- or two-story low-rise strocrures, 
particularly in suburban areas of the City. Pedestrian activity will be encouraged by the emphasis 
on local-serving uses, design of buildings, and incorporation of streetscape amenities. Generally, 
neighborhood districts are at FAR 1.5:1 or less, and characterized by one- and two-story buildiog, 
as determined in the community plan. 

"Traditional" shopping centers, containing a large supermarket anchor with ancillary stores and 
large open parking areas, also can be considered as neighborhood districts as they offer the opportunity 
to convert excess surface parking for the introduction of an expanded mix of neighborhood-oriented 
uses. 
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GOAL3D . 
Pedestrian-oriented districts that providelocal identity, commercial activity, and support Los Angeles' 
neighborhoods. · · 

Objective 3.8 
Reinforce existing and establish new neighborhood districts which accommodate a broad range of 
uses that serve the needs of adjacent residents, promote neighborhood activity, are compatible with 
adjacent neighborhoods, and are developed as desirable places to work and visit. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.8.1 Accommodate the development of neighborhood-serving uses in areas designated as 
"Neighborhood District" .in accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-4. The range and 
densities/intensities of uses permitted in any area shall be identified in the community plans. 
(Pl, P18) 

Table3-4 

Land Use Designation 

Neighborhood District 

Conesponding Zones 

Cl, C1.5, C4, [Q]C2 

3.8.2 Encourage the retention of existing and develo~;>ment of new commercial uses that primarily 
are oriented to the residents of adjacent neighborhoods and promote the inclusion of 
community services (e.g., cbildcare and community meeting rooms). (Pl, P18, P34) 

3.8.3 Encourage the owners of existing commercial shopping centers that contain chain grocery 
and drug stores to include additional uses, such as restaurants, entertainment, childcare 
facilities, public meeting rooms, recreation, cultural facilities, and public open spaces, which 
enhance neighborhood activity. (P18, P35) · . 

3-21 000052 



Shopping ct.r.~t.el' i:aeorpon:rting retail shops with upper 
level bow.ing rutd pedcstrlsn~riented :~~mtnitits 

Design and Development 

Open nir marhtpb!ce inOOrpcln!ted In neighbo:rbood 
district 

3.8.4 Enhance pedestrian activity by the design and siting of structures in accordance the Urban 
Form and Neit:hborhood Design e_olicies of this Element and Pedestrian-Oriented District 
Policies 3.16.! through 3.16.3. (1'1, P18, P24, P25) · 

3.8.5 Initiate a program of streetscape improvements, where appropriate. (P30, P31, P32) 

3.8.6 Encourage out door areas within neighborhood districts to be lighted for night use, safety 
and comfort commensurate with their intended nighttime use. (P17, P24) 

COMMUNITY CENTERS 

Definition 

Community centers are intended to be identifiable focal points and activity centers for surrounding 
groups of residential neighborhoods, serving a population of 25,000 to 100,000. They differ from 
neighborhood districts in their size and intensity ofbusiness and social activity. They contain a diversity 
of uses such as small offices, overnight accommodations, cultural and entertainmentfacilities, schools 
and libraries in addition to neighborhood-oriented uses. 

Two types of community centers are identified: 

1. A multi-use, non-residential center that encourages the development of professional offices, hotels, 
cultural and entertainment facilities, in addition to the neighborhood-oriented uses. 

2. A mixed-nse center that encourages the development of housing in concert with the multi-use 
commercial uses. 

Within the centers, the joint development of public and private facilities, e.g., elementary school 
grades, libraries, or public cultural facilities, in multi-use developments is encouraged. 

Generally, community centers range from FAR 1.5:1 to 3:1. The precise designation will be determined 
in the comm1111ity plan. Physically, the scale and density of community centers would be greater 
than the neighborhood districts, generally with building heights ranging from two- to six-stories 
depending on the character of the surrounding area. In older areas of the City where urban patterns 
are established, continuation oftbe exterior building walls will be important to induce pedestrian 
activity. In newer, more suburban areas, setbacks and larger landscaped areas may be introduced. 

Community centers should be planned for both night and day use. Street, pedestrian, and area lighting 
shall be provided to recognized standards commensurate with planned nighttime use. 

Community centers are served by small shuttles and local buses in addition to automobiles and may 
be located along transitstreets. Major transportation hubs (rail, bus, or both) would be encouraged 
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to develop in each community center to facilitate improved access to and from the remainder of the 
City. Centralized parking structures should be integrated with private and public development, 
where appropriate. 

The integration and mixing of uses in the community centers will increase opportunities for employees 
to live near their jobs and residents to live near shopping. To the extent that this is accomplished, 
the length and number of vehicular trips would be reduced and pedestrian/bicycle activity would 
be increased, which in turn will reduce air pollution. 

Coinnaunity t-e.i:lk.r cW:Ir:actt-1': buildings located aiOJJ.g ttreet 
fn:l:l!tage forming .a eoJllll:lott "'w.U.., pedestrian-oriet~ted 
amenities and "rcllitectute 

GOAL3E . . 
Pedestrian-oriented, high activity, multi~ and mixed-use centers that support and provide identity 
for Los Angeles' communities. . 

Objective 3.9 
Reinforce existing and encourage new community centers, which accommodate a broad range of 
uses that serve the needs of adjacent residents, promote neighborhood and community activity, are 
compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, and are developed to be desirable places in which to live, 
work and visit, both in daytime and nighttime. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.9.1 Accommodate the development of community-serving commercial uses and services and 
residential dwelling units in areas designated as "Community Center" in accordance with 
Tables 3-1 and 3-5. The ranges and den$itieslintensities of uses permitted in any area shall 
be identified in the community plans. (Pl, P18) 

Table3-5 

Land Use Designation 

Community Center 

3-23 

Corresponding Zones 

CR, C4, [Q]C2 
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3.9.2 

3.9.3 

3.9.4 

Encourage the integration of school classrooms, libraries, and similar educational and cultural 
facilities within commercial, office, and mixed commercial-residential structures. (P13, 
P16, P18, P22) 

Determine the appropriateness of centralized and shared parking structUres, and where 
suitable and feasible, encourage their development. (P4) 

Promote the development of para-transit or other local shuttle system and bicycle amenities 
that provide access for residents of adjacent neighborhoods, where appropriate and feasible. 
(P4, P43) . ·. 

Community Center: Studi!) City; boildin~ loCated nlong rhe · 
s~ frll'dtnge, pedestrUut--otie~:~teil 

Orientation of roerclta.adht: to the str-eet to ei~Iiven the 

""' 

Design and Development 

3.9.5 Promote pedestrian activity by the design and siting of structures in accordance with 
Pedestrian-Oriented District Policies 3.16.1 through 3.16.3. (Pl, P2, P18, P24, P25} 

3.9.6 Require that commercial and mixed-use buildings located adjacent to residential zones 
be deSigned and limited in height and scale to provide a transition with these uses, where . 
appropriate. (Pl, P18, P24) 

3.9. 7 Provide for the development of public streetscape improvements; where appropriate. (P30, 
P31, P32) . . 

3.9 .8 Support the development of public and private recreation and small parks by incorporating 
pedestrian-oriented plazas, benches, other streetscape amenities and, where appropriate, 
landscaped play areas. (P2, P31, P66) 

3.9.9 Require that outdoor areas of developments, parks, and plazas located in community centers 
. be lighted for night use, safety, and comfort commensurate with their intended nighttime 
use, where appropriate. (P17, P18, P24, P48) 

REGIONAL CENTERS 

Definition 

Regional centers are intended to serve as the focal P?ints of regional commerce, identity, and activity. 
They cater to many neighborhoods and commnmties and serve a population of250,000 to 500,000 
residents. 

They contain a diversity of uses such as corporate and professional offices, retail commercial malls, 
government buildings, major health facilities, major entertainment and cultural facilities and supporting 
services. Region-serving retail commercial malls and retail services should be in~ted where they 
complement and support the other uses ia the regional center. The development of sites and structures 
integrating honsingwith commercial uses is encouraged in concert with supporting services, recreational 
uses, open spaces, and amenities. 
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Regional centers, typically, provide a significant .number of jobs and many non-work destinations 
that generate and attract a h4lh number of vehicular trips. Co~uently, each center shall function 
as a hub of regional bus or rail transit both day and night. Good quality street, area, and pedestrian 
lighting is essential to generating feelings of safety, comfort, and well being necessary for ensuring 
public nighttime use oftransit facilities. . 

They are typically high-density places whose physical form is substantially differentiated from the 
lower-density neighborhoods of the City. Generally, regional centers will range from FAR 1.5:1 
to6:1 and are characterized by six·to twenty-story (or higher) buildings as determined in the communily 
plan. Their densities and functions support the development of a comprehensive and inter-connected 
network of public transit and services. . 

Physically, the regional centers are generally characterized by three forms of development. 

1. Areas containing mid- and high-rise structures concentrated along arterial or secondary highway 
street frontages (e.g., Wilshire and Hollywood Boulevards). The intensity of activity and 
incorporation of retail uses in the ground :floor of these structares should induce considerable 
pedestrian activity. 

2. Areas containing mid- and high-rise structures sited on large indep~ndent lots, se~ b'!-c~ from 
the property frontages (e.g., Warner Center and most of Century City). Though mh1b1ted by 
the separation of structures, it is encouraged that buildings and sites be designed to improve 
pedestrian activity within the center. 

3. Areas containing retail cOmmercial "malls," characterized by low- and mid-rise bnildings clustered 
around common pedestrian areas. It is encouraged that these buildings be sited and designed 
to improve their relationships to their principal street frontages, enhancing pedestrian activity. 

GOAL3F 
Mixed-use centers that provide jobs, entertainment, culture, and serve the region. 

Objective 3.10 
Reinforce existing and encourage the development of new regional centers that accommodate a broad 
range of uses that serve, provide job opportunities, and are accessible to the region, are compatible 
with adjacent land uses, and are developed to enhance urban lifestyles, 

Regional Centers: Shennat~ Oab Century City 
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Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.10.1 Accommodate land nsesthatserve a regional market in areas designated as "Regional Center" 
in accordance with Tables3-1 and3-6. Retail uses and services that support and are integrated 
with the primary uses shall be permitted. The range and densities/intensities of uses permitted 
in any area shall be identified in the community plans. (Pl, Pl8) . 

Table3-6 

Land Use Designation 

Regional Center 

Corresponding Zones 

CR., C1.5, C4, [Q]C2 

3.1 0.2 Accommodate and encourage the development of multi-modal transportation centers, where 
appropriate. (P4, P18, P52) 

Design and Development 

3.10.3 

3.10.4 

3.10.5 

3.10.6 

Promote the development ofllrlgb-activity areas in appropriate locations that are designed 
to induce pedestrian activity, in accordance with Pedestrian-Oriented District Policies 3.15.1 
through 3.15.3, and provide adequate transitions with adjacent residential uses at the edges 
of the centers. (Pl, P18, P24) · 

Provide for the development of public streets cape improvements, where appropriate. (P30, 
P31, P32) . 

Support the development of small parks incorporating pedestrian~riented plazas, benches, 
otherstreetscapeamenities and, where appropriate, landscaped play areas. (P2, P31, P66) 

Reqnire that Regional Centers be lighted to standards appropriate for nighttime access 
and use. (P17, P18, P24, P48) 
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DOWNTOWN CENTER 

Definition 

Ch:tr:tcterlslit;!. of regioWtl Ulrters! buihfiup 01:1 
stre~o.t frorttnge, inclll!iolt ofsm:all JN~orks, retail aud 
l'etilUt;li.Qts loc.ated on tbe ground floor 

Downtown Los Angeles is an international center for finance and trade that serves the _population 
of the five-county metropolitan region. It is the largest government center in the reg10n and the 
location for major cultural and entertainmentfacilities, hotels, high-rise residential towers, regional 
transportation facilities and the Convention Center. These uses serve the region, state, nation and 
world. Generally the Downtown Center is characterized by F ARs up to 13:1 and high-rise buildings. 

The adopted Downtown Strategic Plan provides direction and guidance for the area's continued 
development and evolution. While its policies provide for both business retention and attraction 
and seek to maintain the area's economic role in the regional economy, the Element emphasizes the 
development of new housing opportunities and services to enliven the downtown and capitalize on 
the diVersity of the City's population. The Central City Community Plan should be amended guided 
by this Element. · 

The Framework Element reflects the Strategic Plan's goals and maintains the Downtown Center 
as the primary economic, governmental, and social focal point of Los Angeles, while increasing its 
resident community. In this role, the Downtown Center will continue to accommodate the highest 
development densities in the City and function as the principal transportation hub for the region. 

To support Downtown as the primary center of urban activity ofthe Los Angeles region, its development 
should reflect a high design standard. Additionally, nighttime uses should be encouraged and public 
safety enhanced to meet the needs of residents and visitors. · 

GOAL3G 
A Downtown Center as the primary economic, governmental, and social focal point of the region 
with an enhanced residential community. 
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Multi-family hott5ing loeated in South Par kart!!. 

Objective 3~11 . 
Provide for the continuation and expansion of government, business, cultural, entertainment, 
visitor-serving, housing, industries, transportation, supporting uses, and similar functions at a scale 
and intensity that distinguishes and uniquely identifies the Downtown Center. 

Policies 

3.11.1 Enconrage the development of land uses and implement urban design improvements guided 
by the Downtown Strategic Plan. (Pl, P2, P18) . 

3.11.2 Revise the Central City Community Plan guided by the Downtown Strategic Plan. (Pl) 

GENERAL COMMERCIAL AREAS 

Definition · 

The land itse definition "General Commercial" applies to a diversity of retail sales and services, office, 
and auto-oriented uses comparable to those currently allowed in the "C2" zone (including residential). 
They are located outside of districts, centers, and mixed-use boulevards and occur at the intersections 
of major and secondary streets, or as low rise, low-density linear "strip" development along major 
and secondary streets. 

GOAL3H 
Lower-intensity highway-Griented and local commercial nodes that accommodate commercial needs 
outside centers and districts. 

Objective 3.12 
Generally, maintain the uses, density, and character of existing low-intensity commercial districts 
whose functions serve surrounding neighborhoods and/or are precluded from intensification due 
to their physical characteristics. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.12.1 Accommodate the development of uses in areas designated as "General Commercial" in 
the community plans in accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-7. The range and densi
ties/intensities of uses permitted in any area shall be identified in the community plans. 
(Pl, P19) 

3-28 000059 
.. 
I 



·. TypieaJ llbuppi.og: center 

Table 3-7 

Land Use Designation 

General Commercial 

Corresponding Zones 

C2, [Q]C2 

3.12.2 Consider adjusting permitted densities of areas designated for General Commercial, where 
existing buildings are developed at densities substantially below the maximum permitted 
by amendments to the community plans, where appropriate, based on consideration of 
the following: · . · 

• a. Where commercial parcelS ofless than 150 feet in depth abut. areas designated for 
single-family residential; 

b. Where the total area and/or configuration of the commercial parcel precludes the 
development of adequate on-site parking, unless adjacent to a transit station or 
code-required parking is provided in a common parking facility in proximity to the 
site; · 

c. Where site driveways may adversely impact traffic flows along principal streets or 
in adjacent residential neighborhoods; and/or · 

d. Where there are local community objectives for the preservation of the prevailing 
scale and character of development. 

(Pl, PIS) 

3.12.3 Permit the re-construction of existing commercial structures destroyed by fire, earthquakes, 
flooding, or other natural catastrophes to their pre-existing intensity. (P18) 

MIXED-USE BOULEVARDS 

Definition 

Generally, the neighborhood districts, community centers, and some regional centers occur as clustered 
development along the City's arterial corridors. The Framework Element intends to enhance the 
connecting spaces that lie between these areas, and that traditioruilly have been zoned for commercial 
uses, in three ways: (1) retention for highway-oriented commercial uses, (2) intensification of low
intensity or marginally viable commercial areas with existing or planned major bus or rail transit 
facilities for new commer~;ial development and/or structures that integrate commercial and housing 
development, and (3) re-use of corndors that are characterized by a prevailing mix of marginal or 
obsolete commercial uses and housing for new multi-family residential units. 

In the first case, development is to occur in accordaoce with the "General Commercial" policies discussed 
in the preceding section. 
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In the second and third cases, where the corridors are al!propriate for a mix ofhonsing and commercial, 
the community plans should designate the areas as mu::ed-use boulevards. Mixed use is encouraged 
along mixed-use boulevards at a scale, density, and height of development compatible with the nearby 
residential neighborhoods. Generally, different types of mixed-use boulevards will fall wit!rin a :range 
of!loorarea ratios from 1.5:1 up to4:1 and begeneriillycharacterized by one-and two-story commercial 
structures, up to three- to six-story mixed use buildings between centers and higher buildings within 
centers. Mixed-use boulevards and served by a variety of transportation facilities. 

In the second case above, the intent of a mixed-use designation is to extend surrounding residenfu.l 
communities and supporting services into the boulevards. Community and ne~hborhood commercial 
uses, public services, cultural fu.cilities, school classrooms, and similar facilities could be integrated 
in mixed-use structures and sites that would be located within walking distance of surrounding 
residential neighborhoods and accessible from the boulevard's public transit. Buildings would be 
ioeated along the sidewalk frontages and contain uses that would promote pedestrian activUy. 

~. ----· . . ·"· .·· . 
. :.:...-... : ...... 

Mixed~ use structures (reblil ADd housing) in bcult"Vard hu::lmion of c:onnnunity t:mter ll!nd lnixtd-u.ores in 
boulevard 

In the third case, multi-family housing would occur at mid-block locations between commercial or 
mixed-use nodes that would be developed at the principal intersections. While a number of boulevard 
locations are identified on the Land Use. Diagram, this option should also be considered for areas 
designated as "Boulevard-Mixed Use," subject to further community input when community plans 
are amended. Housing development in these areas would reduce the need to intensify mixed-density 
neighborhoods that are presently zoned for intensification of multi-family development. 

GOAL3I 
A network ofbou!evards that balance community needs and economic objectives with transportation 
functions and complement adjacent residential neighborhoods. 

Objective 3.13 
Provide opJ?.,?rtnnitles for the development of mixed-use boulevards where existing or planned major 
transit facilities are located and which are characterized by low-intensity or marginally vhble 
commercial uses with commercial development and structures that integrate commercial, hou.~ing, 
and/or public service uses. 
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Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.13.1 Encourage the development of commercial uses and structures that integrate housing units 
with commercial uses in areas designated as "Boulevard-Mixed Use" in accordance with 
Tables 3-1 and 3-8. The range and density/intensity of uses permitted in any area shall 
be identified in the community plans. (Pl, P18) 

Table3-8 

Land Use Designation 

Boulevard-Mixed Use 

Corresponding Zones 

CR, Cl, C1.5, C2, C4, [QJC2 

Example of m.U:ed-use devdop~t, integt':!lting housing 
with t:.OmmerQal uses (Vcuice~S$.W1CC) 

3.13.2 Allow boulevards designated for mixed uses to be differentiated into sub-areas that may· 
individually accommodate: (1) sites developed exclusively for commercial uses, (2) structures 
that integrate housing with commercial uses, (3) sites that contain a mix of free-standing 
commercial and housing, and ( 4) sites developed exclusively for multi-family housing. The 
determination of the appropriate differentiation shall be accomplished by the community 
plans in consideration of the following: · 

3.13.3 

a. Parcel depth and relationship to adjacent uses; 

b. Adjacency to multi-family residential neighborhoods; 

c. Location on a major bus or funded rail transit route; 

d. Existence of existing mixed uses; and/or 

e. Condition and economic value of existing structures (e.g., prevalence of dilapidation 
and/or economically obsolete commercial uses). 

(Pl, P18) 

Encourage the inclusion of public service uses (e.g., day and elder care, community meeting 
rooms, and recreational facilities), school classrooms, cultural facilities (museums and 
libraries), and similar uses in mixed-use structures. (Pl, P18, P22, P25) 
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Atu:'fS to mf:ted..uu.: boulevaT!;'I.and Mmnnmity f:~~cility 
fhlm $Ul'T'Ou.t~ding l'"e$id~tW neighborhood 

Design and-Development 

3.13.4 Provide adequate transitions where commercial and residential uses are located adjacent 
to one another. (Pl, Plll, P24) 

3.13.5 Support the development of recreational and small parks in areas developed with mixed·nse 
structures. (P2, P24) , 

3.13.6 Design multi-family residential units to minimize the impacts of traffic and noise and 
incorporate recreational and open space amenities to support the needs oftbe residents. 
(Pl, P18, P24) 

INDUSTRIAL 

DefinitiOn 

It is the intent of the General Plan Framework Element to rreserve industrial lands for the retention 
and expailSion of existing and attraction of new industria uses that provide job opportunities for 
the City's residents. As indicated in the Economic Development Chapter of the Framework Element, 
rome existing industrially zoned lands may be inappropriate for new industries and should be converted 
for other land uses. Where such lands are to be converted, their appropriate use shall be the subject 
of future planning studies. Policies proyide for the consideration of a broader array of uses within 
the industrial zones than bas traditionally been acceptable to facilitate the clustering of uses, which 
may include retail, that support the basic industries or the location of industries in the same area 
where the waste products of one can be recycled as a resource for another ("industrial ecology") 
or a campus-like cluster of related uses. 

GOAL3J 
Industrial growth that provides job opportunities for the City's residents and maintains the City's 
fJScal viability. 

000063 



Port ofi.MJ AftgJ!]es 

Objective 3.14 . 
Provide land and supporting services for the retention of existing and attraction of new industries. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.14.1 Accommodate the development of industrial uses in areas designated as "Industrial-Light," 
"Industrial-Heavy," and "Industrial-Transif' in accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-9. The 
range and intensities of uses permitted in any area shall be determined by the community 
plans. (Pl, P18) · 

3.14.2 

3.14.3 

3.14.4 

3.14.5 

3.14.6 

Table3-9 

Land Use Designation 

Industrial-Light 
Industrial-Heavy 
Industrial-Transit 

Corresponding Zones 

CM, MR 1, MR 2, Ml, M2 
M3 
CM, Ml, M2, C2 

Provide flexible zoning to facilitate the clusterinf~ of industries and supporting uses, thereby 
establishing viable "themed" sectors (e.g., moVIe/television/media production, set design, 
reproductions, etc.). (P19) 

Promote the re-use of industrial corridors for small scale incubator industries. (Pl, P2, 
P26, P31, P36) 

Limittheintroductionofnewcommercialandothernon-industrialusesin~commercial 
manufacturing zones to uses which support the primary industrial function ol'tbe location 
in which they are located. (Pl, P38) 

Promote the development of a mix of commercial and light industrial uses in areas designated 
as Industrial-Transit. (Pl, P38) . 

Consider the potential re-designation of marginal industrial lands for alternative uses by 
amending the community plans based on the following criteria: 
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3.14.7 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Where it can be demonstrated that the existing parcelization precludes effective use 
for industrial or Sll_eportiug functions and where there is no available method to assemble 
parcels into a nmfied site that will support viable industrial development; 

Where the size and/or the configuration of assembled parcels are insufficient to 
accommodate viable industrial development; 

Where the size, use, and/or configuration of the industrial parcels adversely impact 
adjacent residential neighborhoods; · 

Where available infrastructure is inadequate and improvements are economically 
infeasible to support the needs of industrial uses; 

Where the conversion of industrial lands to an alternative use will not create a 
fragmented pattern of development and reduce the integrity and viability of existing 
industrial areas; 

Where the conversion of industrialiands to an alternative use will not result in an 
adverse impact on adjacent residential neighborhoods, commercial diStricts, or other 
land uses; 

Where it can be demonstrated that the reduction of industrial lands will not adversely 
impact the City's ability to accommodate sufficient industrial uses to provide jobs 

. for the City's residents or incur adverse fiscal impacts; and/or 

Where existing industrial uses constitute a hazard to adjacent residential or natoral 
areas. 

(Pl, P18) 

Consider the potential redesignation of non-industrial properties located adjacent to lands 
designated and developed with industrial uses for industrial purposes by amending the 
community plans or by conditional use permits based on the following criteria: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

The redesignation is required to accommodate the expansion of existing industrial 
uses to facilitate their retention in areas in which they are located; 

There iS substantial support ofthe property owners ofthe parcels to be redesignated; 

There is no significant disruption or intrusion into existing residential neighborhoods, 
commercial districts, or other land uses; 

There are no adverse environmental impacts (traffic, noise, lighting, air pollution, 
other) on adjacent land uses due to the industrial uses; and 

There is adequate infrastrocture to support the expanded industrial use(s). 

(Pl, P18) 

3.14.8 Encourage the development in areas designated as "Indwtrial-Heavy" of critical public 
facilities that are necessary to support the needs of residents and businesses but normally 
are incompatible with residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, such as corporate 
yards. (Pl, P18, P37) · 

Design and Development 

3.14.9 Initiate programs for lot consolidation and implement improvements to assist in the 
retention/expansion of existing and attraction of new industrial uses, where feasible. (P36, 
P37) 
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TRANSIT STATIONS 

Definition 

It is the intent ofthe General Plan FrameworkE!ementto encourage new development in proximity 
to rail and bus transportation corridors and stations. The concentration of uses in the designated 
neighborhood districts,' community; regional, and Downtown centers, and mixed-use boulevards 
(preceding policies) reflect this objective. Within these areas, the highest development intensities 
are targeted generally within one quarter mile of the transit stations (this standard may vary based 
on local circumstances). It is intended that a considerable mix of uses be accommodated to provide 
population support and enhance activity near the stations. This may encompass a range of retail 
commercial, offices, personal services, entertainment, restaurants, and housing that serve both transit 
userS and local residentS. The incorporation of extensive streetscape amenities to promote pedestrian 
activity is encouraged in each area. , 

Metnmiil Blue Line Station 

GOAL3K 

Example- of mixed»u.s~ development .\d miltnlnsil 
statimJ with retail, ~rocery store, and offices 
located above tr:tru1t portar 

Transit stations to function as a primary focal point of the City's development. 

Objective 3.15 
Focus mixed commercial/residential use8,neighhorhood-oriented retail, employment opportunities, 
and Civic and quasi-public uses around urban transit stations, while protecting and preserving 
surrounding low-density neighborhoods from the encroachment of incompatible land uses. 

Policies 

Uses and Densities 

3.15.1 Prepare detailed plans for land use and development oftransit-oriented districts consistent 
with the provisions of the General Plart FrameworkEiementand the Land Use/Transportation 
Policy. [Appendix F of the Transportation Element] (Pl, P4, Pl8) 

3.15.2 Work with developers and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority to incorporate public· 
and neighborhood-serving uses and services in structures located in proximity to transit 
stations, as appropriate. (P55) 

3.15.3 Increase the density generally within one quarter mile of transit stations, determining 
appropriate locations based on consideration ofthe surrounding land use characteristics 
to 1m prove their viability as new transit routes and stations are funded in accordance with 
Policy 3.1.6. (Pl, P18) 
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Design and Development 

3.15.4 Design and site new development to promote pedestrian activity and provide adequate 
transitions with adjacent residential uses. (Pl, PIS, P24, P25) 

3.15.5 Provide for lhe development of public streetscape improvements, where appropriate. (P33, 
P34, P35, P36) . 

3.15.6 Establish standards for the inclusion of bicycle and vehicular parking at and in the vicinity 
of transit stations; differentiating these to reflect the intended uses and character of the 
area in which they are located (e.g., stations in some urban areas and "kiss-and-ride" facilities 
may have limited parking, while those in suburban locations may contain extensive parking). 
(P4, P18, P69) 

PEDESTRIAN-ORIENTED DISTRICTS 

Definition 

It is the intent of the General Plim Framework Element to encourage the establishment of commercial 
and mixed-usedistricts tl!atpromote pedestrian activity. Such districts can become commmrlty-oriented 
focal poiuta that are differentiated 'from the prevailing pattern of development and reduce the use 
of the automobile. Successful pedestrian districts can enhance the ecouomic vitality of their uses, 
such as bas been experienced in Larchmont Boulevard and Melros¢ Avenille. .All neighborhood districts, 
communityeenters, and portions of regional centers and mixed:iuse boulevards should be considered. 
for designation as pedestriau districts in the community plans. · · 

In designated pedestrian-oriented districts, new structures should be located to fonn common and 
semi-continuous building "walls" along primary street f'rontages and pedestrian sidewalks. The 
gro1111d fioor of strnctures shall primarily contain uses that are characterized by a high level of customer 
use aud their facades designed to promote pedestrian interest. Outdoor restaurants should be 
encouraged. Sidewalks should incorporate amenities to make pedestrian activity a pleasant experience, 
such as streenrees aud laudscaping, benches, trash receptacles, pedestrian-oriented lighting and 
signage, and attractive paving materials, bicycle amenities, and other "slow street" techniques. 

Pedesu-ian active street: Broadway 
Character. buildings loaned Jllong s.trcet frontage,. me.s 
open onto the lltreet (visible ud Ret:eS$ible), slgmtge 
oriented to the pedestrian 

GOAL3L 

Ptdesttiw;n-oriented: strertseape Slmwil:ie$: nu:s, 
public: art, sltil1g arus, street l'n!eS tu~d othe" bmdsc#pe,. 
pedestrilr.n-st.~~led ligbtir:tf fixtures 

Districts that promote pedestrian activity and provide a quality experience for the City's residents. 

Objective 3.16 
Accommodate land uses, locate and design buildings, and implement streetscape amenities that enhance 
pedestrian activity. 
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Policies 

3.16.1 Enhance pedestrian activity in areas designated as a Pedestrian-Oriented District ("-PD") 
by the design and siting of buildings. in a.ccordance with the policies contained in ChapterS: 
Urban.Form and Neighqor.hood De,sign. (P24, P25, P32) . 

. . 

3.16.2 Locate parking in pedestrian diStricts to the rear, above, or below the street-fronting uses. 
(P18,P24) · . . 

3.16.3 Require that the llrouud :floor of parkin~ structures located along primary street frontages 
in pedestrian-\)nent!'d districts be designed to promote pedestrian activity and, where 
appropriate,;jncorporate retail uses. (P24) 

IDSTOR1C DISTRICTS . 

Overview 

lndnsion ofpede5trilaz:r.orieated #ll:lt..r:l.ities in reg{QIUI) 
cettfU (C':eattll)' City): buildhlt!lGe~~ted 01:1 s.ldewalb. 
b!l!!:f:n:p ~ ttl~...,~,_, m:iS Qill1 ~pe. &taclu:s., 
ptd~tril!~Ied lithring fctrurt:S.. . 

It is the intent of the General Plan Framework Element to preserve the historic and architectural 
heritage of Los Angeles by providing incentives and assistance to .protect these resources in areas 
of the City in which they are concentrated. These districts will apply the range of policies and programs 
thl!t have been implemented by the City in its Historic Preservation Overlay Zones to additional 
areas within Los Angeles. 

GOAL 3M 
A City w~ere significant historic and architectural districts are valued. 

Objective 3.17 . · .. 
Maintain significant historic and architectural districts while allowing for the development of 
economically viable uses. 

Policy 

3.17.1 Apply Historic Preservation Overlay Zones ("HPOZ") where appropriate. (Pl, P18) 

3.17.2 Develop·other historic preservation tools, including transfer of development rights, adaptive 
re-use, and community plan historic preservation policies. (Pl8) · 
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EXISTING AREAS OF OVER-CONCENTRATION OF DENSITY 

Overvienl 

While it is the intent of the Framework Eleni~nt to encou~age development in districts and centers 
and along designated mixed-use boulevards and transit routes at sufficient densities to sustain these 
areas and support the local transit system, it is also the intent to maintain exiSting stable multi-family 
residentialneighbm·!Joods, mixed-use boulevards and commercial areas and to minimize impacts 
on 'those neighborhoods and on areas ofinadequate infrastructure and/or overly intense development 
While multi-family and mixed•nse neighborhoods occur throughout the City, a· number of such 
neighborhoods have a disproportionately high percentage of high density deyelopment. This is 
particularly tme in nei~hborhoods that were historically developed With lower density uses and have 
been intensified over time. In !these cases, the infrastructure that was sized and services provided 
to accommodate the lower densities have been adversely impacted by the increased population. As 
a result, many lack adequate schools, open ~pace, street capacity and otherse!"Vlces and infrastructure. 

. . 

Recognizing these impacts, the Framework El!!me!lt prioritlz~ the expansion of infrastructure and 
services in these areas. Atthe same time, it is critical. to reco.~i'ile the deli cit of infrastrnctl)re and 
services before significant furtherintensilication occurs iri these areas to prevent additional adverse 
lmpads. · 

GOAL3N 
. -., . .-. . 

Mixed-use, m.ulti-family resi.dential and comme•·dal areas th~t eilhance the quality oflife for the City's 
existing and future •·esidents and businesses. · 

: ~;!;;. 

Obje<:tll'e 3.18 

Provide for the stability and enhancement of multi-family residential, mixed-use, and/or commercial 
areas of the City and direct growth to areas where sufficient public infrastructure and se1-vices exist. 

Policy 

3.18.1 Consider decreasing the permitted densities of areas designated for multi-family •·esidential, 
mixed-use, and/or commercial uses where there is: 

1) a mix of existing unit types and densities; 

2) built density is below the maximum permitted; 

3) a significant concentration of high density development relative to the intensity of 
development in the surrounding area or other communities in the City. This may 
be accomplished by amendments of the permitted densities in Community Plans or 
by zoning. Determination of reducing permitted densities should consider the following 
criteria: . 

a. There is inadequate J!Ublic infrastructure or services to provide for the needs 
of the existing res1dents and/or businesses and ·the cost of additional 
improvements would:·result in an undue burden on the community or are 
infeasible; 

b. The quality of life of the area's reSidents and/or businesses has been adversely 
affected by the density of development as measured by crime, noise, pollution, 
traffic congestion, overcrowded schools, lack of open space; limited sewer 
capacity and other comparable condition~; 

c. There is a!1 over-concentration of existing high density multi-family residential, 
mixed and commercial uses relative tp the intensity of development in the 
surrounding area or other communities in the City; 

d. The neighborhood and/or commercial area is physically and functionally stable; 

e. The existing buildings are structurally sound or can be upgraded ·without undue 
costs; 
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f. 

g. 

There is a desire of the residents to preserve existing housing and neighborhood 
qualities; and 

Adequaie housing and/or commercial potential can be provided in nearby areas 
with sufficient infrastructure and services capacities, including those designated 
for mixed-use development, in order to offset the loss of potential housing units 
·and/or commercial square footage due to reduced densities. 

(Pl, P2, P3) 
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CHAPTER 4 -HOUSING 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY· 
OFISSUES · · 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this Housing Chapter in the 
Framework Element is to present an overview 
of the critical issues related to. housing in 
Lo~ Angeles, !?~"?vide goals to guide future 
action, and policies to address housing issues. 
The Framework Element provides policy to 
furt~er goals stated in the recently adopted 
Bo~mgEiement(November 1993) incorporated 
h~rell} by. reference, and provides policy 
drrection for future amendments to the Housing 
Ele_ment. In :additio.n ~o these longer-range 
policy documents, the City Council has recently 
adopted a Consoli.dated Plan planning docu
ment, required oli jurisdictions seeking Federal 
ho_ns~ an? co';llmuuity development funds, 
to Identny Citywide housmg needs in the future. 

SUMMARY OF HOUSING ISSUES 

The adopted Housing Element of the !Ieneta! 
plan and the teclmical:analyses and public input 
to the Framework Element focus on the 
following major housing related Issues: capacity 
!or th~ development of future housing units; 
mcenfives and barriers to housina production· 
stability and enhancement of liveable neighbor: 
hood~; the rel:ttionship between. jobs and 
housmg; bousmg quality and type• cost• 
rehabilitation and reuse of existing b~ilding 
stock for all City residents of all income levels. 

Housing production has not kept pace with the 
dema~d for housing. B.etween 1980 and 1990, 
the City s population Increased by approxi
mately 522,000or 18 percent while the number 
ofhouseholds(occupied units) iuc~:eased by only 
80,000 0!' 9 perce~t. Furthermore, the areas 
of the City m Which the population growth 
showed the greatest increase does not directly 
correlate with those areas where housing growth 
occurred. 

<;urrently, the City ofLos Angeles bas insuffi
Cient vacant properties to accommodate the 
cnmnlatlveamountofpopulationgrowth which 
has been forecasted. The supply ofland zoned 
for residential development is the most con
strained in the context of population growth 
forecasts. Thus, should growth and new 
development in the City occur, most likely it 
will require the ~:ecycling and/or intensification 
of ~g developed properties or conversion 
of certam uses, where there Is insufficient 
market demand, to an alternative use. 

4-1 

In m:any cases, the intensification of both 
commercial and residential development which 
has occ~ fi.t the City has been at the expense 
of the mtegr1ty and character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. A balance is 
required between the need to produce new 
housing units and the desire to conserve the 
liveability and character of existing neighbor
hoods. ltxistiug single-family neighborhoods 
are inlportaot COJ?IpOUentsofthe City's urban 
character, and residents me expressed a strong 
desire to preserve their stability. The City also 

· has a vanety of existing multi-family neighbor
hoods, many of which have retained high levels 
of liveability. Residents do not want to feel 
overwhelmed or overburdened by the changing 
characte~ of the!r communifi:es as the City 
adapts to Its growmg and changmg population. 

The physical design of many multi-familv 
residential projects has been out of scale ana 
incompatible with the character of existing 
residential neighborhoods. Many multi-family 
developments have been constructed cheaply 
and without design amenities. The "big stucco" 
box is fairly typical of many areas of the City. 
~a consequence, many residents of the City's 
ne.ghborhoods oppose the further development 
of multi-family housing, though it is needed. 

Existing units often do not meet tlte needs of 
J?.Otential residents because the units are small 
(in number of rooms) and lack usable open 
space. A concentration of!arge households in 
many communities suggests the need for an 
increased supply of larger housing units. 
According to the 1990 Census, 22 percent of 
all occupied units are overcrowded (units that 
have more than 1.01 persons per room) in 
contrast to 13 percent in 1980. · ' 

The locational relationship between jobs and 
housing isan issue in LosAngeles. The distribu
tion and extensive coverage of single-family 
units throughout the City coupled with their 
physical separation from commercial services, 
JObs, recreation, and entertainment necessitates 
the use of the automobile and results in a high 
number of generated trips and distances 
traveled. This has resulted in increased traffic 
congestion and air pollution~ 

The cost of housing is :an issue throughout the 
City. Between 1980 and 1990, the percentage 
of households that pay more than a third of 
their income for housing increased from 29 
percent to 35 percent. Affordability iS particu
larly a problem to families with very low- and 
low-incomes. Over 70 percent of very low
inco~e !'amilies spend !fiOre than 30 percent 
of the1r mcome on housmg. Some areas of the 
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City have overconcentrations of low-income 
housing and other areas have very little homing 
available even to moderate-income families. 

Real income has not kept pace with dramatic 
increases in housing costs. Over the past two 
decades the median value of a residential unit 
rose 615 percent compared to a 195 percent 
increase m real income. High land costs and 
a cumbersome, unpredictable permitting 
process are often cited as factors contributing 
to the high cost of new housing and related lack 
of housing affordable to very low; low; and 
moderate-income households in Los Angeles 

HOUSING GOALS 

The Cicy must strive to meet the housing needs 
of the population in a manner that contributes 
to stable, safe, and liveable neighborhoods, 
reduces conditions of overcrowding, and 
improves access to jobs and neighborhood 
services, pru:ticnlarly by encouraging future 
housing development near transit comdors and 
stations. 

The I;JOlicy direction offueFrameworkElement 
particularly in the.Land Use, Urban Form, 
Econollilic, allld Transportation Chapters 
significantly furthers the Cicy's adopted goals 
for housing as stated in the adopted Housing 
Element and substantially addresses a number 
of housing issues stated above. 

The adopted goals of the Housing Element are: 

e An adequate supply of housing accessible 
to persons of all income levels 

e Snfficient ownership and rental housing to 
meet the City's needs 

e Housing production incentives for for-profit 
and non-profit developers of housing for 
low- and very-low income households 

® A reduction in barriers leading to more 
housing 

"' Housing opJ??rtanities accessible to all City 
residents Without discrimination, including 
groups with special needs 

e A Cicy of residential neighborhoods that 
maintains a sense of commUIIity by conserv
ing and improving existing housing stock 

e Honsin!l:, jobs, and ·serviCes in mutual 
proximity 

& Energy efficient housing 

4-2 

Goals found in other chapters of fue Framework 
Element which address housing issues include: 

"' Goai3A- Physically balanced distribution 
of land uses. 

® Goal3B- Preservation of the Cicy's stable 
single-family residential neighborhoods. 

® Goal3C-Multi-family neighborhoods that 
enhance the quality of life for the City's 
existing and future residents. 

,. Goal 3I - A network of boulevards that 
balance comninnity needs and economic 
objectiveswifu transportation functions and 
complement adjacent residential neighbor
hoods (mixed-use boulevards). 

<1> Goal 3M - A Cijy with significant historic 
and architectural districts. 

<1> Goal5A- A liveable City for existing and 
future residents and one that is attractive 
to future investment. A City of interconc 
nected, diverse neighborhoods that builds 
on fue strengths of those neighborhoods and 
functions at both the neighborhood and 
citywide scales. 

The Framework Element housing goal which 
encompasses those above is: 

® A distribution ofhousin(: opportunities by 
jype and cost for all res1dents of the City. 

HOUSING POLICY 

The Framework Element provides policy to 
achieve this goal through a number of measnres: 

FrameworkEiement policies address providing 
additional capacity for new housing units, 
encouraging production ofhousing for house
holds of all income levels, while at the same time 
preserving existing residential neighborhood 
stabilicy and .promoting liveable neighborhoods 
by the following measures: (1) concentrating 
opportanities for new multi-family residential, 
retail commercial, mid office development in 
the City's neighborhood districts, community, 
regional, and dOWIItown centers as well as along 
primary transit conidors/bonlevards; (2) pro
viding development opportunities along 
boulevards that are located near existing or 
planned major transit facilities and are charac
terized by low-intensity or marginally viable 
commercial uses with structures fuat integrate 
commercial,housing,and!orpnblicserviceuses; 
(3) focusing mixed commercml/residential uses 
around urban transit stations, while protecting 
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and preserving surrounding low-density 
neighborhoods from the encroachment of 
incompatible land uses. 

To promote neighborhood liveability, Frame
work Element policies encourage well designed, 
distinct residential neighborhoods that are 
linked to a network of greenways; provide for 
the location and design ofbuildings to maintain 
the prevailing scale and character of the City's 
stable residential neighborhoods and implemen
tation of streetscape and open space· amenities 
that enhance pedestrian activity; maintain 
signifiCant historic and architectorai districts 
wbile allowing for the development of economi
cally vinble uses. Framework Element policies 
require that new multi-family dwellin~ units 
be designed to convey a high visual quality and 
provide amenities for the residents, mitigate 
impacts of traffic and noise, and incollllorate 
recreational and open space amenities to 
support the needs of the residents. 

Neighborhood liveability is lilso enhanced by 
policies for upgrading the quality of develop
ment within the neighborhoods and public 

. reaim, providing a transition between residen· 
tial neighborhoods and their centers; providing 
a distinction among ro.adway user pnorities to 
foster pedestrian streets where appropriate; 
and policies for providing usable open spaces 
withm walking distance of surrounding neigh
borhoods. 

Improvement of the jobs and housing relation
ships in sub-areas of the City may be accom
plished through the re-use of commercially 
zoned corridors and development at transit 
stations which afford the opportunity for the 
development of a mix of uses, housing, local 
retail, .and offices, and can improve localized 
jobs and housing relationships. 

Living in proximity to transit and within mixed
use developments can reduce the number of 
trips peo~le take in their cars, providing some 
people with the opportunity to walk between 
their home, job, and or neighborhood services. 
Framework Element policies encourage future 
development in centers and in nodes along 
corridors that are served by transit and are 
already in physical or activity centers for 
surrounding neighborhoods, the community 
or the region. Policies also call for maintaining 
and expanding neighborhood transportation 
services and programs to enhance neighborhood 
accessibility to jobs and essential services. 
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The adopted Housing Element identified the 
Framework Element project as a vehic!e 
through which to address the concept of Fa1r 
Share Allocation which is a means to distribute 
housing opportunities by type and cost more 
evenly citywide. The Framework Element 
addresses the concept of distribution of opportu
nities by encouraging market opportunities in 
housing development and land use patterns that 
offer a diversity of housing types, thus providing 
the foundation for better, more widely available 
housing options. 

The policies of the Land Use Chapter provide 
adeq_uate amounts of residential land use and 
dens1ty to accommodate the projected need for 
housing to beyond tbeyear2010, hotb citywide 
and by community plan area, and additionally 
providesuhstantial opportunity for new housing 
to be developed as a part of mixed-use develop
menton land designated for commercial uses. 
Increasing the availability of land suitable for 
residential development through measures ~11ch 
as streamlining and minimizing the review 
process to encourage the location of new 
multi-family development along commercial 
corridors and in mixed-use developments in 
designated targeted growth areas provides an 
opportunity to build housing with appropriate 
amenities at less cost. 

In order to promote production of housing at 
reduced cost, in addmon to the above measures, 
the Framework Element policy is intended to 
move development decision-making away from 
discretionary case-by-case reviews, towards a 
more streamlined and predictable permitting 
process. Once a co.mprehensive planning 
process establishes the City's direction and 
vision, this direction will be refined and applied 
through the community plan public process 
at the local level. The Community Plan Update 
process will involve defining the precise 
boundaries of various land use designations, 
specifYing densities Within the density ran~es 
provided by Framework Element, developmg 
standards tailored to each community plan area 
from the menu provided in the Framework 
Element, and mcorporating measures to 
promote new housing development for all 
mcome groups. With well defmed and consis
tently applied rules, development applications 
can proceed through a straightforward and 
predictable process thus providin~ certainty 
to both the community and to potential develop
ers. Reducing unpredictability in the develop
ment process reduces the cost of production. 
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

The following presents the goals, objectives, and policies related to housing in the City ofLos Angeles. 
Programs that implement these policies are found in the last chapter of this document. Programs 
are referenced after each policy in this document. 

GOAL4A 
An equitable distribution of housing opportunities by type and cost accessible to all residents ofthe 
City. . . 

Objective 4.1 . . 
Plan the capacity for and develop incentives to encourage production of an adequate supply ofhousing 
units oharious types within each City subregion 1 to meet the projected housing needs by income 
level of the future population to the year 2010. 

Policies 

4.1.1 

4.1.2 

4.~.3 

4.1.4 

4.1.5 

4.1.6 

4.1.7 

4.1.8 

4.1.9 

Provide sufficient land use and density to accommodate an adequate supply of housing 
units by type and cost within each City subregion to meet the twenty-year projections of 
housing needs (see Figure 4-1). (Pl, P18) 

Minimize the overconcentration of very ]ow-and low-income housing developments in City 
subregions by providing incentives for scattered site development citywide. (Pl, P18) 

Minimize the over concentration of public housing projects in a City subregion. (Pl, P2, 
P23) · . 

Reduce overcrowded housing conditions by providing incentives to encourage development 
offamily-size units. (P2, P24) · 

Monitorthe growth of housing developments and the forecast of housing needs to achieve 
a distribution of housing resources to all portions ofthe City and all income segments of 
the City's residents. (P42) 

Create incentives and give priorities in permit processing for low- and very-low income 
housing developments throughout the City. (P2, P23) . . 

Establish incentives for the development of housing units appropriate for families with 
children and larger families. (P23) . 

Create incentives and reduce regulatory barriers in appropriate locations in order to promote 
the adaptive re-use of structures for housing and rehabilitation of existing units. (P2, P18) 

Whenever possible, assure adequate health-based buffer zones between new residential 
and emitting industries. (Pl, P18) 

(Other relevant Framework Element policies that achieve Objective 4.1: Land Use Policies 3.1.1, 
3.1.4, 3.1.5, 3.1.8, 3.3.2) . 

LCity subregions, refer to Department of City Planning previously defined groupings of community plan areas to facilitate the 
preparation of Master Environmental Impact Reports. 
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Figure 4-1 
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Objective 4.2 . 
Encourage the location of new multi-family housing development to occnr in proximity to transit 
stations, along .some transit corridors, and within some high activity areas with adequate transitions 
and buffers between higher-density developments and surrounding lower-density residential 
neighborhoods. 

Policy 

4.2.1 Offer incentives to include housing for very low- and !ow-income households in mb:ed-use 
developments. (P2, P23) . 

(Other relevant Framework Element policies that achieve Objective 4.2: Land Use Policies 3.2.1, 
3.2.2, 3.4.1, 3.4.3, 3.8.1, 3.13.1, 3.13.2, 3.13.3, 3.13.4, 3.13.5, 3.13.6, 3.15.4) 

Objective 4.3 
Conserve scale and character of residential neighborhoods. 

(Relevant Framework Element policies that achieve Objective 4.3: Land Use Policies 3.1.8, 3.2.4, 
3.1.5, 3.5.2, 3.5.3, 3.5.4, 3.6.1, 3.o.2, 3.7.1- 3.7.4, 3.17.1) 

Objective 4.4 
Reduce regulatory and procedural barriers to increase hol!Sing production and capacity in appropriate 
locations. 

Policy 

4.4.1 Take the following actions in order to increase housing production and capacity: 

a. Establish development standards that are sufficiently detailed and tailored to community 
and neighborhood needs to reduce discretionary approvals requirements. 

b. Streamline procedures for securing building permits, inspections, and other clearances 
needed to construct housing. . 

c. Considerraisingthresholdsforel>tegoricalexemptionsforCEQAclearaocesforprojects 
conforming to the City's development standards; particularly when housing is combined 
with commercial uses in targeted growth areas. 

d. Consider establishing City service which assists applicants in processing applications 
for housing projects. 

(P2, P18, P23, P24) 

(Other relevant Framework Element policies: Land Use Policies 3.4.3) 
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CHAPTERS- URBAN FORM & NEIGHBORHQOD DESIGN 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
OF ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

Los Angeles is a city of culturally and physically 
diverse neighborhoods -. the fundamental 
building blocks that comprise the physical City 
and define its form and character. Since 
residents spend a great deal oftime in their 
individual neighborhoods and often identify 
more strongly with those areas than with the 
City as a whole, the physical design ofthese 
individnal communities determines, to a rather 
considerable extent, residents' qnality of life. 

In order to understund the physical nature of 
Los Angeles and its constituent parts, as well 
as discuss ways in which the City can infl11ence 
the design of development and. the physical 
improvements that can alter its form, this 
chapter is built around two concepts: "urban 
form" and ''Jneighllorhood design." The General 
Plan Framework Element delines ''urban form" 
as (a) the "general pattern of building height 
and development intensity" and (b) the 
"strnctural elements" that define the City 
physically, such . as . natui"al. features, 
transportation corridors (including the planned 
fiXed rail transit system), open space, public 
facilities, as well as activity centers and focal 
elements. "Neighborhood design" is defined 
as the physical character of neigl:ilborboods and 
communities within the City. 

SUMMARY OF UIUlAN FORM AND 
NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN ISSUES 

The following issl!es and opportunities are 
related to urban form and neighborhood design 
and were identified early in the preparation 
of the Framework Element. 

Identity 

1. Many.residents do not identify with the City 
as a whole, but, instead, with their own 
neighborhood. 

2. The existing and planned transit system 
{both fned rail and major bus rontes), as 
well as corresponding concentrations of 
development, provide a structure for 
defining the City's form. 

5-1 

L.A. is .a city of c:uitur:Uly divtr.u: ncigbOO.rhocds. 

3. By recognizing that Los Angeles is 
comprised of neighborhoods, planning 
measures can reinforce those neighborhoods 
and connect them to one another and to 
larger dismcts, thereby defining a citywide 
structure. 

Liveability 

1. Many parts of the City, but especially 
commercial corridors, are unattractive and 
lack open space, community facilities and 
visual and recreational amenities. 

2. The rights-of-way along transit routes, rail 
lines, and drainage corridors afford 
opportunities to . consider open space 
corridors and can link neighborhoods to 
parks throughout the City. 

3. Concentrating development in a limited area 
of the City, i.e., in transit-served centers and 
corridors, can allowthedevelopmentofnew 
community facilities and smalll-scalle parks, 
gardens, plazas or other open spaces to 
serve surrounding neighborhoods. 
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4. Streets can fUlllction as open space if 
properly designed and landscaped and if 
development reinforces their character. 

Hollywuod Boakw.ni's at:Wly widened sidewalks, stred: ~ · 
lights :lillld ~~ ~~:e its open spacefunctil)n 

Biddy Masop Park is a sm:alJ park in -cbe W:tt l'lfoue: ofLA.~s 
busiest eomwerclat districts 
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Accommodating Projected Growth 

1. Fntnre development is likely to have little 
impact on urban form if it is dispersed. 

2. The existing and planned transit system 
provides the opportunity to concentrate 
development, affect the City's form, and 
conserve the existing character of stable 
neighborhoods. 

3. Many residents oppose higher-intensity 
development on aesthetic grounds. 

4. The' Framework Element provides the 
opportunity to formulate appropriate 
development standards and guidelines for 
higher-intensity development. 

5. While the recommended urban form for 
the City is identified as compact centers, 
districts and boulevards, it is possible that 
the forecast growth may not occur. It is also 
possible that development in any area 
identified for higher-intensity will be 
constructed to lower than planned levels. 
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The ~ncentr.~~t.ion of tttw development in mmsit.servm 
ce:ntern nllows for tbe conservation of 
surroundinr.; ndgbhorhoods 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

Hoi:uing built :~t the s.mne bigbei-detmty, h<lwfl'\ll!r. 
~n be Rttrat:tive 

I "' I w.w, 

Devdopm~c staxldud$ a~~d design guiddi:r:tt:s: can htlp 
improve building de$igD 

The following presents the goals, objectives, and policies related to urban form and neighborhood 
design in the City of Los Angeles. Programs that implement these policies are found in the last chapter 
of this document. Programs are also referenced after each policy in this document. 

GOAL SA 
A liveable City for existing and future residents and one that is attractive to future investment. A 
City of interconnected, diverse neighborhoods that builds on the strengths ofthose neighborhoods 
and functions at both the neighborhood and citywide s~ales. 

THE ROLE OF NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN IN THE PLANNING PROCESS 

Although good neighborhood design is a key to creating a liveable City, the Framework Element 
does not directly address the desi!!ll of individual neighborhoods orcommnnities. Instead, it embodies 
generic neighborhood design po'iicies and implementation programs that can guide local planning 
efforts, thereby laying the foundation upon which the City's community plans can be updated. 

Objective 5.1 
Translate the Framework Element's intent with respect to citywide urban form and ne~hborhood 
design to the community and neighborhood levels through locally prepared plans that build on each 
neighborhood's attributes, emphasize quality of development, and provide or advocate "proactive" 
implementation programs. 
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Policies 

Ndghburbood shoppiug distmts provide a focus for and supjl(lrt daily 
· life witb eonnectiom eo the ~ of tbe C"rty (Third Stntt mar Cr.escent 

Hei~:btt &nll'N.ard) 

This is =!so trut ofillrger seaJe shopping llr~ in 
eommltl'l.ity centtrti 

5.1.1 Use the Community Plan Update process and related efforts to deime the character of 
communities and neighborhoods at a fmer grain than the Framework Element permits. 
(Pl) 

5.1.2 Implement demonstration projects that establish proactive measures to improve neighborhood 
and community design, and coordinate these activities with the Los Angeles Neighborhood 
Initiative demonstration projects, Los Angeles Counly Metropolitan Transportation Authorily 
station area activities, and other Cicy, non-profit and private, efforts. (P38) 
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URBAN FORM ELEMENTS 

M1XED-USE 
-BOULEVARD 
(TRANSITSERVED)-. 11. 

REGIONAL 
CENTER 

M1XED-USE 
BOULEVARD 
(TRANSIT SERVED) 

'trlll%---'b"""'l' ~:*"~44.!~ LOWER DENSITY 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
D~TIUCT-------L----~~------_J 

CITYWIDE FORM 

NEIGHBORHOODS 

The overall form of the City is identified in the Framework Element. The growth that does occur 
is encouraged to locate in transit-served regional and community centers, neighborhood districts 
and corridors. With respect to neighborhood de!iign, centers provide a physical and activity focus 
for surrounding residents. ·. 

With respect to citywide urban form, these centers support the bus/fixed rail transit system and 
need to provide a sufficient base of both commercial and residential development, to support that 
transit system. In particular, frxed rail transit requires a substantial capital investment and sufficient 
residential densities around station locations to make the system viable and the investment cost-effective.. 
The area around transit stations should therefore be designed to support its use. 
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Objective 5.2 · 
Encourage future development in centers and in nodes along corridors that are served by transit 
and are already functioning as centers for the surrounding neighborhoods, the community or the 
region. 

Policies 

5.2.1 Designate centers and districts in locations where activity is already concentrated and/or 
where good transit service is, or will be, provided. (Pl) 

Subway rail tr:tll!it Is a major investment tbat needs 
to be supported by hmd uses J6Cated !leltr .stJit:lons 
(Pershing Squan) 

Like subwsys, at·grad~ n~il tl"3nsit is :a major investment that 
.o~s: to be ~uppot1ed by ]llind U5es JO(atcd nur stations 

Existing activity ~en ten sen>ed by tnOsit can be reinforced 
(Broadway. Downtown LJ» Angelt'S) 

5.2.2 Encourage the development of centers, districts, and selected corridor/boulevard nodes 
such thatthe land uses, scale, and built form allowed and/or encouraged within these areas 
allow them to function as centers and support transit use, both in daytime and nighttime 
(see Chapter 3: Land Use). Additionally, develop these areas so that they are compatible 
with surrounding neighborhoods, as defined generally by the following building 
characteristics. 

Note: Centers and districts will vary from the following general standards in scale and built form, 
depending on local conditions. Those serving higher-density neighborhoods may beat higher intensities, 
while those constrained by local conditions, such as compatibility with historical resources, will 
be at lower intensities. 

a. Buildings in neighborhood districts generally should be low rise (one- to two-stories), 
compatible with adjacent housing, and incorporate the pedestrian-oriented design elements 
defined in policy 5.8.1 and policies3.16.1-3.16.3. They should also be located along sidewalks 
with appropriate continuous storefronts. 
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b. Buildings in community centers generally should be two to six stories in height, with the 
first several stories located along the sidewalk. They should also incorporate the 
pedestrian-oriented elements defined in policy 5.8.1. Either housing or office space may 
be located above the ground floor storefronts. 

c. The built form of regional centers will vary by location. In areas such as Wilshire and 
Hollywood Boulevards, buildings will range from low- to mid-rise. buildings, with storefronts 
situated along P:destrian-oriented streets. In areas such as Century City and Warner Center, 
freestanding high rises that are not pedestrian-oriented characterize portions of these centers. 
Nevertheless, regional centers should contain pedestrian-oriented areas, and incorporate 
the pedestrian-oriented design elements defined in policy 5.8.1 and policies 3.16.1- 3.16.3. 

d. Buildings located at activity nodes along mixed-use boulevards generally shall have the 
same characteristics as eitber neighborhood districts or community centers, depending 
on permitted land use intensities. Housing over ground floor storefronts or in place of 
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5.2.3 

commercial development shall be encouraged along mixed-use boulevards. (Pl, P18, P24, 
P25) . . 

Encourage the development of housing surrounding or adjacent to centers and along 
designated corridors, at sufficient densities to support the centers, corridors, and the transit 
system. While densities and distances will vary based on local conditions, the following 
residential density standards, which are based on the City's adopted Land Use/Transportation 
Policy, should be used as a general guide when updating community plans through a public 

· participation process: 

a. · Four-stories over parking (R4) within 1,500 feet of grade-separated (subway or arterial) 
fJXed rail transit stations; 

b. Three-stories over parking (R3) Within 1,500 feet of at-grade fiXed rail traosit stations; 

c. Two-stories over parking (RD1.5) Within 750 feet of major bus corridor intersections; 

d. Where allpropriate, two units per lot (R2) maybe considered within 750 feet of major 
bus corndors. · 

(Pl, P18) 

RDLS homiu.g nmy be located at actMtyllOOtS R2 bo~Uing (duplexes) llt2Y be located along corridors 
along corridors 
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STREETS 

Streets serve multiple functions (movement of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians, shopping, recreational 
strolling) and multiple users (pedestrians, transit, automobiles and trucks). They must therefore 
be designed to accommodate these functions and users. 

Objective 5.3 
Refine the City's highway nomenclature and standards to distinguish among user priorities. 

Policies 

5.3.1 Establish the following highway segment hierarchy based on function and user priority: 

a. Pedestrian-priority segments, where designated in community centers, neighborhood 
districts, and mixed-nse corridor nodes, are places where pedestrians are of paramount 
importance and where the streets can serve as open space both iu daytime and nighttime. 
Generally these streets shall have the following characteristics (as defined through 
the Street Standards Committee and designated by amendments to the community 
plans to address local conditions): 

(1) 

(2) 

Buildings should have ground floor retail and service uses tbat are oriented 
to pedestrians along the sidewalk, with parking behind. 

Sidewalks should be wide and lined with open canopied street trees, 
pedestrian-scale street lights provided to recognized standards commensurate 
with planned nighttime use, and other pedestrian amenities. 

b. Transit-priority segments, where designated, should give priority to pedestrians at 
transit stops and will consist of major bus or mil routes along which transit vehicles 
have priority over other vehicles. They may also include exclusive transit lanes. 

c. Vehicle-priority segments, consisting of all remaining highway segments, should give 
priority to the movement of through traffic. 

(Pl) 
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5.3.2 Adopt appropriate standards for each type of highway segmentthat complement existing 
highway and development standards. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Roadway design standards shall address posted speed limitS, minimum sidewalk widths, 
maximum corner radii, traffic lane width, on-street parking and frequency of curb 
cuts. These should consider all forms of travel including vehicle (private automobile, 
truck, transit, and other), bicycle, and pedestrian. 

Public improvement standards should address street tree form and spacing; street 
light type, height, and illumination level; and other streetscape elements, particularly 
in the vicinity of transit stops. Streettree form is dependent on species and available 
planting space. 

Building and site development standards for pedestrian-priority streets should address 
building design and use characteristics that encourage pedestrian access, as well as 
the following: building height; location and design of parking; location and 
transparency of front building facade; location and design of pedestrian entrances 
and other openings; utilities; and signage. 

(Pl, P3, P18) 

5.3.3 Classify highway segments by nser priority in consideration of the following and other 
appropriate criteria (see illustrative cross-sections): . 

a. Highway segments located in community centers or neighborhood districts on the 
Framework Element maps should be considered for pedestrian-priority highway 
segments through the Community Plan Update process. 

b. Highway segments on which at-grade fixed rail transit lines would be located or which 
are major bus corridors with 10-minute peak hour headways in the Basin and 15-minute 
peak hour headways in the Valley should be considered as transit-priority highway 
segments. 

c. All other highway segments should be considered as vehicle-priority segments. 

(Pl, P3) 
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5.3.4 Identii)' commuter and recreational bicycle routes that link major destinations within the 
City, and establish and implement standards to maintain their safety and security. (P3, 
P4) 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Community facilities serve the basic needs of residents and are essential to the liveability and investment 
potential of the City. With respect to neighborhood and community design, they can provide a focus 
for activity and, by doing so, contribute to the definition of each neighborhood or community's character. 
Policies in the Framework Element provide the opportunity to locate community facilities in a manner 
that reinforces or defines the character of the communities or neighborhoods in which they are located. 
Given current fiscal constraints, facilities could be shared and financed/developed by non-traditional 
means. 

Objective 5.4 
Encourage the development of community facilities and improvements that are based on need within 
the centers and reinforce or define those centers and the neighborhoods they serve. 

Policies 

5.4.1 Encourage the design of existing and new schools for multiple functions, including, but 
not limited to, the following: 

a. Design of school yards to be ust:d as parks accessible to surrounding neighborhoods; 

b. Design of school libraries to be used as community libraries, where feasible; and 

c. Design of school auditoriums to be used as community meeting rooms. 

(P16) 
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LA. Admits Sewer SpiHs- Los Angeles Times http://articles.latimes.com/2003/apr/23/local!me-sewcr23 
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Dec 24,2002 
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Again Feb 01, 2006 

Sewer Repair 
Drain Repair: 
Royal Rooter 
Guaranteed repairs. Fast 
reliable serviro. Licensed, 
Insured a .. 
w..vw royalrno;er.org 

North Atlantg 
Plumbing 
Find prescreened plumbers 
in North Atlanta Georgia in 
"just o .. 
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Sewer Cleaners 
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LA Admits Sewer Spills 
By Miguel Bus!i!lo 
April 23, 2003 

The city of Los Angeles conceded in a federal court filing Tuesday that it is legally responsible for rrore than 3,600 

sewage spills t.hat have sullied streets and p:llluted the ocean since 1993. Each sewage spill represents a vlo!aflon 

of state and federal clean water laws, and the city's admission could open it up to millions of dollars in new fines. 

Starving Students Los Angeles 
Need professional movers in Los Angeles? Over 35 years of experience. 
SSMovers.com 

Sewer Inspection TV Camera Systems 
lnsightvision Sewer Pipeline Inspection Cameras for sewer, lateral and pipeline inspection. 
Multiple systems feature Col.. 
insightvisioncameras.com 

Sewer Cleaners & Jetters 
Sewer Cleaning Accessof1es Hoses, Nozzles, Foot Valves, Etc. 
pwmaiLcom 

A federal judge in December found the city liable for 297 sewage spiUs over the course of a year, for which the city 

could face up to $8 million in fines. But the city is now formally admitting responsibility for more than 121imes that 

many spills over the last decade-- 3,668 in all-- as part of an effort to demonstrate that it is finally own·:ng up to the 

problem. 

The judge must still approve the city's filing and decide whether further penalties are warranted. 

The admission is \he latest twist in a four-year court fight pitting los Angeles against federal and state officials, 

environmental groups and horreowner organizations In Baldwin Hills, the Crenshaw District and Leirrert Park, where 

many of the sp.!IIS occurred. In recent years, raw sewage has often floa!ed to the surface of the street in front of 

Manual Arts High School in South Los Angeles. 

The plaintiffs want to force Los Angeles to repair its leaky and antiquated sewer system, which they claim has a rate 

of spills more than twice as high as other Southern California cities. With more than 6, 700 miles of sewer lines, it is 

the largest municipal sewer system in the nation. 

By acknowledging responsibility for alllhe spills, city officials said Tuesday that they hoped to move to the next 

phase of the case-- what shou!rl be done to prevent future spills from happening. 

City officials said they also hope to avold further fines. The dlY now must pay a fine of up to $27,500 for each 

future spill under fast year's ruling by U.S. District Judge Ronald S.W. Lew, Who found Los Angeles had violated the 

federal Clean Water Act. 

The city stressed in the filing that although it was admitting the violations. it was in no way conceding it should have 

to pay the penalties associated with breaking the law. 

"The issue is, how much more do you want to beat up on the city of Los Angeles?" said Judith Wilson, director of 

the city's Bureau of Sanitation. 'What we want to deal with are the penalties. We feel we have paid quite a bit 

already, and we have committed to major investments in the system." 
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Health Advisory: Los Angeles County Department of Public Health Closes 
Portions of Venice and Dockweiler Beaches 

LOS ANGELES- Due to a raw sewage spill, County health officials have closed portions of Venice 
Beach and Dockweiler Beach. The beaches of Venice and Dockweiler Beaches will be closed one mile 
north and south ofBallona Creek. The beaches will be closed until at least the afternoon February 16, 
2007. 

Will Rogers Beach remains closed due to persisting levels of elevated bacteria. The accelerated 
monitoring at this location stems from a sewage discharge that occurred on Tuesday, February 6. Portions 
of Will Rogers are closed 100 yards on both sides of Santa Monica Canyon Creek, the point of discharge 
into the ocean. 

"Due to this sewage discharge, Los Angeles County residents and visitors to the area should avoid contact 
with the ocean water near the point of discharge until these portions of the beach have been deemed safe 
to reopen," said Jonathan E. Fielding, MD, MPH, Public Health Director and County Health Officer. "We 
will be conducing water quality assessments to test the level of bacteria in the water. The beach will 
remain closed until test results indicate that bacteria levels meet health safety standards." 

Los Angeles City Sanitation responded to the discharge which began at I :00 p.m. and ended at 2:00 p.m. 
Los Angeles City Sanitation notified the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health at 2:30p.m. 
The Department of Public Health immediately contacted the appropriate authorities and beach lifeguards 
to post warning signs on both beaches. 

Recorded information on beach conditions is available around the clock on the Los Angeles County 
Depa1tment of Public Health Ocean Water Quality Hotline at 1-800-525-5662 and online at 
www.lapuhlichealth.org/beach. 

### 
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02/27/2009 GAAS:079:09 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

ARH•:<LD S'CHWRf·~ZG:NI':GG:E:R 

THOO PE.:OF'LE'S e>r;:,P,'/;:RNQP. 

Gov. Schwarzenegger Takes Action to Address California's Water Shortage 

Proclaims ~'irate of Emergency, .Oirec!s Government to Utilize Resources, Help People 

To combat California's third consecutive year of drought, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger today proclaimed a state 
of emergency and ordeJ"ed immediate action to manage the crisis. In the proclamation, the Governor uses his 
authority to direct a\! state government agencies to utilize their resources, implement a state emergency plan and 
provide assistance for people, communities and businesses impacted by the drought. 

"Even with the recent rainfall 1 California faces its third consecutive year of drought and V/e must prepare for the 
worst- a fOurth, fifth or even sixth year of drought,!! Oovernor Schwarzenegger said. "Last year we experienced the 
driest spring and summer on record ancl storage in the state's reservoir system is near historic lows. This drought is 
having a devastating impact on our people} our communities, our economy and our environment- making today's 
action absolutely necessary. This is a crisis, just as severe as an earthquake or raging vvildfire., and we must treat it 
with the same urgency by upgrading CalifOrnia's water infrastructure to ensure a clean and reliable water supply for 
our grov.,ring state." 

The GovernoJJS order directs various state clepm1ments to engage in activity to provide assistance to people and 
communities impacted by the drought. The proclamation: 

a Requests that all urban V/ater users immediately increase their water conservation activities in an effort to 
reduce their individual water use by 20 percent 

o Directs the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to expedite \Vater transfers and related efforts by water 
users and suppliers 

o Directs DWR to offe!' technical assistance to agricultural water suppliers and agricultural water users, 
including information on managing water supplies to tninimizc economic impacts and implementing efficient 
water management practices 

a Directs DWR to implement short-term efforts to protect water quality or water supply, such as the 
instal !ation of temJX)rary barriers in the Delta or temporary \".1ater supply connections 

o Directs 1J1e Labor and Workforce Development Agency to assist the labor market, incluclingjob training and 
financial assistance 

o Directs DWR to join with other appropriate agencies to launch a statewide water conservation campaign 
calling for all Californians to immediately decrease their water use 

o Directs state agencies to immediately implement a water usc reduction plan and take immediate water 
conservation actions and requests that federal and local agencies also implement \·Vater use reduction plans 
for facilities \:vitl1in their control 

In particular1 the order directs thai by March 30 1 2009, DWR shall provide an updated report on the state's drought 
conditions and water availability. According to the proclamatiOll1 if the emergency conditions have not been 
sufficiently mitigated, the Governor will consider additional steps. These could include the institution ofmandato1y 
water rationing and mandatory reductions in water use; reoperation of major reservoirs in the state to minimize 
impacts of the drought; additional regulatory relief or permit stream! ining as allowed under the Emergency Services 
Act; and other actions necessary to prevent., remedy or mitigate the effects of the extreme drought conditions. 

DWR and California's Department of Food and Agriculture will also recommend~ \:vithin 30 days, measmes to 
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reduce the economic impacts of the drought, including but not limited to water transfers, through-Delta emergency 
transfers, water conservation measures, efficient irrigation practices, and improvements to the California Irrigation 
Managen1ent Information System. 

Last week, DWR announced that CalifOrnia's severe drought had prevented it from increasing its State Water Project 
(SWP) delivery allocations for the first time since 200 l. This year's allocation as of February is at just 15 percent of 
SWP contractor's requests. This is only the second time in SWP history that the February allocation has been this 
low. 

The drought conditions and water restrictions are causing additional devastating economic and business losses. 
Agricultural revenue losses exceed $300 million to date and could exceed $2 billion in the coming season, with a 
total economic loss of nearly $3 billion in 2009. 

Full text of proclamation: 

A PROCLAMATION 
BY THE GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

WHEH.EAS the State of California is now in its third consecutive year of drought; and 

\VHEREAS in-each year of the current drought, annual rainfall and the water content in the Sierra snowpack have 
been significantly below the amounts needed to fill California's reservoir system; and 

WHEREAS the rainfall and snowpack deficits in each year ofthe current drought have put California fut1her and 
further behind in meeting its essential water needs; and · 

WHEREAS statewide, 2008 was the driest spring and summer on record, with rainfall 76 percent below average; 
and · 

WHEREAS the Sacramento and San Joaquin River systems, which provide much of the state's reservoir inflow, 
were classified as Critically Dry for the 2008 water year; and 

WHEREAS in the second year of this continuous drought, on June 4, 2008, I issued an Executive Order 
proclaiming a statev/ide drought, and l ordered my administration to begin taking action to address the water 
shortage; and 

WHEREAS because emergency conditions existed in the Central Valley in the second year of the drought, l issued 
an Emergency Proclamation on June l 2, 2008, finding that conditions of extreme peril to the safety of persons and 
property existed in the counties of Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and 
Kern caused by severe drought conditions, and I ordered my administration to take emergency action to assist the 
Central Valley; and 

WHEREAS the drought CDnditions and water delivery limitations identified in my prior Executive Order and 
Emergency Proclamation still exist, and have become worse in this third year of dwught" creating emergency 
conditions not just ln the Central Valley, but throughout the State of CalifOrnia, as the adverse environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the drought cause widespread harm to people, businesses, property, communities, 
wildlife and recreation; and 

WHEREAS despite the recent rain and snow, the three year cumulative water deficit is so large there is only a 15 
percent chance that California will replenish its water supply this year; and 

WHEREAS in the time since the state's last major drought in 1991, California added 9 million new residents, 
experienced a significant increase in the planting of permanent, high-value crops not subject to fallowing, and was 
subjected to new biological opinions that reduced the flexibility of water operations throughout the year; and 

WHEREAS because there is no way to know when the drought will end, further urgent action is needed to address 
the water shortage and protect the people and property in CalifOrnia; and 
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WH~;REAS rainhdllevels statewide for the 2008-2009 water year are 24 percent below average as of the February 
1 , 2009 measurement; and 

WHEREAS the second snow pack survey of the 2009 winter sea<;on indicated that snow pack water content is 39 
percent below nonnal;and 

WHEREAS as of February 23, 2009, storage in the state's reservoir system is at a historic low, with Lake Oroville 
70 percent below cap2city, Shasta Lake 66 percent below capacity, Folsom Lake 72 percent below capacity, and San 
Luis Reservoir 64 percent below capacity, and 

WHEREAS lovl water levels in the state1
$ reservoir system have significantly reduced the ability to generate 

hydropower, including a 62 percent reduction in hydropower generation at Lake Oroville from October 1, 2008 to 
Janua1y]J) 2009; and 

WHEREAS a biological opinion issued by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service on December I 5, 2008, 
imposed a 30 percent restriction on water deliveries from the State Water Project and the Central Valley Project to 
protect Delta Smelt; and 

WHEREAS State Water Project water allocations have now been reduced to 15 percent of requested deliveries) 
matching ! 99 J as the lowest \Vater allocation year in State Water Project history~ and Central Valley Project water 
allocations for agricultural users have now been reduced to zero; and 

WHEREAS the lack of water has forced CalifOrnia farmers to abandon or leave unplanted more than 100,000 acres 
of agricultural !and; and 

WHEREAS California tanners provide nearly half of the fresh fruits; nuts and vegetables consumed by Americans, 
anct the crop losses caused by the drought will increase food prices, which will further adversely impact families and 
economies throughout California and beyond our borders; and 

WHEREAS agricultural revenue losses exceed $300 million to date and could exceed $2 billion in the coming 
season, with a 1otal economic loss of nearly $3 billion in 2009; and 

WHEREAS it is expected thar State Water Project and Central Valley Project water delivery reductions will cause 
more than 80,000 lost jobs; and 

WHEREAS the income and job losses will adversely impact entire communities and diverse sectors of the economy 
supported by those jobs and income, including the housing market and commercial business; and 

WHEREAS these conditions are causing a loss of livelihood for many thousands of people, an inability to provide 
for families_, and increased harm to the communities that depend on them; and 

WHEREAS this loss of income and jobs will increase the number of defaults, foreclosures and bankruptcies, and 
will cause a loss of businesses and property at a time when Californians are 'a! ready struggling with a nationwide and 
worldwide economic downturn; and 

WHEREAS the Central Valley town of Mendota, as one exalllple, already rep01is an unemplnyment rate of more 
than 40 percent and lines of a thousand or more for food distribution; and 

WHEREAS when jobs, property and businesses are lost, some families vvill move away from their communities, 
causing further harm to local economies; lower enrollments in local schools a1:d reduced funding for schools; and 

WHEnEAS at least 18 local water agencies throughout the state have already implemented mandatory water 
conservation measures, and 57 agencies have implemented other water conservation programs or restrictions on 
water deliveries, with many agencies considering additional rationing and ''vater supply reductions in 2009; and 

WHEREAS the lack ofwaler has forced local communities to draw water from their en1ergency water reserves, 
putting communi ties at risk of further catastrophe if emergenc-y reserves are depleted or cut off; and 
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WHEREAS the state recently endured one of its worst wildfire seasons fn history and the continuing drought 
conditions increase the rlsk of devastating f:Jres and reduced water suppl-ies for fire suppression; and 

WHEREAS on February26, 2009, the United States Department of Agriculture and the United States Department 
of Interior created a Federal Drought Action Team to assist California to minimize the social, economic, and 
environmental impacts oft he current drought; and 

"VHEREAS the circumstances of the severe droug!lt conditions, by reason of their magnitude, are beyond the 
control of the services, personnel 1 equ i pmcnt and facilities of any single t:ounty, city and county, or city and require 
the combined forces of a mutual aid region or regions to combat; and 

WHEREAS under the provisions of section 8558(b) of the California Government Code, 1 find that conditions of 
extreme peril to the safety of persons and property exist in California caused by the current and continuing severe 
drought conditions and water delivery restrictions. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, ARNOLD SCHWAHZ£NEGGER, Governor of the State of California, in accordance 
with the authority vested in me by the California Constitution and the California Emergency Services Act, and in 
particular California Government Code sections 8625 and 8571, HEREBY PROCLAIM A STATE OF 
EMERGENCY to exist in California. 

IT IS HEHEBY ORDERED that all agencies oftl1e state government utilize and employ state personnel, equipment 
and facilities for the performance of any and all activities consistent with the direction of the California Emergency 
Management Agency (CaiEMA) and the State Emergency Plan. 

J FURTHER DIRECT THAT: 

I. The California Department of\Vater Resources (DVVR) shall, in patinership with other appropriate agencies, 
launch a statewide water conservation campaign calling for all CalifOrnians to immediately decrease their water use. 

2. DWR shall implement the relevant mitigation measures identified in the Environmental Water Account 
Environmental Impact Report, Environmental Impact Statement, Supplement, and Addendums for the water transfers 
made through the 2009 Drought Water Bank. In addition, the California Air Resources Board shall, in cooperation 
with DWR and other agencies. expedite permitting and development of mitigation measures related to air quality 
impacts which may result from ground\vater substitution transfers. 

3. DWR and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) shall cxpecl'lte the processing of water transfers 
and related eff01ts by water users and suppliers that cannot participate in the 2009 Drought Water Bank, provided the 
water users and suppliers can demonstrate that the tran!.>fer will not injure other legal users of water or cause 
unreasonable effects on fish and wildlife. 

4. The SWRCB shall expedite the processing and consideration of the request by DWR for approval of the 
consolidation of the places of use and points of diversion for the State Water Project and federal Central Valley 
Project to alJO\V flexibi I ity among the projects and to facilitate water transfers and exchanges. 

5. DWR shall implement short~term efforts to protect \Vater quality or water supply, such as the installation of 
temporary barriers in the Delta or tempora1y water supply connections. 

6. The SWRCB shall expedite the processing and consideration of requests by DWR to address water quality 
st~Uldards in the Delta to help preserve cold water pools in upstream re.servoirs for salmon preservation and water 
supply. 

7. To the extent allmved by applicable law, state agencies within my administration shall prioritize and streamline 
permitting and regulatory compliance actions for desalination, \.Vater conservation and recycling projects that provide 
drought relief. 

8. The Department of General Services shall, in cooperation with other state agencies, immediately implement a 
water use reduction plan for all state agencies and fB.cilities. The plan shall include immediate water conservation 
actions and retrofit programs for state facilities. A moratorium shall be placed on all new landscaping projects at 
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state facilities and on state highways and roads except for those that use water efficient: irrigation, drought tolerant 
plants or non-irrigated erosion control. 

9. As a condition to receiving state drought financial assistance or water transfers provided in response to this 
emergency, urban water suppliers in the state shall be required to implernent a water shortage contingency analysis, 
as required by California Water Code section l 0632. DWR shall ofl'er workshops and technical assistance to any 
agency that has not yet prepared or implemented the water shortage contingencY analysis required by California law. 

10. DWR shall offer technical assistance to agricultural water suppliers and agricultural water users, including 
information on managing water supplies to minimize economic impacts, implementing efficient water management 
practices, and using technology such as tlte California Irrigation Management Information System (CJMIS) to get the 
greatest benefit from available water supplles. 

I J . 'The Department of Public Health shall evaluate the adequacy of emergency interconnections among the states 
public water systems, and provide technical assis1ance and continued tinancial assistance from existing resources to 
improve or add interconnections. 

12. DWR shall continue to monitor the state's groundwater conditions~ and sha!! co!lect groundwater-level data and 
other relevant information from water agencies, counties, and cities. lt is requested that water agencies, counties and 
cities cooperate with DWR by providing the information needed to comply w!th this Proclamation. 

13. DWR. and the Department of Food Rnd Agriculture shall recommend, within 30 days from the date of this 
Proclaniation, measures to teduce the economic impacts of the drought, including but not limited to, water transfers, 
through-Delta emergency transfers, water conservation measures, efficient irrigation practices, and improvements to 
CIMIS. 

14. The Depmtment of Boating and Waterways shall recommend, within 30 days from the date of this Proclamation, 
and in cooperation with the Department of Parks and R.ecreation, measures to reduce the impacts of the drought 
conditions to water-based recreation, including but not limited to, the relocation or extension of boat ramps and 
assistance to marina owners. 

J 5. The Labor and Workforce Development Agency shall recommend, within 30 days from the date of this 
Proclamation, measures to address the impact of the drought conditions on California's labor market, including but 
not limited to, identifying impacted areas, providing one-stop service, assisting employers and workers facing 
layoffs, and providing job training and financial assistance. 

16. DWR and the Department of food and Agriculture shall be the lead agencies in working with the Federal 
Drought Action Team to coordinate federal and state drought t'esponse activities. 

17. The emergency exemptions in Public Resources Code sections 2 I OSO(b)(3), 21 OSO(b)( 4) and 21172, and in 
California Code of Regulations, title 14, section I5269(c), shall apply to all actions or efforts consistent with this 
Proclamation that are taken to mitigate or respond to this ernergency. In addition, Water Code section 1324 7 is 
suspended to allow expedited responses to this emergency that are consistent \Vith this Proclamation. The Secretruy 
for the California Environmental ProtectiOn Agency and the Secretary for the California Natura! R.esources Agency 
shall determine which efforts f~1ll within these exemptions and suspension~ ensuring that these exemptions and 
suspension serve the purposes of this ProclamatiOJJ while protecting the public and the environment. The Secretaries 
shall maintain on their web sites a list oft he actions taken in reliance on these exemptions and suspension. 

18. By March 30, 2009, DWR shall provide me with an updated repott on the state's drought conditions and water 
availabillty. lftbe emergency conditions have not been sufficiently mitigated, I will consider issuing additional 
orders, which may include orders pertaining to the following: 

(a) institution of mandatory water rationing and mandatory reductions in water use; 

(b) reoperation of major reservoirs in the state to minimize impacts of the drought; 

(c) additional regulatory rei ief or permit stream] ining as allov .. red under the Emergency Services Act; and 

(d) other actions necessary to prevent, remedy or mitigate the effects of the extreme drought conditions. 
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I FURTHER REQUEST THAT: 

19. All urban water users immediately increase their ·water conservation activities in an effort to reduce their 
individual water use by 20 percent. 

20. All agricultural water suppliers and agricul1ural water users continue to implement, and seek additional 
opportunities to imtnediately implement, appropriate efficient water management practices in order to minimize 
economic impacts to agriculture and 1nake the best use of avai I able w;:tter supplies. 

21. Federal and local agencies also implement water use reduction plans for facilities within their control, including 
immediate water conservation efforts. · 

1 FURTHER DIRECT that as soon as hereafter possible, this proclamation be filed in the Office of the Secretary of 
State and that widespread publicity and notice be given of this proclamation. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and caused tire Great Seal of the State of California to be 
affixed this 27th day of February, 2009. 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER 
Governor of California 

ATTEST: 
DEBRA BOWEN 
Secretary of State 
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Office of the Mayor 
City of Los Angeles 

ANTONIO R. V!LLARAIGOSA 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
February 9, 2009 

Juan Bustamante 
(213) 978-0741 

MAYOR VILLARAIGOSA ISSUES CALL IN RESPONSE TO 
SEVERE, STATEWIDE WATER SHORTAGES 

Mayor calls for accelerated water usage restrictions and 
shortage-year water rates 

LOS ANGELES - Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, in response to severe, statewide 
water shortages, today called for an acceleration of water use restrictions under 
his 20-year water strategy as well as implementation of shortage-year water rates. 

"Water shortages are becoming permanent realities," Mayor Villaraigosa said. 
"With new water-use prohibitions and shortage-year water rates in place, Los 
Angeles will continue to lead the state in water conservation and create a path for 
a more sustainable future." 

Mayor Villaraigosa called for moving Los Angeles from Phase I to implementation 
of Phase Ill of the City's Water Conservation Ordinance, which will restrict outdoor 
irrigation to two days a week- on Mondays and Thursdays only. 

The Mayor asked the DWP to approve Shortage-Year Rates, which will lower 
customer water allocations according to a tiered pricing system. The Mayor also 
called on DWP to double the number of its Water Conservation Team and expand 
enforcement hours. 

"The message is simple: if you save water, you will save money," Mayor 
Villaraigosa said. 

Facing a third straight dry year and court-imposed limits on imported water, 
California faces significant water shortages this year. Statewide reservoir levels 
are their lowest since the 1976-78 drought and currently stand at only one-third of 
capacity. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), the 
source of more than half of the Citys water, has estimated that if statewide water 
conditions do not improve they will need to cut deliveries by 15 to 25 percent. 

-MORE· 
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Water Restrictions 
Page 2 of 4 
February 9, 2009 

Villaraigosa Water Strategy 

In May of 2008, Mayor Villaraigosa rolled out a 20-year water strategy for Los 
Angeles that plans for enough water conservation and recycling measures to meet 
100% our the city's water new water demand by 2030. 

Angelenos have been responding to the Mayor's call for conservation. In 2008, 
commercial use is down four percent, single-family residential use is down 6.9 
percent, and City government usage has led the way by reducing water 
consumption by 16 percent. 

The water strategy includes a phased-in approach to water restrictions as well as 
the first real enforcement efforts since the 1990s. Today's announcement is an 
acceleration of these water restrictions. 

On the technology side, the strategy shifts the city's focus from promoting efficient 
indoor plumbing to the outdoors, where Angelenos families use 30-40 percent of 
their water. 

BACKGROUND 

The Sources of Los Angeles' Water Supply 

Mujor Sources of Warer Supply for LO'S Angeles 

. California Aqueduct 

4. Local Groundwater and 5. 
Recycling 

2. Colorado 
River Aqueduct 

-MORE· 

Los Angeles receives 
water frorn five major 
sources: 

1. Eastern Sierra Nevada 
watershed (via LA 
Aqueduct); 

2. Colorado River (via 
the Colorado River 
Aqueduct); 

3. Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta (via the 
California Aqueduct, 
aka State Water 
Project); 

4. Local Groundwater; 
and 

5. Recycled Water. 
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Impact on the Metropolitan Water District 

Given the lack of surplus water from the Colorado River and supply reductions 
from the State Water Project, the MWD may experience a shortfall of 500 TAF 
(assuming an optimistic SWP allocation of 15%). MWD is now projecting a 75% 
chance it will have to allocate its water supplies in 2009, and is planning to decide 
in April whether or not to begin rationing water this July. 

l> MWD staff estimates that if statewide water conditions do not improve, 
deliveries to member agencies, including the City of LA, will be reduced by 
15 to 25 percent 

l> In the event of reduced deliveries by MWD, Los Angeles will have to 
conserve an additional 8% to 15% (50 to 1 00 T AF) beyond current 
conservation (24 TAF). 

l> Los Angeles must conserve two to four times the level of current 
conservation. 

### 
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A Call to Save Water 

CliCK HER£ 
TO VI(W 

PRF.VIOU$ lEVElS 

A fadeJ"f <:outi has cur1ailed w!llurderM.>r'•es fromMJ1ham Caf;fonll~ <luo \0 
environ~ren\ol.fodors lniM Sacramenlo-S~n Joaquin O~!ta. And, aflor" rt~oord 
dry spring thai dramalic;~lly curlailed snowrunofflromthe Siorra Navada 
m:xmteins, GovemorsctJw .. rz .. n~ggor d~dare\1 an official ~~~lewide dro1.1ghl on 
Ju/l<l 4. 2008. 

Following l.tm Govomots ad ion, lhe Me\ropolilan board o! directors I~ sued a 
Walor Supply Alorton Juno 10 forils slx-oounly service ~rl:la, ttrging loc;,J 
jurlS<liclions 10 adopt and illl'lomenl water~.onservaijon ordinances and to 
significenay iQaeasa efforts and progmms to (.'<lnserve w;~ler, 

ThO Colorado Rivor, the olher majOr source of importod suppf,es lor Mel!opor•tM, 
has &>:flertenccd dl<lught condilioo$ for e\ghl ol tl!a!nst nine y~QrS. 

Since the drought in lho lalo Hll!Os and ~arty 1990s, Melropolil.:ln ~n:>eted a plan 
to i~ove waler ~uppf1fl~ durlog·dry contf•C.on$. The lfllegrated Rosuuret:>s Plao 
<:<~lied for incrnM<nu Molmpolitmn ability io store wet-ye.llr surplus supplieS from 
thn Colorado River and North!IITI Cnlifomia'sSaerameni,.San Joaquin Da!!a. 

Tha goat has boen 10 increaso resolVes. As of2007, unouyhwaterin res....rv~ was 
available lo h<:.>IP Mut1opo!ifan withstand up to lhretl ~<ICCOSSive dry years. 

Worsening t-nvi•Ofll"ll<lnlal wndl!ions in tho Sacram;,nto-San Joaquin Della now 
challange Metropolitan's 11bUir; to repleni'h reserves illiW\ y~ars. Prolonged Q;y 
conditioM ill C~llfomie ha~o 1eduClld :r.~ail~ble ~upplies. 

Metropolitan hns lapp~d its reserves to mainl~in deliv~rio~ to •Is 26 menDer 
agem:io11 .. aut lha reserves ato not un!itr.ited. VVilh water vnt:l)r!~inlles fad119 
Souttl~m Cantomill, lh~> clmllongu ahead i$ to lowerdomond and stre!C/1 our 
roSIIIYB supptle~ as ll'IJdl ~~ poSliible. 

R~ad rr"Klra abo1.1t Govomor Sdlwna.Megg~(s declaration or a :z!!:.o:u?LO.!!K'l!W .. m:y 
du~ !o the drought 

Re~d tho Metropolilan Board lo!ler adopling tho '!'Y!l!J;L$_4t>.FJt,..&~.(!,,R~.sg]!-!l)llll· 

Rll.lld 'Q!lA)iM with Oro<Wh!t the now publication tromthe Aeaocla!lon o! 
Ce~fomia Wal~r fo.t)~ncies (ACWA) about drC/\J(Iht irrvacts aro\lnd !ho stat a ar1d 
how to becom&'lo.,.fiovl' ronsumers. 

' M PDF dooum~tll• ""rht. •~n ro<;>Ji1nA<!ol>o l'<:roh<>! Ro;>&,< ~.0"' ~ia~><•. ~ y<>U <l:> not~ ..... fo<k>OO '"'""'' RMdo<. "' "'""' ~w~ l"'Ur ""'~""'- )'Qt.l moy 
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Water Alert 

I of I 

http://www. mwdh2o .com/ mw dh2o/ pages/yoorwater/Water AI crt/levels ... 

Water Reserve Levels 

The Metropolitan Water District imports water from the Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct and from Northern 
California across the Sacramento~ San Joaquin Delta via the Stale Water Project. Metropolitan also has access to reservoirs 
and groundwater basins that can store more than tw;ce the water that Metropolitan delivers toNs 26 member agencies in a 
typical year. Favorable weather and environmental conditions allowed Mefropofitan to store more than a full year's supply of 
deliveries before dry weather in the West and court-ordered water restrictions in the Delta began to deplete reserves. Below is 
a chronology of recent water supply conditions. 

~ Adequate Reserves D Depleting Reserves Reserves for Emergencies Only 
(670,000 AF) 

MAF = Million Acre Feet AF =Acre Feet AF 

Storing Reserves 
Metropolitan stores water reserves in a network of reservoirs and groundwater basins. The capacity of this storage network 
can vary over tirne. As of April 2009, the total potential storage capacity was approximately 5.3 million acre-feet (enough 
storage to hold more than 1.6 trillion gallons of water). 

Current 

Previous 

ii:fi0'6 
:;:.HI)'/ 

NOW 

100$ 

71HVi 
zoo:' 
2008 

Metropolitan has implemented a Water Supply Allocation Plan which will initiate mandatory 
conservation throughout Southern California, effective July 1, 2009. Without the Plan, 
Metropolitan's reserve levels could have been reduced by as much as 60%, or 650,000 
acre-feeL With implementation of the Plan, we anticipate using less waler from our storage 
reserves. 

2006 
Favorable rain conditions in 
Northern California help to 
allow Metropolitan to replenish 
its storage reserves with 2.44 
million acre-feet of water, 
bringing the total reserves to 
3.11 million acre-feet, the 
peak in recent history before 
the district began to draw on 
the supplies. 

2008 
Record dry conditions in 
Southern California and court
ordered cutbacks in supplies 
from Northern California 
cre-ate a draw-down on 
reserves. 

200(· 
2007 

M ;~!)(}6 
.-.• :;.nn? 
'" :WG£1 

2009 

2007 
Metropolitan has enough 
non-emergency reserves in 
storage to handle a full year's 
demand. A 60 percent supply 
from the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta is initially 
projected. 

February 2009 
As of February 2009 
Metropolitan's water supply 
reserves were at 
appro~mately 1,770,000 AF. 
Further water supply 
restrictions in the Delta are 
projected. 
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Grim Water Supply Forecast for 2009 Reinforces Need for New Wate·r 
Delivery System 

Posted on. Thursday. 30 O~~cter 2001.1, 18.00 COT 

SACRAMENTO, Calif., Oct. 30 !PRNewswim/- The bleak water supp!y forecast for 2009 reinforces 111e pressb1g nee<.! to build a new 
water delivery system !hal will proJect l11e environment and provKfe a reliable water supply for Califomians, Water agencies receiving 
water from !he State water Project (SWP), one of the state's primary water delivery systems, may only get 15 percent of their contract 
water supplies in 2009, according to early forecasts released today by the Califonua Department of Water Resources. 

In light of the tow predictions, the State Water Contractors also warned today that residents. businesses and fanns throughout the 
state will see significant new restrictions on watet use in 2009. 

"Even if we have a we! fall and winter, the water won't netessar\ly be available to us because deliveries are also being cut to protect 
fish in the Delta. We are anticipating drasticallY reduced water supplies, regardless of weather rondi!lons." said La!Jra King Moon. 
ossislant gener<JI maf18ger of the Stale W<lter ContractOTs. "The fragility of the Dena ecosystem, combined with the drought we are 
currently experiencing, makes i! imperative fOT Califomi8 to agree on a romprehensive, long-lenn Delta fn:. We can't make it r<Jin, but 
we C<ln make the system work beller !o ensure a reliable water S!Jppfy for Californians and protect the environment." added Moon. 

This exceptionauy low lore cast is due to restrictions placed on water deliveries from the Sacramento-San Joaquifl River Delta (Delta) 
to protect endangered fish species, and severely dry conditions in California thraugho!Jl2008 that are expected to continue into 2009. 
A ten percent projected statewide allocation for the SWP Is the lOwest in California history. 

This comes at a time When Califomia Is alreadY reeling rrom ongoing hits to 
the state's water supply and delivery system. Having oeen al!ocated only 35 
percent ollheir contracted water supplies in 2008, st.nte water managers 
have been facing significantly reduced waterdel"lveries lor nearly a year. 

Oty conditions have been so had that Governor Schwar.~:enegger 11as 
formally declared California to be in a slate of drought and co!lectlvely, 
reservoirs throughout the state are at !he !owes! levels in 14 years. San luis 
Reservoir, one of the state's largest reservoirs. is able to hold 2.039.000 
acre.feet of water but today only holds a !iltle more than 230,000 acre-feet
a dism<Jl 11 percenl of capacity. In addition to drought, inslabillly within the 
Delta has significantly impacted the reliability of our water supply. Water 
exports were slashed in 2008 to prated fish species ar1d by mid-2008. 
660.000 atre..feet of water had been C!J\- enough to serve 5.3 mlllion 
Californians for one year. 

-ntis extremely low forecast 1or 2009 means that Californians will be using 
less water and paying more," said Moon. SWC member agencies have 
bee.n urging and in many cases, requiring, their customers to cut back Oil 

v.!iller use. P!Jblic water agencies have put in place rate increases, 

a, ••• ... 
mandatory restricliotls. pubflc education programs and enforcement programs to er'lsure that we are efficiently using the water that's 
l'lvai!able. 

The problems we face today go beyond weather condHions and regulatory issues. Twenty-live million Californians Md more than 3 
million acres ol agricultural land CUITent!y get their water supplies moved through the Della. However, the water delivered through \he 
Delta is at risk because of the estuary's failing condition, antiquated levees and the lhreat of natural disaster. 

Public water agencies, environmental organizations, and state and federal agencies are working together now to develop a !ong.teiTJl 
so!!Jilon. The Bay Della Conservation Plan (BDCP), a comprehensive conservation plan for the Delta. is researching new ways to 
protect the struggling ecosystem by physica!ry sep<:!rating its natura! tidal movements from tile corweya()ce of water S'Jppl"les, a 
strategy that has been identified as the best way to restore and preted the Della ecosystem and ensure a reliable water supply for 
California. for more Information on the BDCP, please visit http:/!www.resources.ca.govtbdcp!. 

The Slate Water Contractors is a statewide, non-profit association of 27 public. agencies from Northern. Central and Southern 
California that purchase water under CDI"llrac!lrom the Calilomia State Water Project Collectively the State Water Contractors deliver 
water to more than 25 million residents throughout the state and more than 750,000 acres of agricul!ura! latids. for more infonnation 
en !he State Water Contractors, please vislthtlp:ltwww.swc.org/. 

State Water Contractors 

CONTACT: Fiona H!Jtton or Ann Newton, both lor State Water Contractars,+l-818·760-2121 

Web site: h\tp:t/www.swc.org/http:/lwww.resources.ca.govlbdcp 

Sour.ce: PRNe'NSWire 
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Low snowpack may mean a third dry year for California 
Statewide the snow's lVater contellt is 61% of the aueragejigurejor this point in the season. Anocher La 
Ni11a may be developing, an expert says. Conservation is strongly urged. 

By BeUin<l Boxall 
January 30, 2009 

The all-important Sierra Nevada snowpack remains well below nonnal, signaling that Callfornia may be headed for a 

third conseci.Jtive dry yeaL 

Bat Removal in Southern California 
Abolish Pest Control offers pest and bird control services to residential and commercial 
customers in Los Angeles, Santa .. 
W\W/.abolishpestconlroLcom 
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When slate workers !ook the second snow measurement of !he winter Thursday, they found that statewide the 

snow's water content was 61% of the average, over many years, for I his point In the season. The ftgure was even 

!ower in the northern Sierra, which feeds \he state's biggest reservoirs. 

There are still lwo months left for winter precipitation to catch up. But stale officials say it is increasingly unfikely 

California will get enough to break the drought that is draining reservoirs and prompting increasingly urgent calls for 
conservation. 

Senior stale meteorologist Elissa Lynn said La Nifia conditions, wh\ch led to an excepUonaJJy dry spring last year. 

may be redeveloping. 

"There's not a lot of indications the rest of the year will be normat and even if it were, we'd still wind up below 

average for the northern Sierra," she said. 

Water storage in California's major reservoirs is about 60% of average for this date, while statewide precipitation is 

70% of the norm. 

The picture is brightest in the southern Sierra --an important source of water for Los Angeles -where precipitation 

is almost normal. But even there, snowpack -· measured as the snow's water content-- is 68% of average. 

Lynn said that overall, hydrological conditions are about the same in the state as they were during the last major 

drought. from 198 7 to 1992. 

Court-ordered, environmental reslric!ions on p.Jmping from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta are adding to 
water supply worries. 

"It's imperative for Californians to conserve water immediately at home and in their businesses," state water 
resources director Lester Snow said in a statement 

Southern California water managers have warned there is an increasing chance that rationing will be imposed this 

summer. 

betllna.boxall@latimes.com 
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LOS ANGELES JOURNAL 

Giving Lessons in Traffic Safety at Middle Schools 

LOS ANGELES -At 2:58 each weekday afternoon, the adults brace for traffic chaos at 

Florence Nightingale Middle School. 

The bell sounds, and children dash to the left and right. Some bounce basketballs as they 

make their way to waiting cars - some parked illegally - backpacks swing perilously from 

side to side, and many pile into Metro buses idling two lanes deep. School administrators in 

bright orange vests move their charges gingerly through a crosswalk as the children try to 

hurl themselves toward burger joints across the street. 

"You guys stink like moldy cheese," barked Mitchell Summer, the dean of students, as he 

struggled to move the masses across a busy intersection with a broken traffic signal. "Come 

on, let's go, let's go!" 

Among the many worries of Los Angeles parents who pack their children off to school each 

day, traffic dangers have been looming larger in recent years: 

The number of serious traffic incidents involving schoolchildren across the 900 Los Angeles 

public schools has signiticantly increased, particularly around middle schools, which are not 

staffed by crossing guards, school administrators and law enforcement officials say. Last 

year, two eighth-grade girls in Wilmington, near the Po1t of Los Angeles, were hit by 

vehicles near school, and one girl was left partly paralyzed. 

The tra:ff1c dangers have become so widespread that the Los Angeles City Attorney's Office 

vvill soon begin training parents for volunteer traffic control and safety duty. 

"The problem is that there are not enough resources," said Michelle McGinnis, a prosecutor 

in the office. "And those resources are diminishing." Financing for crossing guards has 

http://www .nytimes.com/2009/04/1 0/us/1 Ocrossing.html? _r= 1 &pagewanted=print 7/22/2009 
000908 



Los Angeles Journal- Giving Lessons in Traffic Safety at Middle Schools- NYTimes.com Page 2 of 3 

decreased steadily over 15 years, and there is a lack of applicants for the jobs, school district 

officials said. 

From January to November 2008, there were 153 traffic-related injuries around schools, 

which Los Angeles public school officials said was much higher than five years ago, though 

they could not provide data for prior years. 

In recent years, traffic has become among the top three safety concerns in schools, said 

Michael Hopwood, the central operations coordinator for the Los Angeles Unified School 

District. 

Increased traffic around schools has vexed other major cities, too. Nationwide, roughly 21 

percent of morning traffic is generated by parents driving children to school, said Raquel 

Rivas, a spokeswoman for Safe Rout~li..t9 School, a national organization formed to 
encourage walking and bicycling to school. 

Traffic patterns around schools in Los Angeles have become clogged and often dangerous 

because of a large growth in student enrollment and an increase in the number of parents 

who ferry their children to and from school out of fear for their safety, Mr. Hopwood said. 

Especially in high-crime areas, parents are reluctant to let their children walk. 

"It's getting worse and worse each year," said Brad Smith, an environmental health and 

safety officer at the school district, "because so many parents feel that they need to drop 

their kids at the front entrance of the school because they are concerned about harm." 

A school bus driver, Michelle Coleman, says middle schools are her biggest nightmare. "The 

parents park right here where the buses need to be," Ms. Coleman said the other day outside 
Florence Nightingale, northeast of downtown Los Angeles. 

Luz Bunacaba conceded that she was part of the problem. But with bus fare of $5 a day and 

the distance too far for her 15-year-old son to walk, Ms. Bunacaba parks in the bus lane. "I 
have to," she said, "it's the only way." 

Part of the problem is that schools lack enough crosswalks, so students cross in the middle 

of the block, Mr. Hopwood said. 

"We have sidewalks that are too thin," he said. "At one high school, there are over 5,000 

students on the sidewalks, and they get impatient with one another. We have lots of parents 

double parking. There is just not enough room, and there have been lots of incidents of 

students getting hit." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/J 0/us/l Ocrossing.htmJ? _ r= 1 &pagewanted=print 712212009 
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Some parents try to intervene, sometimes though a school district program that trains them 

how to manage car-pool lanes during drop off. But unless parents are trained, that can lead 

to problems, Ms. McGinnis said. 

At one middle school downtown, she said, parents stood on a corner for hours, studying 

officers for tips on directing traffic, and then tried to emulate them. But they did not have 

proper training or equipment, and ended up drawing the unhappy attention of the police 

themselves. 

In studying the safety problems at the middle schools, the Los Angeles city attorney's school 

safety prosecutors were surprised to see that traffic was a pressing problem at nearly all of 

the nine most troubled schools. 

So the office, using Los Angeles Police Department officers, came up vvith a training 
program and bought traffic safety equipment- bright vests, traffic cones- to try to 

"professionalize" parents and other volunteers. 

The city attorney, Rocky Delgadillo, is also pressing the Police Department to enhance 

enforcement of traffic laws around schools. "It's a small investment with a big return," said 

Mr. Delgadillo's spokesman, Nick Velasquez. "Making do with less in tough times." 

Copyright 20QQ I!J.g New York Times Company 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/l 0/us/1 Ocrossing.html? _r= 1 &pagewanted=print 7/22/2009 
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U.S. Global Change Research Program Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States 

12 

I. Global warming is unequivocal and primarily human-induced. 
Global temperature has increased over the past 50 years. This observed increase is due primarily to human
induced emissions of heat-trapping gases. (p. 13) 

L Climate changes are underway in the United States and are projected to grow. 
Climate-related changes are already observed in the United States and its coastal waters. These include increases 
in heavy downpours, rising temperature and sea I eve], rapidly retreating glaciers, thawing permafrost) lengthening 
growing seasons, lengthening ice-free seasons in the ocean and on lakes and rivers, earlier snowmelt, and 
alterations in river flows. These changes are projected to grow. (p. 27) 

3. Widespread climate-related impacts are occurring now and are expected to increase. 
Climate changes are already affecting water, energy, transportation, agriculture, ecosystems, and health. These 
impacts are diflerent from region to region and will grow under projected climate change. (p. 41-106, 107-152) 

4. Climate change will stress water resources. 
Water is an issue in every region, but the nature of the potential impacts varies. Drought, related to reduced 
precipitation, increased evaporation, and increased water loss from plants, is an important issue in many regions, 
especially in the West. Floods and water quality problems are likely to be amplified by climate change in most 
regions. Declines in mountain snowpack are important in the West and Alaska where snowpack provides vital 
natural water storage. (p. 41, 129, 135, 139) 

5. Crop and livestock production will_be increasingly challenged. 
Many crops show positive responses to elevated carbon dioxide and low levels of warming, but higher levels of 
warming often negatively aflect growth and yields. Increased pests, water stress, diseases, and weather extremes 
will pose adaptation challenges for crop and livestock production. (p. 71) 

6. Coastal areas are at increasing risk from sea-level rise and storm surge. 
Sea-level rise and storm surge place many U.S. coasta·l areas at increasing risk of erosion and flooding) especially 
along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, Pacific Islands, and parts of Alaska. Energy and transportation infrastructure 
and other property in coastal areas are very likely to be adversely affected. (p. Ill, 139, 145, 149) 

7. Risks to human health will increase. 
Harmful health impacts of climate change are related to increasing heat stress, waterborne diseases, poor air qual
ity, extreme weather events, and diseases transmitted by insects and rodents. Reduced cold stress provides some 
benefits. Robust public health infrastructure can reduce the potential for negative impacts. (p. 89) 

8. Climate change will interact with many social and environmental stresses. 
Climate change will combine with pollution, population growth, overuse of resources, urbanization, and other 
social, economic, and environmental stresses to create larger impacts than from any of these factors alone. (p. 99) 

9. Thresholds will be cmssed, leading to large changes in climate and ecosystems. 
There are a variety of thresholds in the climate system and ecosystems. These thresholds determine, for example, 
the presence of sea ice and permafrost, and the survival of species, from fish to insect pests, with implications for 
society. With further climate change, the crossing of additional thresholds is expected. (p. 76, 82, 115, 137, 142) 

I 0. Future climate change and its impacts depend on choices made today. 
The amount and rate of future climate change depend primarily on current and future human-caused emissions 
of heat-trapping gases and airborne particles. Responses involve reducing emissions to limit future warming, and 
adapting to the changes that are unavoidable. (p. 25, 29) 
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Recent warming in the Southwest 
has been among the most 
rapid in the nation. This is 

driving declines in spring snowpack and Colorado River flow. 
Projections offuture climate change indicate continued strong 
warming in the region, with much larger increases under higher 
emissions scenarios compared to lower. Projected summertime 
temperature increases are greater than the annual average 
increases in parts of the region and are likely to be exacerbated 
by expanding urban heat island effects. Further water cycle 
changes are projected, which, combined with increasing 
temperatures, signal a serious water supply challenge in the 
decades and centuries ahead. The prospect of future droughts 
becoming more severe due to warming is a significant concern, 
especially because the Southwest continues to lead the nation in 
population growth. 

Water supplies will become 
increasingly scarce, calling for trade
offs among competing uses, and 
potentially leading to conflict. 

Water is vital to agriculture, hydroelectric 
power production, the growing human 
population, and ecosystems. Water supplies 
in some areas are already becoming limited. 
Large reductions in spring precipitation 
are projected for the Southwest. Continued 
temperature increases combined with river 
flow reductions and rapid population growth 
will increase competition for water supplies. 
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Increasing temperature, drought, wildfire, 
and invasive species will accelerate 
transformation of the landscape. 

Impacts of climate change on the landscape of the 
Southwest are likely to be substantial, threatening 
biological diversity, protected areas, and ranching 
and agricultural lands. Temperature increases have 
made the current drought in the region more severe 
than the natural droughts of the last several centuries. 
Record-setting wildfires are resulting from the 
rising temperatures and related reductions in spring 
snowpack and soil moisture. 

Increased frequency and altered timing 
of flooding will increase risks to people, 
ecosystems, and infrastructure. 

Rapid landscape transformation due to vegetation 
die-off, wildfire, and loss of wetlands along rivers 
reduces flood-buffering capacity. Decreased snow 
cover on the lower slopes of high mountains and 
the increased fraction of winter precipitation falling 
as rain and therefore running off more rapidly also 
increases flood risk. 

Unique tourism and recreation opportunities are likely to suffer. 

Rising temperatures will adversely affect winter activities such as downhill and cross-country skiing, 
snowshoeing, and snowmobiling. Later snow and less snow coverage are projected for ski resort areas, 
particularly those in the southern part of the region. Decreases from 40 to almost 90 percent are likely in end
of-season snowpack under high emissions scenarios in counties with major ski resorts from New Mexico to 
California. 

Cities and agriculture face increasing risks from a changing climate. 

With more intense, longer-lasting heat waves projected to occur over this century, demands for air conditioning 
are expected to deplete electricity supplies, increasing risks of brownouts and blackouts. Much of the region's 
agriculture will experience detrimental impacts in a 
warmer future, particularly specialty crops in California 
such as apricots, almonds, artichokes, figs, kiwis, olives, 
and walnuts. These and other such crops require a 
minimum number of hours below a chilling temperature 
threshold in the winter to set fruit for the following year. 
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The Southwest region stretches from the southern 
Rocky Mountains to the Pacific Coast Elevations 
range from the lowest in the cotmtry to among the 
highest, with climates ranging from the driest to 
some of the wettest. Past climate records based 
on changes in Colorado River flows indicate that 
drought is a frequent featttre of the Southwest, with 
some of the longest documented "megadroughts" 
on Earth. Since the 1940s, the region has experi
enced its most rapid population and urban growth. 
During this time, there were both unusually wet 
periods (including much of 1980s and 1990s) and 
dry periods (including much of 1950s and 1960s)."' 
The prospect of future droughts becoming more 
severe as a result of global warming is a significant 
concern, especially because the Southwest contin
ues to lead the nation in population growth. 

Human-induced climate change appears to be well 
underway in the Southwest Recent warming is 
among the most rapid in the nation, significantly 
more than the global average in some areas. This is 
driving declines in spring snowpack and Colorado 
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River flow. 34
,
160

•161 Projections suggest continued 
strong warming, with much larger increases under 
higher emissions scenarios9' compared to lower 
emissions scenarios. Projected summertime tem
perature increases are greater than the annual aver
age increases in some parts of the region, and are 
likely to be exacerbated locally by expanding urban 
heat island effects.'50 Further water cycle changes 
are projected~ which, combined with increasing 
temperatures, signal a serious water supply chal
lenge in the decades and centuries ahead. 34,159 

Water supplies are projected to become 
increasingly scarce, calling for trade-offs 
among competing uses, and potentially 
leading to conflict. 

Water is, quite literally, the lifeblood of the South
west. The largest use of water in the region is 
associated with agriculture, including some oft be 
nation's most important crop-producing areas in 
California. Water is also an important source of 
hydroelectric power~ and water is required for the 
large population growth in the region, particu-
larly that of major cities such as Phoenix and Las 
Vegas. Water also plays a critical role in supporting 
healthy ecosystems across the region, both on land 
and in rivers and takes. 

Water supplies in some areas of the Southwest are 
already becoming limited, and this trend toward 
scarcity is likely to be a harbinger of future water 
shortages.H451 Groundwater pumping is lower-
ing water tables1 while rising temperatures reduce 
river flows in vital rivers including the Colorado.34 

Limitations imposed on water supply by projected 
temperature increases are likely to be made worse 
by substantial reductions in rain and snowfall in the 
spring months, when precipitation is most needed 
to fill reservoirs to meet summer demand.151 

A warmer and drier future means extra care will 
be needed in planning the allocation of water for 
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the coming decades. The Colorado Compact, negotiated in the 1920s, allocated the Colorado River's water 
among the seven basin states. [twas based, however) on unrealistic assumptions about how much water was 
available because the observations ·of runoff during the early 1900s turned out to be part of the greatest and 

longest high-flow period of the last five cen
turies:152 Today, even in normal decades, the 
Colorado River does not have enough water 
to meet the agreed-upon allocations. During 
droughts and under projected future condi
tions, the situation looks even bleaker. 

During droughts, water designated for agricul
ture could provide a temporary back-up sup
ply for urban water needs. Similarly, non-re
newable groundwater could be tapped during 
especially dry periods. Both of these options, 
however, come at the cost of either current or 
future agricultural production. 

Water is already a subject of contention in 
the Southwest, and climate change-- coupled 
with rapid population growth- promises 
to increase the likelihood of water-related 
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conflict Projected temperature increases, com
bined with river-ftow reductions, will increase the 
risk of water conflicts between sectors, states, and 
even nations. In recent years, negotiations regard
ing existing water supplies have taken place among 
the seven states sharing the Colorado River and 
the two states (New Mexico and Texas) sharing the 
Rio Grande. Mexico and the United States already 
disagree on meeting their treaty allocations of Rio 
Grande and Colorado River water. 

In addition, many water settlements between the 
U.S. Government and Native American tribes have 
yet to be fully worked out The Southwest is home 
to dozens of Native communities whose status as 
sovereign nations means they hold rights to the 
water for use on their land. However, the amount 
of water actually available to each nation Is deter
mined through negotiations and litigation . .Increas
ing water demand in the Southwest is driving 
current negotiations and litigation of tribal water 
rights. While several nations have legally settled 
their water rights, many other tribal negotiations 
are either currently underway or pending. Compet
ing demands from treaty rights, rapid development, 
and changes in agriculture in the region, exacer
bated by years of drought and climate change, have 
the potential to spark significant conflict over an 
already over-allocated and dwindling resource. 

Increasing temperature, drought, 
wildfire, and invasive species will 
accelerate transformation of 
the landscape. 

Climate change already appears to be influenc-
ing both natural and managed ecosystems of the 
Southwest.455'm Future landscape impacts are likely 
to be substantial, threatening biodiversity, pro
tected areas, and ranching and agricultural lands_ 
These changes are often driven by multiple factors, 
including changes in temperature and di;ought pat
terns, wildfire, invasive species, and pests. 

Conditions observed in recent years can serve as 
indicators for future change. For example) tempera
ture increases have made the current drought in 
the region more severe than the natural droughts of 
the last several centuries. As a result, about 4,600 
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sqnare miles ofpifion-juniper woodland in the Four 
Corners region of the Southwest have experienced 
substantial die-off of pifion pine trees;1s; Record 
wildfires are also being driven by rising tempera
tures and related reductions in spring snowpack 
and soil moisture.453 

How climate change will affect fire in the South
west varies according to location. In general? tOtal 
area burned is projected to increase.459 How this 
plays out at individual locations, however, depends 
on regional changes in temperature and precipita
tion~ as wel1 as on whether fire in the area is cur
rently limited by fuel availability or by rainfalL460 

For example, fires in wetter, forested areas are 
expected to increase in frequency, while areas 
where fire is limited by the availability of fine fuels 
experience decreases. 46° Climate changes could 
also create subtle shifts in fire behavior, allowing 
more "runaway fires"- fires that are thought to 
have been brought under control, but then rekin
dle.'" The magnitude of fire damages, in terms of 
economic impacts as well as direct endangerment, 
also increases as urban development increasingly 
impinges on forested areas.4<i0-462 

Climate-fire dynamics will also be affected by 
changes in the distribution of ecosystems across the 
Southwest Increasing temperatures and shifting 
precipitation patterns will drive declines in high
elevation ecosystems such as alpine forests and 
tundra.459

,
463 Under higher emissions scenarios,91 

high-elevation forests i.n California, for example, 
are projected to decline by 60 to 90 percent be-
fore the end of the century. 234

,
459 At the same time, 

grasslands are projected to expand, another factor 
likely to increase fire risk. 

As temperatures .rise, some iconic landscapes of 
the Southwest will be greatly altered as species 
shift their ranges northward and upward to cooler 
climates, and fires attack unaccustomed ecosys
tems which lack natural defenses. The Sonoran 
Desert, for example, famous for the saguaro cactus, 
would look very different if more woody species 
spread northward from Mexico into areas currently 
dominated by succulents (such as cacti) or native 
grasses}64 The desert is already being invaded 
by red brome and buffle grasses that do well in 
high temperatures and are native to Africa and the 
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Mediterranean. Not only do these noxious weeds 
out-compete some nat[ve species in the Sonoran 
Desert, they also fuel hot, cactus-killing fires. With 
these invasive plant species and climate change, 
the Saguaro and Joshua Tree national parks could 
end up with far fewer of their namesake plants:"' 
In California, two-thirds of the more than 5,500 na
tive plant species are projected to experience range 
reductions up to 80 percent before the end of this 
century under projected warming.'" In their search 
for optimal conditions, some species will move 
uphill, others northward, breaking up present-day 
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ecosystems; those species moving southward to 
higher elevations might cut off future migration op
tions as temperatures continue to increase. 

The potential for successful plant and animal 
adaptation to coming change is further hampered 
by existing regional threats such as human-caused 
fragmentation of the landscape, invasive species, 
river-flow reductions, and pollution. Given the 
mountainous nature of the Southwest, and the asso
ciated impediments to species shifting their ranges~ 
climate change likely places other species at risk. 
Some areas have already been identi tied as possible 
refuges where species at risk could continue to live 
if these areas were preserved for this purpose.'" 
Other rapidly changing landscapes will require 
major adjustments, not only from plant and animal 
species, but also by the region's ranchers, foresters, 
and other inhabitants. 

Increased frequency and altered timing 
of flooding will increase risks to people, 
ecosystems, and infrastructure. 

Paradoxically, a warmer atmosphere and an in
tensified water cycle are likely to mean not only 
a greater likelihood of drought for the Southwest, 
but also an increased risk of flooding. Winter 
precipitation in Arizona, for example, is already 
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becoming more variable? with a trend toward both 
more frequent extremely dry and extremely wet 
winters.472 Some water systems rely on sma1Ier 
reservoirs being filled up each year. More frequent 
dry winters suggest an increased risk of these 
systems running short of water. However, a greater 
potential for flooding also means reservoirs cannot 
be filled to capacity as safely in years where that 
is possible. Flooding also causes reservoirs to fill 
with sediment at a faster rate, thus reducing their 
water-storage capacities. 

On the global and national scales, precipitation 
patterns are already observed to be shilting, with 
more rain falling in heavy downpours that can lead 
to flooding. 90,·lTJ Rapid landscape transfOrmation 
due to vegetation die-off and wildfire as well as 
Joss of wetlands along rivers is also likely to reduce 
flood-buffering capacity. Moreover, increased 
flood risk in the Southwest is likely to result from a 
combination of decreased snow cover on the lower 
slopes of high mountains, and an increased fraction 
of winter precipitation falling as rain and therefore 
running off more rapidly.154 The increase in rain 
on snow events will also result in rapid runoff and 
flooding. 474 

The most obvious impact of more frequent flooding 
is a greater risk to human beings and their infra
structure. This applies to locations along major riv
ers, but also to much broader and highly vulnerable 
areas such as the Sacramento-San Joaquin River 
Delta system. Stretching from the San Francisco 
Bay nearly to the state capital of Sacramento, the 
Sacramento--San Joaquin River Delta and Suisun 
Marsh make up the largest estuary on the West 
Coast of North America. With its rich soils and 
rapid subsidence rates-· in some locations as high 
as 2 or more feet per decade -the entire Delta re
gion is now below sea level, protected by more than 
a thousand miles oflevees and damsY5 Projected 
changes in the timing and amount of river flow, 
particularly in winter and spring, is estimated to 
more than double the risk of Delta flooding events 
by mid-century, and result in an eight-fold increase 
before the end of the century."' Taking into account 
the additional risk of a major seismic event and 
increases in sea level due to climate change over 
this century, the California Bay-Delta Authority 
has concluded that the Delta and Suisun Marsh are 
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not sustainable under current practices; efforts are 
underway to identify and implement adaptation 
strategies aimed at reducing these risks.'n6 

Unique tourism and recreation 
opportunities are likely to suffer. 

1ourism and recreation are important aspects of 
the region's economy. Increasing temperatures will 
affect important winter activlt:ies such as down
hill and cross-country skiing, snowshoeing, and 
snowmobiling, which require snow on the ground. 
Projections indicate later snow and less snow cov
erage in ski resort areas~ particularly those at lower 
elevations and in the Southern part of the region. 7s4 

Decreases from 40 to almost 90 percent are likely 
in end-of-season snow pack under a higher emis
sions scenario91 in counties with major ski resorts 
from New Mexico to California.'·17 In addition 
to shorter seasons? earlier wet snow avalanches 
-more than six weeks earlier by the end of this 
century under a higher emissions scenario91 -could 
force ski areas to shut down affected runs before 
the season would otherwise end.478 Resorts reguire 
a certain number of days just to break even; cutting 
the season short by even a few weeks, particularly 
if those occur during the lucrative holiday season, 
could easily render a resort unprofitable. 

Even in non-winter months, ecosystem degradation 
will affect the quality of the experience for hikers, 
bikers, birders, and others who enjoy the South
west's natural beauty. Water sports that depend on 
the flows of rivers and sufficient water in Jakes and 
reservoirs are already being affected, and much 
larger changes are expected. 

Cities and agriculture face increasing 
risks from a changing climate. 

Resource use in the Southwest is involved in a 
constant three~way tug-of-war among preserving 
natural ecosystems, supplying the needs of rapidly 
expanding urban areas, and protecting the lucrative 
agricultural sector1 which, particularly in Califor
nia, is largely based on highly temperature- and 
water-sensitive specialty crops. Urban areas are 
also sensitive to temperature-related impacts on air 
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quality, electricity demand, and the health of 
their inhabitants. 

The magnitude of projected temperature increases 
tor the Southwest, particularly when combined 
with urban heat island effects for major cities such 
as Phoenix, Albuquerque, Las Vegas, and many 
California cities, represent significant stresses 
to health, electricity, and water supply in a re
gion that already expe-riences very high summer 
temperatures. 284

·
325.4 50 

If present-day levels of ozone-producing emis
sions are maintained, rising temperatures also 
imply declining air quality in urban areas such as 
those in California which already experience some 
of the worst air quality in the nation (see Society 
sector)."' Continued rapid population growth is 
expected to exacerbate these concerns. 

With more intense) longer-lasting heat wave events 
projected to occur over this century, demands for 
air conditioning are expected to deplete electricity 
supplies, increasing risks of brownouts and black
outs.'" Electricity supplies will also be affected 
by changes in the timing of river flows and where 
hydroelectric systems have limited storage capacity 
and reservoirs (see Energy sector):180·481 

Much of the region1s agriculture will experi
ence detrimental impacts in a warmer future, 
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particularly specialty crops in California such as 
apricots, almonds, artichokes, figs, kiwis, olives, 
and walnuts."'·"' These and other specialty crops 
require a minimum number of hours at a chill-
ing temperature threshold in the winter to become 
dormant and set fruit fOr the following year.~s2 

Accumulated winter chilling hours have already 
decreased across central California and its coastal 
valleys. This trend is projected to continue to the 
point where chilling thresholds for many key crops 
would no longer be met. A steady reduction in win
ter chilling could have serious economic impacts on 
fruit and nut production in the region. California's 
losses due to future climate change are estimated 
between zero and 40 percent for wine and table 
grapes, almonds, oranges, walnuts, and avocadoes, 
varying significantly by location.'" 

Adaptation strategies for agriculture in CalifOr-
nia include more efficient irrigation and shifts 
in cropping patterns, which have the potential to 
help compensate for climate-driven increases in 
water demand for agriculture due to rising tem
peratures.'" The ability to use groundwater and/or 
water designated for agriculture as backup sup
plies for urban uses in times of severe drought is 
expected to become more important in the future as 
cEmate change dries out the Southwest; however, 
these supplies are at risk of being depleted as urban 
populations swell (see Water sector). 
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A majority of the City's key public works infrastructure, in the downtown area, was 
constructed and put in place in the early to mid-1900s. These components include the City's 
streets, sidewalks, street lights, st01m drains, sewers, water lines and power lines. 

The implementation of the infrastructure coincided with the early expansion of the City 
and the establishment of its diverse business and residential sectors. These sectors and the City's 
public works infrastructure have been vital partners in solidifying the City's modem day 
prominence. 

However, much of the City's downtown infrastructure hasn't been upgraded in several 
decades. Thls·has resulted in declining and less efficient service levels for downtovm City 
residents. For example, the City has experienced sewer leaks that have polluted local waterways. 
In addition, dovmtown residents have been impacted by power outages due to poor electrical 
infrastructure. These conditions, and others, have limited the City's ability to provide consistent 
and efficient service levels. 

In order to address this matter, the Department of Public Works, and its appropriate 
Bureaus, and the Department of Water and Power should conduct a thorough review of the City's 
dovmtown infrastructure and provide the Council with an assessment of its condition. These 
Departments should then provide the Council with plans to upgrade.and repair infrastructure 
elements that call for it. 

I:n this manner, appropriate service levels may be re-established and the City's core may 
initiate new economic growth. 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Department of Public Work's Bureau of Sanitation, 
Bureau of Street Services, Bureau of Street Lighting, Bureau of Engineering and the Depru.tment 
of Water and Power be instructed to conduct an exru.uination of the City's downtovm 
infrastructure, including an assessment of its condition, and their plru.r to upgrade and repair it to 
appropriate service levels. 

I FURTFIER MOVE that the Department of Water and Power, include in its 
infrastructure review and upgrade plw~ the feasibility of including electrical nodes for filming 
11eeds in strategic locations throughout downtown. ·-; C:> 

:I:J -PRESENTED BY: ~':::'::t:T;~--1------ C) 

SECONDED BY: 
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MOTION 
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Over the last few weeks fires have ravaged the Southern California region. Just this past 
weekend three major fires resulted in thousands of local residents losing their homes. As 
a region, we could not be more proud of our public safety personnel; despite hurricane 
force winds fueling devastating fires across the region, not a single loss ofhmnan life was 
reported. 

Prior to and during the fires, the availability of water and low water pressure to fight fires 
was reported. In other areas, water infrastructme was designed to fight house fires, not 
wildfires. Firefighting personnel were challenged to fight the fires, making containment 
and protection of structures difficult, if not impossible. 

Recently, the Department of Water and Power proposed and the City Council approved, 
rate increases for major infrastructme investment for water and power. The Council was 
told that much of the local infrastructure was dilapidated due to age and increasing 
demand. The delivery of electric power was particularly highlighted due to recent power 
outages, however, it was acknowledged that all infrastnJctme is in need of maintenance. 
Yet despite months of thorough discussions on the power and water rates, at no time was 
the risk to emergency services provision adequately highlighted. 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Department of Water and Power report to the City 
Council immediately with an explanation for the lack of water pressure or availability of 
water in locations within the City for fighting fires. 

I FURTHER MOVE that the Department of Water and Power explain specifically how 
the rate increases will fund the needed infrastructure investments to address and 
ameliorate these problems. The DWP report should also develop a plan. to expedite these 
improvements in places at greatest risk to natmal and man-made disasters. 

PRESENTED BY:._· :::.rA---::!Lbd~=· ~:;::::_ __ _ 
wl/NriYGREUEL 
Counci mber, 2"d District 

NOV 1 9 2008 /tf' 
Of?-3!0c!( 
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Los Angeles Times: Driving on L.A.'s Westside: 10 miles in 60 minutes 
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From lhe l.os Angeles Times 

Driving on LA's Westside: 10 miles in 60 minutes 
Traffic in lhe region is mnong the country's worst Some people change routes or sd~&dules. Others just slay home 
Sy Robert J. Lopez 

June 21. Z009 

D01~'tlell Ca!hy Glueck aboul rr<'lffic on Los Angeles' Westside. 

Page I of2 

Zigzagging along StJrface streets in her heavy-duly Ford Flex. l'lhich she affectionately calls her ''schlepper-mobile ," she's become adept at finding the fastest routes to shuttle her 
children to evening sports pracflce from their llQme in Beverly;vood. 

FOR THE RECORD: 
Westside traffic: An article i1\ Stmday's California r.ecHon about traffic on Los Angeles' Westside refelfed to Rodeo Drive and Ocelln Park Avenue. The r.lreet names should have 
been Rodeo Road and Ocean Park Boulevard. The s!ory also indicated that Palms BouleV<~rd was a nor!h-sotJth thorcughfare. It actually runs east-wesl. .AJso. a secondary reference 
to 8everlywood resident ,lana Richland misstated her name as Richmond.-

If Plco Boulevard is too crowdl'!d. which it usually fs. she"ll snake along winding side streets !luoug!l Cheviot Hills nnd v:ork he-rw~>y to Sawtelle a no Olymf)IC boulevards to !eave her 
15-year-old daughter at soccer practice. 

Th;m s11e"IJ circle back. eyeing the flowofczrs along the way. \ls sM looks for lhe best route lo cui across Culver City to reach Jefferson Boulevard and Rodeo Drive. whe1e her 7-
year-old daughler h8s gymn~>stics practice. 

FOR THE RECORD: Westside traffic: An ar1icle in Sunday's California section about traffic on the \•Vests ide of Los P..11ge1es referred to Rodeo Drive and Ocean Park Avenu~. Tile 
street names should ha\1(; bet:m Rodeo Road and Ocean Park Boulevard. The anicle also said Palms Boulevard was a north-south thoroughfare-. 11 achJal!y runs east-west. And a 
se<""..oflliary refecrence to Beverlywood resident Jat\ll Richland misspel!ed her name ss Richmond. 
Total time to traverse !11e 10 or so mtles~ 60 minutes, if she's lucky. 

For Giueck, who jokes that sl1e operates B taxi service. more tlme on 111e roM means less t!me to tske r.are of everything else. 

'There's always so many things 10 do:· she said. ~That loss of freedom ls real for me." 

In Southern California. the automobile has long been synonymous with freedom. Need to go to tl)e s!Ore? ,Jump in the ~r. lvleeting frlenos for dinner? Not a Problem. 

Butlhafs not easy to do in Westside communities, where drivers face some of the worsttr-afiic condllions in the nation. As a result, people take longer routes, chnnge routines. limit 
family outings or don"\ drive at all during certain Hmes of lhe day 

For years. Los Angeles tmnspor!alion officials have tried to get ahead of the prcb]em by colh!c!i11g traffic data at hundreds of intersections. 

Gut they admi\ that they're not equipped to deeply analyze It because they lack enough staff. 

The data do confirm. ll;M,wer.that Westside tmffic is cons!antiy cho-nglng. For example, last ;;pring and summer •• with gasoline prices hovering around S4 a ga!lon ·-traffic volumes 
saw double-digit drops as fewer people chose to dr~1e. Then. as prices declined to around S2.28 a gilllon, traffic volumes SVIl.lflg back up. 

So now that summer gas prices are slowly rising again, life may become at leas! a little easier for parents like Gluecl• an(J fellow BeverlyNood resident Jaf\a Rich taM. v11l0 refuse to 
let jammed s1reets block opportunities for their d1ildren. 

"II is definrlely on the forefront of my consciousness," Rk:hland said of her efforts to cope with trsmc. 

To beal \he congesticn. she said, she'!! be char"!Qing tile tlfl)(~ of her 3-year-old dl!lllghte!'s aflemoon swirn lesson next month alltle Wests"1de Jewish Center pool 

fhe problem~ The lesson is i 5 minutes, but it takes Richland 20 minutes to gello the center 1r1 traffic and 20 minutes to gel t.ome. 

"There's no way l'm going to do that," she said. 

Experts said more drivers are bec.oming ""direci copers· like Ric!1mond and Glueck, v<!lying driving pa:terns or daily schedules becm.:se of snarled roadways 

"Direct copers are going to say, 'What ls the most logical way of dealing with \his?"" said Dwight A. Hennessy. a psychology professor Bt Buffalo Stale College in New Ycrk who has 
sludled the ways drlving affects motorists. 

But es people take pro<1o\ive measures and seek other routes. Hennessy said. traffic spreads lo roads that used to be relatively open. 

One bm:t spollhal Ricll!and tries to avoid is San Vicente and La Cienega boulevards. a crossroad near the Beverly Center mall and Cedars-Sinai Medi~l Center. 

Ol!ring a traffic count taken on a Thursday IBS! August. 17.695 vehicles were driven on San Vicente. That figure increased 118% ··with 38,611 vehicles counted on a Monday this 
ApriL 

In Santa Mo11ka, traffic at the clly's 20 busiest morning and evening in!emeC11ons in~reased 7% from 2002 to 2007. a Times review of city records st1ows 

Earlier this year, Santa r,1onfca resident Nancy Geshke lried a different way to beat morning traffic whife frying to do a good luln for the environment. Sho left her car par'r\ed and 
began r!di119 her bike to school wilh her 8-year-o!d son and 7-year-old daughter. 

As they pedaled pas I Santa Monica College and across Pico Boulevard. cars zoomed by or darted in and out of patking lois, Geshke said. They tried two other routes. Same thing. 

"It war. like taking your life in your own hands." she said. "'V\Iith kids, it's too scary.~ 

New she taMs them ·rn the car. A nonprofit consullant who works from home, Geshke tries to f1mil her driving lo IBle mom"1ng and early aflernoon. "Any llme after 3 o'clock."' she said. 
"it's a nigh\milre.'" 

!ndl!ed, evening rush hour trnffic counts were 9% higher at Santa Monica's 20 busiest i!'l\ersections than those sampled dttring morning hours in 2007, acccro'ing to the mo:~t recent 
data available. (City officials say the difference is probably largely the result of molorlsls lea~ing lor wolil at stzggered hours but arriving home more closely together.) 

Evening traffiC has become so bad. Gesh~e said. that she rarely takes her children to eat burgers at one of their favorite hengouts. The restaurant is on Ocean Park Avenue. a busy 
evening oliery lor drivers heading east to a neflrby 10 Freeway onmmp on Centinela Avenl!e. 

"ll became like a disaster to get there." said GeshKe, 1t1ho lives less than n.vo miles away. 

Gluec.~. the Bever!ywood mother wh« shullles her childrerll"!cross the \Vestslde. said 11er 7-year-olct daughter "has spent most of her aflemoon life in the back seat of my car." 

http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la·me·traffic21-2009j un2! ,0, !63 3979 ,print.story 
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Los Angeles Times: Driving on LA.'s Westside: I 0 miles in 60 minutes 

On a recent ev<:ning. things were going well alter she left her older daughter at soccer practice in the S<~vAelle neighborhood, Glueck saitl. 

Her next slop was gymnaslics cl;;~ss near Baldwin Hills. 

She often heads south on Palms Boulevard to navigate lhrocgh Culver City. But cars were moving at a decent pace aJong SawJeiJe. 

So she stayad where she was. 

She got trapped in traffic at Venice Boulevard. 

Congestion at that intersection. next to a busy off ramp and oMamp for !he 405 Freeway, can vary \'lid ely from day to day. 

tn a count taken in April by Los Angeles' lransportation agency. 30.414 vehicles drove Sawtelle. That ~;as a 34.8% increase over a col>nllakeo a year earlier. 

Page 2 of2 

Glueck VO'iffld she would never drive !hal way again. Sul she's been ontne Westside long erlough to know that the ne;:t street might not be any beuer. 'I try to thir\!>; how much time 1 
need. but it's never enough," she said. 

"H's my Al;hilles' heeL" 

robert.lopez@fatimes.corn 

If you want olher stories on this topic, search UHl Archives at !a!imes.cornlarchives. 
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The Associated Press: Massive power outage hits west Los Angeles 

Hosled by Googk~·e Search News 

Massive power outage hits west Los Angeles 
(API- Jul 8, 2009 

LOS ANGELES (AP)- Officials say a power outage is causing traffic jams across the west side 
of Los Angeles and leaving people !rapped in elevators. 

Fire Department spokesman Lauren deRosier said a transformer blew up at a Department of 
Water and Power facility at about 7:47p.m. Wednesday. 

He says lhat firefighters have responded to 13 reports of people trapped in elevators within 30 
minutes. Meanwhile, police say traffic !ighls are out, snarling traffic across Brentwood, Westwood 
and other neighborhoods in the area. 

It's not immediately clear how many people are without power. OWP officials have not returned 
calls seeking information. 

Copyrighl ~)2009 The . .t.,ssocialect Press. /'-.11 righ1s reserved. 
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Power outage hits VVest LA., 
snarls traffic [Updated] 
9:14 Pfvll July B., 2009 

A power outage hit a large swath of West Los Angeles tonight, blacking out 
homes and businesses and further snarling traffic that had been slowed by 
a fire near the Getty Center. The Department of Water and Power said it 
was caused by an undetermined problem at a distribution station. 

The outage affected an area roughly bounded by the 10 Freeway on the 

south, Wilshire Boulevard on the north, Sepulveda Boulevard on the east 
and the Santa Monica city limits on the west, according to police. 

L.A. Firefighter Lauren deRosier said the outage began at 7:47p.m. when 

a transformer at Cotner and Nebraska avenues '1apparently blew." He said 
firefighters were dispatched to the scene but !eft within an hour after 
determining that the transformer posed no danger. A spokeswoman for the 
DWP, Stephanie lnterlano, said she couldn't confirm that account. She also 
said the DWP did not know the boundaries of the outage or the number of 
customers affected, and did not yet know when power would be restored. 
Shortly after 9 p.m., the OWP sent a Twitter alert saying that 20,500 
customers were affected. 

ADVERTISEMENT 

http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/lanow/2009/07/power-outage-hits-west-la-snarls-traffic.html 7/24/2009 
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Police said traffic was badly snarled in the area, but there were no serious 

accidents. DeRosier said the Fire Department responded to "a number of 
elevator entrapments'' and false alarms caused by the outage. 

--Mitchell Landsberg 

[Updated at 10:33 p.m.]: The DWP says power was restored to all 

customers at 9:55p.m. lnteriano said pre!lminary indications are that the 

cause was a failed cable inside the station. 

Permalfnk 11 Commenfs (4) ,1 Save/Share 
Digg :;u~--~!'nii: 

TrackBack 

Track Back URL for this entry: 

http://www.typepad.com/services/trackback/6a00d8341 c630a53ef011571 dffed 

Listed below are links to web logs that reference Power outage hlts West 

L./\., snarls traffic [Updated]: 

Comments 

There have been several large solar flares in the last few day's after one of 

the longest quiet solar flare period's in decade's.Scientist say extreme solar 

activity can effect the power grid,satellite's,airp!ane nav. equipment etc. I 

think what were seeing is the weekest !ink's in the already overtaxed power 

grid & computer system's starting to fail firstlf these solar flare's increase 

in intensity look for more power outage's on a global scale. Be prepaired! 

What's even more bizarre these recent solar flare's seem to have been 

predicted by crop circle formation's that have apPeared in England over the 

last several month's!Wonder why the mainstream media hasn't jumped an 

this story?Do a search for "CROP CIRCLES PREDICT SOLAR 

FLARE'S."Track solar weather at solar weather.com.After a major solar 
flare event do a computer search for power outage's(l F YOU STILL HAVE 

POWER!)You will see a pattern. 

Posted by: fvlr.Peabody i .July 09, 2009 at i cl :57 PM 

LADWP didn't have any answers or estimates on repair when 1 called; so I 

drove out into the traffic to get to a friend's house in the South Bay in order 

to continue working on a job assignment Of course, power was back 

shortly after I gave up. 

Posted by: WmkingFmmHome I July 08, 2009 at 11:27 PM 

it extended a!! the way to centinela!! 

Posted by: Alex I July 08, 2009 at ·1 0:50 PM 

The affected area extended well east of Sepulveda -- it was blacked out to 

about half a mile east of Westwood Blvd. 

Posted by: Cage ( Ju!y 08, 2009 at 10:\1 PM 

Recent Posts 
Carona's surrender maY be derayed 
appeal}) 
5:30AM, July 24, 2009 ,, 

Border Patro! agent shOt and kil!ed ! 
County» 
11:31 PM, July 23, 2009 

Fatal big-rig accfdent clOses the 5'1 
Fullerton [Updated}>> 
8:54PM, July 23, 2009 

Helicopter is forced to land on the b 
Monica)) 
8:28 PM, July 23, 2009, 

Pigs used to he!p troops !earn how 1 
battlefield injurles )) 
7:03 PM, July 23, 2009 · 

Overheard 

It's the voters that are the id 

Look at the elections for the 

two years and the number c 

spending increases people 

for. 

~Jake- Lockie·y, on state bl 
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1. At 65, Smokey BeEir is still figh· 
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4. Study offers 5 options to resha 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

CLIMATE CHANGE WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND OPERATIONS; RESEARCH, TOOLS, ACTION NEEDED TO 
PINPOINT VULNERABILITIES 

WASHINGTON-- While every mode of transportation in the U.S. will be affected as the 
climate changes, potentially the greatest impact o'n transportation systems will be flooding 
of roads, railways, transit systems, and airport runways in coastal areas because of rising 
sea levels and surges brought on by more intense storms, says a new report from the 
National Research Council. Though the impads of cllmate change will vary by region, ·,tis 
certain they will be widespread and costly in human and economic terms, and will require 
signilicant changes in the planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance of 
transportation systems. 

The U.S. transportation system was designed and built for local weather and climate 
conditions, predicated on historical temperature and precipitation data. The report finds 
that climate predictions used by transportation planners and engineers may no longer be 
re!lable, however, in the face of new weather and climate extremes. Infrastructure pushed 
beyond the range for which it was designed can become stressed and fail, as seen with 
loss of the U.S. 90 Bridge in New Orleans after Hurricane Katrina. 

"The ttme has come for transportation professionals to acknowledge and confront the 
challenges posed by ell mate change, and to incorporate the most current scientific 
knowledge into the planning of transportation systems," said Henry Schwartz Jr .. past 
president and chairman of Sverdrup/Jacobs Civil Inc., and chair of the committee that wrote 
the report. "It is now possible to project climate changes for large subcontinental regions, 
such as the Eastern United States, a scale better suited for considering regional and local 
trl:lnsportation infrastructure." 

The committee identified five climate changes of particular importance to U.S. 
transportation; 1) increases in very hot days and heat waves; 2) increases in Arctic 
temperatures; 3} rising sea levels; 4) increases in intense precipitation events; and 5} 
increases in hurricane ·Intensity. 

ln addition to climate changes, there are a number of contributing factors that will likely lead 
to vulnerabilities in coastal-area transportation systems. Population is projected to grow in 

http://www8.nationalacademies.or.g/onpinews/newsitem.aspx?RecordiD~!2179 
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coastal areas, which will boost demand for transportation infrastructure and increase the 
number of people and businesses potentially in harm's way; erosion and loss of wetlands 
have removed crucial buffer zones that once protected infrastructure: and an estimated 
60,000 miles of coastal highways are already exposed to periodic storm flooding. 

"Rising temperatures may trigger weather extremes and surprises, such as more rapid 
melting of the Arctic sea ice than projected," Schwartz said. "The highways that currently 
serve as evacuation routes and endure periodic flooding could be compromised with strong 
hurricanes and more intense precipitation, making some of these routes impassable." 
Transportation providers will need to focus on evacuation planning and work more closely 

with weather forecasters and emergency planners. 

Infrastructure vulnerabilities wl!l extend beyond coastal areas as the climate continues to 
change. In the Midwest, for instance, increased intense precipitation could augment the 
severity of flooding, as occurred in 1993 when farmland, towns, and transportation routes 
were severely damaged from flooding along 500 miles of the Mississippi and Missouri river 
systems. On the other hand, drier conditions are likely to prevail in the watersheds 
supplying the St. Lawrence Seaway and the Great Lakes as well as the Upper Midwest 
river system. Lower water levels would reduce vessel sl1ipping capacity, seriously 
impairing freight movements in the region, such as occurred during the drought of 1988, 
which stranded barge traffic on the Mississippi River, And in California, heat waves may 
increase wildfires that can destroy transportation infrastructure. 

Not all climate changes will be negative, however. Marine transportation could benefit from 
more open seas in the Arctic, creating new and shorter shipping routes and reducing 
transport time and costs. In cold regions, rising temperatures could reduce the costs of 
snow and ice control and would make travel conditions safer for passenger vehicles and 
freight. 

Preparing for projected climate changes will be costly. Transportation decision makers 
continually make short- and long-term investment dec!slons that affect how the 
infrastructure will respond to'climate change. Response measures range from 
rehabilitating and retrofitting infrastructure to making major additions to constructing entirely 
new infrastructure. The committee noted the need for "a more strategic, risk~based 
approach to investment decisions that trades off the costs of making the Infrastructure 
more robust against the economic costs of failure." !n the future, climate changes fn some 
areas may necessitate permanent alterations. For example, roads, rail lines, and airport 
runways in !ow-lying coastal areas rnay become casualties of sea-level rise, requiring 
relocations or expensive protective measures, such as sea walls and levees. 

The report calls for the federal government to have a strong role in implementing many of 
its recommendations that require broad-based action or regulation, such as the creation of 
a clearinghouse for information on transportation and climate change; the establishment of 
a research program to re-evaluate existing design standards and develop new standards 
for addressing climate change; creation of an interagency working group on adaptation; 
changes in federal regulations regarding long-range planning guidelines and infrastrLtcture 
rehabilitation requirements; and re-evaluation of the Natrona! Flood Insurance Program and 
updating flood insurance rate maps with climate change in mind. 

Many of the committee's recommendations need not wait for federal action. Local 
governments and private infrastructure providers can begin to identify critical infrastructure 
that is particularly vulnerable to climate change. Professional organizations can single out 
examples of best practices, and transportation planners and climate scientists can begin 
collaboration on the development of regional scenarios for !lkely climate-related changes 
and the data needed to analyze their impacts. Focusing on the challenges now could help 
avoid costly transportation investments and disruptions to operations in the future, 

This report is a collaborative effort between the Transportation Research Board and the 
Division ·on Earth and Life Studies of the National Research CounciL The sponsors of this 
report are the Transportation Research Board, National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program, U.S. Department of Transportation, Transit Cooperative Research Program, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A committee 
roster and two charts follow. 

Copies of POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE ONUS. TRANSPORTATION 
are available from the Transportation Research Board; tel. 202-334-3213 or on the Internet 

htto :1! www8 .nationalacademies.orgf onpinews/newsi tem.aspx?Record!D= 121 79 
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at HTTP:/NVWW.TRB.ORG. Reporters may obtain a copy from the Office of News and 
Public Information (contacts listed above). 

[This news release and report are available at HTTP:I/NATIONAL-ACADEMIES.ORG] 
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TO: 

FROM: 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

KENNETil HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION 
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET, ROOM 525 

LOS ANGELES, CAlJFORN!A 90012-2766 
PHONE: (213) 974-8301 FAX: (213) 626-5427 

January 24, 2007 

Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, Chairman 
Supervisor Gloria Molina 
Supervisor Yvonne B. Burke 
Supervisor Don Knabe 
Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich 

J .. Tyler McCaul~ . 
Auditor-Controller 

SUBJECT: BOARD REQUESTED REVIEW OF FAILED PROTOCOLS THAT 
DELAYED NOTIFICATION OF THE COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH 
OFFICER OF A SEWAGE SPILL ON AUGUST 8, 2006. 

On September 19, 2006, the Board of Supervisors instructed my Office, in consultation 
with the Public Health Commission, to report back on the failed protocols that delayed 
notification of the County Public Health Officer of the August 8, 2006 raw sewage spill 
onto County beaches. Your Board further instructed my Office to: 1) review existing 
County, State and other standards and procedures pertaining to the protection of the 
public's health and safety during sewage spills under both normal and disaster 
conditions; 2) recommend, in conjunction with County Counsel, improved enforcement · 
methods, including criminal sanctions, and strengthened laws and regulations to apply 

· when the County Public Health Officer is not immediately notified of a sewage spill; and 
3) in consultation with interested environmental groups, review sewage spills from 
January 2002 through July 2006 to determine if all standards and procedures were 
followed, if public notices were posted without delay, if methods of communication, 
documentation and responses were· sufficient, and whether all affected departments 
and agencies acted appropriately. 

This report contains our analysis of the issues outlined in Supervisor Knabe's 
September 19, 2006 Board Motion, including recommendations for improvement. It was 
prepared with signiftcant input from the County's Public Health Commission. 

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service" 
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Board of Supervisors 
Report on Sewage Spills 

January 24, 2007 
Page3 

exercise its ability to impose fines on the City. However, the attached report contains 
recommendations for improvement that, in part, are based on the Culver City sewage 
spills. The following are examples of our most significant findings. 

Need for Mandatory Standards for Reporting Sewage Spills 

Our review determined that the .laws and regulations that govern the notification of the 
local public health officer of sewage spills contain standards and procedures that are 
vague and confusing. Specifically, the discharge permits issued by the Water Board to 
operators/owners of sanitary sewer systems and separate storm sewer systems require 
reporting to the local health officer "as soon as" possible," but not later than 24 hours of 
knowledge of the spill. The Health and Safety Code Section 5411.5 requires 
"immediate" reporting of sewage spills to the local health officer, while the Water Code 
Section 13271 designates the State Office of Emergency Services as the entity to be 
notified in the event of a sewage spill, not the local public health officer. 

To clarify the sewage spill reporting requirements in Los Angeles County, and to 
improve the timeliness in which the County Public Health Officer is notified of sewage 
spills, we are recommending that the Board of Supervisors: 1) Instruct the Department 
of Public Health, in collaboration with interested environmental groups and sewer 
systems owners/operators, the Department of Beaches and Harbors, and the Fire 
Departmen!/Lifeguard Division to define the mandatory standards/timeframe for 
reporting sewage spills to the County Public Health Officer; 2) Consider requesting the 
Water Board to amend its discharge permits to include a requirement that specifies 
when, based on the above mandatory standards/timeframes, the County's Public Health 
Officer should be notified of a sewage spill; 3) Instruct the Department of Public Health, 
in consultation with the Public Health Commission, to develop an educational program· 
for owners/operators of sanitary sewer systems and separate storm sewer systems and 
4) Consider seeking an amendment to the Water Code to include a requirement that the 
local public health officer be immediately notified in the event of a sewage spill. 

Need for Equipment Maintenance Standards 

Owners/operators of sanitary sewer collection systems and storm sewer systems are 
required by their discharge permits to "properly" operate and maintain their systems. 
This requirement is vague and could result in the improper operation/maintenance of 
sewer equipment. In the two most recent major sewage spills, Manhattan Beach (1.5 
million gallons) and Culver City (25,000 gallons), the spills were both caused by 
pumping station failures. 

At a minimum, owner/operators should be required to operate and maintain their 
equipment at the level specified by the manufacturer, with additional maintenance 
performed as necessary to help prevent sewage spills from occurring. Ideally, specific 
standards should be developed to help ensure the proper operation and maintenance of 
all sewer systems. However, because of the differences in the types of sewer systems 
and their maintenance requirements, developing maintenance standards beyond those 

A UDITQR.CONTJI.OLLEII 
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identified deficiencies in the protocols for reporting after-hour sewage spills to the 
County Public Health Officer and in Public Health's documentation of reported sewage 
spills. 

We are recommending that the Board of Supervisors instruct the Department of Public 
Health to provide the County operator with an emergency contact list that contains the 
names and telephone numbers of at least three employees who will be on-call to 
receive report of sewage spills after normal business hours, and to make repeated calls 
to persons on the fist if necessary until an employee Is reached. We are also 
recommending that Public Health instruct the County operator to discontinue the 
practice of leaving messages on voicemail and answering machine systems. In 
addition, we are recommending that the Board instruct Public Health to develop policies 
and procedures to centralize the reporting and tracking of sewage spil!s within the 
Department's Recreational Health Program, and to require Recreational Health to 
immediately begin documenting and tracking all reports of sewage spills. 

Cost Recovery 

During the Public Health Commission's December 2006 meeting, representatives from 
the Department of Beaches and Harbors and Fire Department/Lifeguard Division 
commented on the costs incurred by their respective agencies in responding to the 
January 2006 Manhattan Beach sewage spill. This spill occurred over an 18 hour 
period with over a million gallons of raw sewage affecting the beach. . The Fire 
Department was responsible for posting and enforcing the four day beach closure while 
the Department of Beaches and Harbors helped contain the sewage and place 
barricades around the spill site. Although no specific cost estimates were provided by 
the two County departments, their.raprasentatives stated their costs ware significant. A 
representative from the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts stated that the District 
would consider reimbursing the County departments for exceptional costs (e.g., use of 
heavy equipment, unplanned overtime, etc.) incurred while assisting the District in its 
response to the Manhattan Beach sewage spill. 

·we are recommending that the. Board of Supervisors instruct the Department of 
Beaches and Harbors and the Fire Department to submit a reimbursement claim to the 
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts for costs incurred in responding to the January 
2006 Manhattan Beach sewage spill. 

Regional Water Board Membership 

At the request of the County's Public Health Commission, the Auditor-Controller and 
County Counsel reviewed the membership requirements for the State's regional water 
boards to determine if at least one member was required to have a public health 
background. Our review determined that none of the water boards' seven membership 
categories require a background in public health. · 

A UD/TOR·CONTROLLER 
CQ-rJNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Backgrbund 

On September 19, 2006, on a motion by Supervisor Knabe, the Board instructed my 
Office, in close consultation with the Public Health Commission, to report back on the 
failed protocols that delayed notification of the County Public Health Officer of the 
August 8, 2006 raw sewage spill onto County beaches. Your Board further instructed 
my Office to: 1) review existing County, State and other standards and procedures 
pertaining to the protection of the public's health and safety during sewage spills under 
both ·.normal and disaster condi!ions; 2) recommend, in conjunction with ·County 
Counsel, improved enforcement methods, . including criminal sanctions, and 
strengthened laws and regulations to apply when the County Public Health Officer is not . 
immediately notified of a sewage spill; and 3) in consultation with interested 
environmental groups, review sewage spills from January 2002 through July 2006 to 
determine if all standards and procedures were followed, if public notices were posted 
without delay, if methods of communication, documentation and responses were 
sufficient, and whether all affected departments and agencies acted appropriately. 

Approach/Scope 

As part of our review, we met with representatives from Public Health Department, 
County Counsel, Beaches and Harbors Department; Public Works Department, Los 
Angeles County Fire Departmenlilifeguards, Internal Services Department, Los County 
Sanitation Districts, Los Angeles City Bureau of Sanitation, Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Culver City, an(:l environmental groups Heal the Bay and Santa 
Monica Baykeeper. Our revieW also included reviews of applicable laws, regulations, 
policies, procedures and reports, and site visits to the Braddock Pump Station and Los 
Angeles City's Venice Sewage Pumping Plant. 

For comparison purposes, we discussed sewage spills and responses with 
environmental health representatives from the counties of Orange and San Diego. We 
also reviewed reports and studies on sewage spills previously submitted to your Board 
to determine the implementation status of prior recommendations. 

Because of the .frequency of spills occurring throughout the Los Angeles County 
Region, and because not all spills pose a health risk to recreational beach users, we 
limited our review to sewage spills of 1,000 gallons or greater that occurred within the 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Area (See Exhibit #1) from January 2002 through July 
2006. 

The following are the details of our review and recommendations for improvement. 
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slated that" ... inspectors would be sent out the next day to conduct monitoring." (See 
~~m). . 

On Monday, August 7, 2006 at approximately 5:00 AM, wastewater in the wet-well 
began to back up again due to increased sewage flow to BPS. At approximately 5:30 
AM, City staff determined that pump No. 3's impeller was not working. At approximately 
7:30 AM, the City determined that two of BPS' three pumps were not operating and the 
wet-well was beginning to fill. City staff requested additional resources and equipment 
to draw down the wastewater to permit staff to begin repairs on pump no. 3. The Senior 
Civil Engineer ordered a 20,000 gallon tanker truck (private contractor), two 5,000 
gallon tanker trucks (private contractor) and a portable pump to be delivered to the BPS. 

At approximately 9:30 AM, the 20,000 gallon tanker truck and portable pump arrived 
and were used to draw-down the wet-well. Between noon and 2:00 PM, the two smaller 
tanker trucks arrived on scene. Additional City staff arrived at approximately 2:00PM to 
assist in the cl~an up and repair operations. City management staff also made site 
inspections throughout the day. 

At approximately 4:30 PM, City staff requested a second 20,000 gallon tanker truck and 
portable pump, which arrived on scene around 6:00 PM. · 

At approximately 6:30 PM, City staff worked to bring pump Nos. 1 and 3 back on-line, 
and clear debris.from pump no. 1's check valve2. As staff removed debris, wastewater 
started to flow forcefully and flooded the dry-well3 within five minutes. The flooding look 
pump No. 2 offline and the Station's electrical power was manually shut off to avoid a 
short circuit of the Station's power system. Wastewater began to backup and began to 
flow out of the manholes on neighboring streets (Huntley, Garfield and Franklin 
Ave·nues,. and Braddock Dr.). The wastewater was captured before entering the storm 
drain by using a vacuum truck. 

At approximately 6:45 PM, the City's Public Works Director/City Engineer arrived on 
scene and assumed the "Incident Commander" role for the duration of the response 
period. Additional vacuum trucks were requested from the cities of El Segundo, 
Hawthorne, and Manhattan Beach. The additional trucks arrived at around 8:30PM. 

At approximately 9:00PM, the flowing from the manholes was controlled. The vacuum 
trucks were used to capture the wastewater and to keep it from entering the storm drain 
system. An additional private tanker truck also arrived on scene. 

At approximately 10:00 PM, additional City staff arrived to assist in the cleanup and 
repair operations. City management contacted the County and City of Los Angeles to 
request tanker trucks. 

2 This device limits the flow in a piping system to a single direction. 
3 A "dry-well" is a subterranean chamber where the sewage pumps are located. 
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We learned that the raw sewage spill onto County beaches actually began on Sunday, 
August 6, 2006 and not Tuesday, August 8, 2006. ·We also determined on August 6, at 
approximately 11:00 PM, CCFD reported the sewage spill to the County Fire 
Department and County operator who handles after-hour calls for the DPH. The call to 
County was made approximately ten and one-half hours following the initial spill report 
to Culver City PWD. However, according to DPH's Recreational Health Program 
representatives, they have no record of the County operator reporting the sewage spill 
to the Department. 

On August 8, at approximately 12:10 PM, the City made a second call to the County. 
The City's Stormwater Program Manager telephoned Environmental Health staff to 
advise them that a discharge of approximately 22,300 gallons raw sewage had entered 
the storin drain. The Stormwater Program Manager's call to Environmental Health was 
initiated nearly 12 hours after the spill occurred. According to the Program Manager, 
.she called Environmental Health within 10 minutes of her first learning about the spill. 
Although she could not recall the specific date, the Stormwater Program Manager 
stated that she did not learn about the August 6 sewage spill until sometime after 
August 8. 

We also learned that the following factors may have contributed to the delay in notifying 
the County Public Health Officer: 

• On August 6, 2006 the City's alarm system malfunctioned and did not notify its 
paging service that an event had .occurred at the BPS. As a result, City workers 
were not immediately notified of the problem at the Station, which delayed their 
response to the spill.5 

• According to Culver .City representatives, City workers, who responded to the 
spill, were likely focused on containing the sewage flow and fixing the pumps, 
and may not have known that they were required to report the spill to the County 
Public Health Officer. · 

Recommendations 

None. Culver City has submitted its incident report to the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board), the regulatory agency 
that has oversight responsibility. The Water Board is currently reviewing this 
incident and may exercise its ability to impose fines on the City. However, the 
remainder of this report contains recommendations for improvement that, in 
part, are based on the Culver City sewage spills. 

5The extent of the delay that was caused by the malfunctioning alarm system could not be determined. 
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To implement the Clean Water Ad proVisions pertaining to the discharge of stormwater 
runoff, the Los Angeles Regional Water Board issues municipal dischargers, 
owners/operators of storm drain systems, a Los Angeles County Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System NPDES Permit (Los Angeles County MS4 Permit). The Los 
Angeles County MS4 Permit requires, among other things, permittees to at all time 
properly operate and maintain their storm drain systems. If a permittee discharges 
sewage that flows through the storm drain system to receiving waters, the discharger is 
required to report the spills to the Water Board, the State Office of Emergency Services 
and the local health agency by telephone or electronically as .soon as possible, but not 
later that 24 hours of knowledge of the incident. In addition, the responsible agency 
must clean-up the spill and monitor its effects. 

The Los Angeles County MS4 Permit also requires dischargers to effectively prohibit the 
release of unauthorized non-stormwater into the storm drain system. In addition, 
dischargers are required to implement a timely, comprehensive, cost·effective 
stormwater pollution control program to reduce the discharge of pollutants in stormwater 
to lht;> "Maximum Extent Practicable" to the waters of the United States. 

o California Water Code 

The California Water Code Section 13264 also prohibits the discharge of pollutants . 
without a permit The Code authorizes the State Water Resources Control. Board 

.(SWRCB) to prescribe statewide general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR)8 for 
owner/operators of sanitary sewer collection systems, which are systems separate from 
the storm sewer systems. Facilities that are subject to the WDR consist of pipelines, 
pump stations, and other facilities that are intended to transport ·unireated wastewater to 
both publicly-owned and private wastewater treatment plants.9 

At its May 2006 meeting, the SWRCB adopted a general WDR applicable to all publicly 
owned sanitary sewer collection systems in Califo.rnia with more than one mile of sewer 
pipe. The goal of the WDR is to provide a statewide approach for reducing sewage 
spills. Under the WDR, among other requirements, all sanitary sewer system owners 
must develop a written Sanitary Sewer Maintenance Program (SSMP). Key· 
components of the SSMP must include the owners operating and maintenance program 
and overflow emergency response plan. The SSMP is subject to review and check for 
compliance by the Water Board. · 

8 In California, WDRs may serve as the NPDES permits. 
9 According to the Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board, while wastewater 
treatment facilities are operated by a variety of public and private entities, public agencies own the vast 
majorily of this infrastructure. 
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maintenance and operation of all sewer systems. However, because of the dtfferences 
in the types sewer systems and their maintenance requirements, developing 
maintenance standards, beyond those required by the manufacturer, will likely require 
significant discussion amongst key stakeholder groups (e.g., Water Board, Los Angeles 
City, Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, and Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works, etc.). 

In addition to developing standards for maintaining the Region's sewer systems, all 
maintenance should be documented and checked for compliance. According to 
representatives of the Water Board, currently, no program exists whereby there is 
independent and periodic verification that owners/operators of sewer systems are 
properly operating and maintaining their equipment. 

Additionally, the two most recent major sewage spills within the Santa Monica Bay 
Watershed Area, Manhattan Beach (i .5 million gallons) and Culver City. (25,000 
gallons), were both caused by pumping station failures.11 In each instance, the alarm 
system and backup sewage pump(s) failed. Culver City representatives were unable to 
tell us when tl1e City last fully tested its alarm system and backup pumps under 
simulated emergency conditions. 

Recommendations 

The Board of Supervisors consider requesting the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board to: 

1. Amend the los Angeles County NPDES permit and WDR to require 
sewer system owners/operators to: 

a) At a. minimum, operate and maintain their sewer system 
equipment at the level specified by the equipment's 
manufacturer with additional maintenance performed as 
necessary to prevent sewage spills from occurring. 

b) Perform regular tests of their pumping station alarm systems, 
backup pumps, and electrical generators to ensure they will 
function as intended during an emergency. 

c) Maintain documentation to support all maintenance and testing . 
of their sewer systems. 

11 On Friday, December 29, 2006, it was reported that the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
agreed to pay $2.5 million to the Los Regional Water Quality Control Board to settle a dispute over the 
Manhattan Beach sewage spill. As part of the settlement, the District is released from liability for 93 
sewage spills that occurred during the last five years. 
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consider requesting the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board to amend the Wastewater Discharge Requirements to 
include a requirement that specifies when the County's Public 
Health Officer should be notified of a sewage spill. 

6. The Board of Supervisors instruct the Department of Public Health, 
in consultation with the Public Health Commission, to develop an 
educational program for owners/operators of sanitary sewer 
systems, which shall include, but not limited to, clarification on how 
soan the public health officer must be contacted after a spill and the 
names and telephone numbers of all County representatives that 
should be notified following a sewage spill. 

Enforcement Methods , 

County Counsel provided a legal analysis of existing laws and options for strengthening 
them to improve enforcement methods that govern the notification of the local public 
health officer of sewage spills, County Counsel will submiLits legal analysis to the 
Board of Supervisors under a separate cover. We have summarized Counsel's analysis 
below. · 

County Counsel determined that currently two provisions exist that provide criminal 
penalties for not reporting sewage spills, the Health and Safety Code and Water Code. 
The Health and Safety Code Section 5411.5 provides that failure of a person12 to 

, immediately notify the local public health officer in the event of a sewage spill that may 
enter State waters is guilty of a misdemeanor and provides for punishment by fine of not 
less than $500, but no more than $1,000, or imprisonment for Jess than one year, or 
both. 13 · 

Under Water Code Section 13271 any person who causes or permits sewage to be 
discharged to the waters of the State and fails to notify the State's Office of Emergency 
Services as soon as: (1) that person has knowledge of the discharge, (2) notification is 
possible, and (3) notification can be provided without substantially impeding cleanup or 
other emergency measures,," is guilty of misdemeanor" and shall be punished by a fine 
of not more than $20,000 or imprisonment for not more than one year, or both, 

Need' for Clarification of laws Governing Notification of Public Health Officer 

The Health and Safety Code and Water Code both make failing to provide the required 
notice of a sewage spill a crime. While the Health and Safety. Code is clear that a 
person who causes or permits a sewage spill is required to notify the local health officer, 

12 A "person" in the Heallh and Safety Code is defined to include any city, county, district, the State, or 
any department of agency thereof. 
13 According to the District Attorney's Environmental Crimes Office, without clear evidence of wrongdoing 
on the part of the person who failed to notice the local public health officer of a sewage spill, it is unlikely 
that a prosecutor would pursue criminal charges, 
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Department of Public Health, the Department of Public Works, the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts, the Los Angeles City Department of Sanitation, and Heal the Bay. 

Of the 208 sewage spills, five (2.4%) resulted in beach closures. In each instance, we 
determined that, upon being notified of the sewage spill, the Department of Public 
Health, the Department of Beaches and Harbors, and the Fire Department all acted 
timely in notifying the public of the beach closures and possible health threat. However, 
our review identified deficiencies in the protocols for reporting after-hour sewage spills 
to the County Public Health Officer and in the Public Health Officer's documentation of 
reported sewage spills. 

After-hour Reporting of Sewage Spills 

The Department of Public Health's. Recreational Health Program (Recreational Health) 
is responsible for receiving and responding to all calls regarding sewage spills. If a 
sewage spill occurs after Recreational Health's normal business hours, from 7 AM to 
5:30 PM, Monday through Friday, responders and agencies have been instructed to 
report the spill to the County operator. The County operator is responsible for 
contacting either the Director of Recreational Health Program or the Bureau Director for 
Environmental Protection by telephone and providing information such as the location of 
the spill, cause of the spill, name and telephone number of the person reporting the 
spill, an estimate of the amount ofsewage spilled, and whether it reached, or is likely to 
reach receiving waters. If the County operator cannot make direct contact with the 
director, they are required to leave a voicemail message regarding the spilL In addition, 
if the spill is less than 1,000 gallons, and not likely to reach the County's recreational 
waters, Recreational Health has instructed the County operator to report the spill the 
next business day. 

Communication breakdowns between the County operator and the Public Health 
Officer, or delays in notifying the Public Health Officer that a sewage spill has occurred, 
can result in the public's health being jeopardized. As discussed earlier in this report, 
our review of the Culver City sewage spill disclosed that on August 6, 2006 the Culver 
City Fire Department contacted the County operator and reported that the City's main 
sewage pumps had shut down and sewage was surfacing from manhole covers. 
However, according to Recreational Health's management, they have no record of the 
County operator reporting the spill to Recreational Health. As a result, the Public Health 
Officer did not become aware of problems at Culver City's pumping station until two 
days later on August 8, 2006 when Culver City's Stormwater Manager contacted the 
director of Recreational Health Program to notify him of the spill. 

As part of our review, we interviewed environmental health representatives from the 
counties of Orange and San Diego. According to their representatives, repo1ts of 
sewage spills occurring after normal business hours are always received by a "live" 
person who has an emergency contact list containing the names and telephone 
numbers of several environmental health employees who are on-call. In Orange 
County, at least five employees are included on the emergency contact list. In both 
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11. Develop policies and procedures to centralize the reporting and 
tracking of all sewage spills Within the Department's Recreational 
Health Program. 

12. Require Recreational Health Program to immediately begin 
documenting and tracking all reports of sewage spills, and 
providing reference/tracking numbers to persons reporting sewage 
spills. 

Additional Issue 

Cost Recovery 

During the December 14, 2006 Public Health Commission meeting, representatives 
from Beaches and Harbors and the Fire DepartmenULifeguard Division commented on 
the costs incurred by their-agencies in responding to sewage spills and the need for a 
mechanism to recover their costs. They specifically cited the January 2006 Los 
Angeles County Sanitation Districts' Manhattan Beach sewage spill. This spill occurred 
over an 18 hour period with over a million gallons in raw sewage affecting the beach. 
The Fire Department was responsible for posting and enforcing the four day beach 
closure while the Department of Beaches and Harbors helped contain the sewage and 
placed barricades around the spill site. · 

Although no specific cost estimates were provided by the two County departments, their 
representatives stated their costs were significant. A representative from the Los 
Angeles County Sanitation Districts stated that his agency is willing to reimburse the 
County departments for exceptional costs (e.g., use of heavy equipment, unplanned 

· overtime, etc.) incurred in assisting the Districts in its response to the Manhattan Beach 
sewage spill. 

Recommendation 

. 13. The Board of Supervisors instruct the Department of Beaches and 
Harbors and the Fire Department to submit a reimbursement claim 
to the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts for costs incurred in 
responding to the January 2006 Manhattan Beach sewage spill. 

Regional Water Board Membership 

At the request of the County's Public Health Commission, the Auditor-Controller and 
County Counsel reviewed the membership requirements for the State's regional water 
boards to determine if at least one member was required to have a public health 
background. Our review determined that none of the water boards' seven membership 
categories require a background in public health. 
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REPORTED WASTEWATER SPlLL COMPARISON 
January 2002- July 2006 

The following represents a composite listing of all sewage discharge* of i ,000 gallons or more, believed to have occurred in the Santa Me 
between January 2002 and July 2006. The information was provicled by the Los Angeles County Departments of Public Health and Publit 
County Sanitation Districts, the Los Angeles City Bureau of Sanitation, and Heal the Bay. Because each of these agencies has different r 
not all information for each category was available. 

Data Date of Dafe EH Spilled Action 
·.From Incident Reported Location Jurisdiction Notified Gallons Taken 

£Qjg 
2 1/3/2002 unknown 135th St. L.A. City SD unknown 1,768 unknown 
2 1/5/2002 unknown Pennsylvania . L.A. City SO unknown. 5,927 unknown 
2· 1/6/2002 unknown Edgemont L.A. City SO unknown 1,395 unknown 
~ 1/6/2002 unknown Motor L.A. City SO unknown 5,431 unknown ,f. 

2 1/9/2002 unknown 1st L.A. City SD unknown 80,640 unknown 
2 1/17/2002 unknown 9th L.A. City SO unknown 1,052 unknown 
2 1/20/2002 unknown Beverly LA. City SO unknown 4,643 unknown 
2 1/31/2002 unknown Weyburn L.A. City SD unknown 19,978 unknown 
2 2/9/2002 unknown Franklin L.A. City SO unknown 3,386 unknown 
2 2/11/2002 unknown Franklin L.A. City SO unknown 2,352 unknown 
5 2/22/2002 4/25/2002 404 Mesa Rd L.A. City SD Yes 1,381 Monitored microbial data -
2 3/4/2002 unknown Tigertail LA City SD unknown 3,750 unknown 
2 3/9/2002 unknown Normandie . L.A. City SO unknown 4,185 unknown 
2 3/25/2002 unknown .Larchmont L.A. City SO unknown 2,244 unknown 
2 4/17/2002 unknown . Lankershim L.A. City SD unknown 1,537 unknown 
3 5/16/2002 unknown Arcadia-Sierra Madre L.A. County SD unknown 2,300 unknown 
2 6/3/2002 unknown Citrus L.A. CitySD unknown 4,488 unknown 

0 
2 6/27/2002 unknown Fairfax L.A. City SD unknown 4,129 unknown 

0 2 6/29/2002 unknown Broadway LA. City SD unknown 4,320 unknown ·0 
(.!) 
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1 
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Date of Date EH Spilled Action 
Incident Reported Location Jurisdiction Notified Gallons Taken ... ~ . -

2003 (contj 
2 1/31/2003 unknown James M. Wood L.A. City SO unknown 1,407 unknown 
3 2/12/2003 unknown Trunk "E" L.A. County SD unknown 1,500 unknown 
3 2/12/2003 unknown Slack Rd Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 1,800 unknown 
3 2/12/2003 unknown Manchester-Vermont Diversion L.A. County SD unknown 2,700 unknown 
3 2/12/2003 unknown Palos Verdes North Slope Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 17,000 unknown 
3 2/12/2003 unknown Western Ave Pumping Plant L.A. County SO unknown 7,800 unknown 
2 2/12/2003 unknown 42ND L.A. City SO unknown 1,274 unknown 
3 3/6/2003 unknown Scott Ave Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 6,800 unknown 
3 3/15/2003 unknown Joint outfall A - Unit 9 . L.A. County SO unknown 25,000 unknown 
2 3/15/2003 unknown 42NO SUKansas L.A. City SO unknown 8,658 unknown 
2 3/29/2003 unknown Pico & Santee L.A. City SO unknown 1,174 unknown 
2 3/30/2003 unknown Lankershim L.A. CltySO unknown 84,640 unknown 
3 4/7/2003 unknown 56th St - East Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 10,000 unknown 
2 4/10/2003 unknown Fickett L.A. City SO unknown 1,074 unknown 
2 4/13/2003 unknown Mountain View L.A. City SO unknown 2,536 unknown 
2 4/14/2003 unknown . Windsor Blvd L.A. City SD unknown 5,685 unknown 
2 4/25/2003 unknown Riverside L.A. City SD unknown 1,496 unknown 
2 5/4/2003 unknown Ave 52 L.A. City SD unknown 2,992 unknown 
2 5/14/2003 unknown E L.A. City SD unknown 1,041 unknown 
2 5/29/2003 unknown Sepulveda L.A. City SO unknown 1,288 unknown 
2 6/3/2003 unknown Shoshone L.A. City SO unknown 2,800 unknown 
2 617/2003 unknown Queensbury L.A. City SD unknown 2,630 unknown 
2 6/11/2003 unknown Vermont Ave L.A. City SD unknown 1,856 unknown 
3 6/11/2003 unknown Holmes-Willowbrook Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 2,800 unknown 
2 6/14/2003 unknown Sullivan Canyon Rd L.A. City SO unknown 1,754 un[<nown 

0 2 6/16/2003 unknown Crandal L.A. City SO unknown 1,847 unknown 
0 2 6/22/2003 unknown Willis Ave L.A. City SO unknown 38,657 unknown 0 
CD 
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Date of Date EH Spilled Action 
Incident Reported Location Jurisdiction Notified Gallons Taken 

2004 (cont} 
3 4/21/2004 unknown Soledad Canyon Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 68,000 unknown 
1 4/25/2004 4/2612004 Dorothy Dr, Monte Nido Las Virgenes Water Yes 1,000-5,000 None- ONRO 
4 5/2/2004 5/3/2004 Avalon Beach, Avalon City of Avalon No**** 4,800 Beach Closed 
2 5/11/2004 unknown Fountain Ave L.A. City SD unknown 1,703 unknown 
2 5/16/2004 unknown Milner L.A. City SD unknown 1,637 unknown 
2 5/17/2004 unknown Terminal L.A. City SO unknown 19,388 unknown 
2 5/25/204 unknown Terminal . L.A. City SO unknown 19,000 . unknown 
2 6/8/2004 unknown 79th St. L.A. City SO unknown 1,753 unknown 
3 6/24/2004 unknown Scott Ave Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 1,100 unknown 
3 7/9/2004 unknown Scott Ave ReliefTrunk · L.A. countySD unknown 3,600 unknown 
5 8/3/2004 8/4/2004 529 Westgate, L.A. L.A. City SO Yes 2,244 None- ONRO 
2 9/2/2004 unknown Petit Ave. L.A. City SO unknown 1,428 unknown 
2 9/7/2004 unknown Winnetka L.A. City SO . unknown 3,366 unknown 
1 9/12/2004 9/1212004 Sapphire St., RB Yes 10,000 Beach Closed 
1 9/29/2004 9!30!2004 657 2ND st., HB Yes 1,000 Beach Closed 
2 1218/2004 unknown Cypress & Division L.A. City SO unknown 5,602 unknown 
3 12/23/2004 unknown La Habra Heights Trunk Section ·L.A. County SD unknown . 9,500 unknown 
1 12/26/2004 12/26/2004 17705 S. Western Ave Torrance Yes 3,000-4,000 None- ONRO 
3 12/28/2004 unknown Manchester- Vermont Diversion L.A. County SO unknown 2,500 unknown 

2005 
5 1/7/2005 unknown Arlington Ave Extension L.A. County SD unknown 3,000 unknown 
5 1/7/2005 unknown East Imperial Hwy Trunk · L.A. County SO unknown 1,500 unknown 
5 119/2005 unknown East Imperial Hwy Trunk L.A. County so unknown 5,000 unknown 
5 1/9/2005 unknown Alhambra Rd Trunk LA County SO unknown 300;000 unknown 
5 1/9/2005 unknown Castaic Pumping Plant L.A. County SD unknown 38,000 unknown 0 5 .119/2005 unknown Palos Verdes North Slope Trunk L.A. County SD unknown . 25,000 unknown 0 

0 
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Date of Date EH Spilled 
Incident Reoorted Location Jurisdiction Notified Gallons 

2006 (cont) 
3/28/2006 unknown Windsor L.A. City SO unknown 
4/27/2006 unknown South Bay Cities Main L.A. County SO unknown 
5/10/2006 unknown Arizona Ave Trunk L.A. County SO unknown 
5/24/2006 5/24/2006 Fries Ave L.A. City SO Yes 
6/24/2006 unknown Vineyard L.A. City SO unknown 
7/8/2006 unknown C;3mden L.A. City SD unknown 

7/24/2006 7125/2006 Dominguez & Brant Ave CAR L.A. County SO Yes 
7/24/2006 unknown Joint Outfall B Unit 98 L.A. County SO unknown 

1) information provided by OPH EH . . 

2) information provided by LA City SD 
3) information provided by LA County SD 
4) information provided by Heal the Bay 
5) information provided by two or more sources 

*The term sewage discharge includes sewage and other miscellaneous wastewater 
**Spill entered Long Beach Harbor- Long Beach authoriies notified 
*** No action taken -wastewater was contained/collected and Did Not Reach Ocean 

3,757 
63,500 
2,500 
95,895 
1,620 
3,774 

11,000 
16,000 

Action 
Taken 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 
None- Wastewater disch< 
unknown 
unknown 

None- DNRO 
unknown 

****This spill was not reported as required but was identified by Environmental Health staff through routine monitoring 

DNRO =: Did Not Reach Ocean 

JMS:12/15/06 
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ProGuest 

Databases selected: Los Angeles Times 

Water pressure; Drought and a burgeoning population may force us to 
clhloose: lawns or jobs? 
Anonymous. Los Angeles Times. Los Angeles, Calif.: Jan 17, 2008. pg. A.26 

Abstract (Summary) 

With a current drought in the Colorado River basin, the prospect of drier years ahead caused by global warming, 
squabbles over water contracts and a recent court ruling that threatens to cut supplies from the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin River Delta by up to 30%, these are times for serious concern about keeping the region's needs quenched. 

Full Text (447 words) 

(Copyright (c) 2008 Los Angeles Times) 

Even a commodity as basic as water is an uncertain thing in Southern California. With a current drought in the 
Colorado River basin, the prospect of drier years ahead caused by global warming, squabbles over water contracts and 
a recent court ruling that threatens to cut supplies from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta by up to 30%, these 
are times for serious concern about keeping the region's needs quenched. 

A forward-thinking water district in Riverside County is the first major agency to make that abstract concern concrete, 
by putting construction projects on hold because of tight water supplies. Its decision outlines clearly how dire the 
choices are, and how much more painful they will become, if land and water planners don't work together on major 
conservation projects. 

Water agencies have played a dangerous game since 2001, when new slate laws required them to determine that 
there would be enough water for 20 years to serve large new developments before approval could be granted. As 
dependent as this semi-arid area is on imported water, they gambled that the water would keep flowing. That is, until 
the Eastern Municipal Water District gave the region a much-needed reality checlc Its planners studied the numbers 
and the forecasts and said: Sorry, the water isn't there. The brakes were put on several new projects, including a giant 
Skechers USA warehouse near Lake Perris. 

Continued regional sprawl is unwise for many reasons besides water: traffic, energy, pollution, environmental 
degradation. But no one should want to see a major new source of jobs stopped simply because we can't get the taps 
turned on. 

David J. Slawson, president of the water district's board, said he's surprised that other districts haven't come to similar 
conclusions. It seems inevitable that they'll have to, and soon. The governor and Republican lawmakers cite the 
continued pressure on water supplies as a reason to build more dams and storage. A better first step toward securing 
California's water supplies would be to promote conservation and reuse programs, and to urge planners to get real 
about this finite resource. As the Eastern Municipal Water District seems to understand, developers and planners alike 
must come up with creative ways to keep our state growing without sucking it dry. 

More agencies should be following the example of the Orange County Water District, which built a plant to reclaim 
sewage and turn it into clean drinking water. An area this dry might need appropriate landscaping zoned into existence. 
And water rates should be adjusted more sharply, so that once basic household needs are met, the price rises steeply 
enough to discourage waste. The decisions could get this simple: Would we rather have lawns or jobs? 

Indexing (document details) 

http: //wf2 J a3 .we bfea t. org:80 !JQ3 7 K 13 8 I url""' http: I J proq ues t.u mi. co, .. type"" PQD&rqt""' 3 09& TS= 1213 3 6 7 8 9 S&c!i entJ d"" 13 3 2 2&cc"" 1& TS= 12 13 36 7 89 5 Page 1 of2 

000956 



lo<:~~ing "Doqrment View~ 

Subjects: 

Locations: 

Author(s): 

Document types: 

Section: 

Publication title: 

Source type: 

ISSN: 

Water supply, River basins, Drought, Districts, Editorials -Water supply 

Southern California 

Anonymous 

Editorial 

News 

Los Angeles Times. Los Angeles, Calif.: Jan 17, 2008. pg. A.26 

Newspaper 

04583035 

6/13/08 7Al AM 

ProQuest document 10: 1413903551 

447 Text Word Count 

Document URL: http:l/proquest. umi.com/pqdweb? did= 1413903551 &Fmt=3&clienlld =13322&RQT =309& VName=PQD 

Copyright© 2008 ProQuest LLC. All rights reserved. 

http://wf2!a3 .webfeat.org:SO 1 )Q3 7K13 8/url,http: II proq uest.umi.co .. type=PQO&rqt"" 3 09& TS= 1213 36789 S&client!d= 13322&cc= 1& TS"" 1213367895 Page 2 of2 

000957 



5.4.2 

5.4.3 

5.4.4 

Locate libraries, cultural facilities, police substations aud other community facilities on 
the ground floors of mixed-use buildings, where feasible. (P18, P22) 

Locate community facilities in or near community and regional centers. (Pl, P18) 

Encourage the use of community. facilities forn~httime activity through the use of appropriate 
roadway and pedestrian area lighting. (P48) . . 

LIVEABLE NEIGHBORHOODS 

As discussed previously, the definition of the City's current form and character resides largely in 
its neighborhoods. Neighborhoods should therefore be the focus of the City's planning efforts with 
respect to urban form and community character. 

Citywide 

All neighborhoods in the City deserve to have well designed buildings and a safe, secure, and attractive 
public realm. 

Objective 5.5 
Enhance the liveability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development and improving 
the quality ofthe public realm. 

Policies 

5.5.1 Plant andlor facilitate the planting of street trees, which provide shade and give scale to 
residential and commercial streets in all neighborhoods in the City. (P24, P30, P50) 

Sll"ecl tnts in 11 neighborhood shopping distrlct 

5.5.2 Install "slow residential streets" where requested by residents and feruiible within the 
established street hierarchy. Techniques include speed bumps, diagonal parking, widened 
sidewalks and narrowed streets. (P24) 
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"Sicw3~" Jl'l.!ly i:oclll<ie s~ bumps and diag.owd parlO.ng:to ndu.c:e tnffi~:: 

'""" 

5.5.3 Formulate and adopt building and site design standards and guidelines to raise the quality 
of design Citywide. (P18, P24, P25) 

5.5.4 Determine the appropriate urban design elements at the neighborhood level, such as sidewalk 
width and materials, street lights and trees, bus shelters and benches, and other street 
furniture. (Pl, P3) · 

Sh'eetseape dtMt11t$ include trei::S, lighting, bettcllts, trash .-eeept;tcleS,. bus 
sbdteN. lind s~ 1»1ving 

5.5.6 Identify building and site design elements for commercial or mixed-use streets in centers, 
that may include: the height above which buildings must step back; the location of the 
building base horizontal articulation; and other design elements. (P24, P25) 
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5.5. 7 Promote the undergrounding of utilities throughout the City's neighborhoods, districts, 
and centers. (P15) 

Conservation Areas 

Conservation areas (all areas outside designated districts, centers, and boulevards) will not absorb 
substantial amounts of additional development. By encouraging growth and new development in 
mixed-use districts, centers and along corridorslhonlevards, in revitalixed industrial districts and 
around transit stations,. the Framework Element proposes to conserve the City's residential 
neighborhoods. For a more detailed discussion of conservation areas, see the introduction to Chapter 
3: Land Use. 

Objective 5.6 · 
Conserve and reinforce the community character of neighborhoods and commercial districts not 
designated as growth areas. 

Policy 

5.6.1 Revise community plan designations as necessary to conserve the existing urban form and 
community character of areas not designated as centers, districis, or mixed-use boulevards. 
(I'1) 

Conuni.Ulity pl:m de:signaticllS CJtD con..<;UVesiugle-family neighborhoods 
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Objective 5. 7 
Provide a transition between conservation neighborhoods and their centers. 

Policies 

5.7.1 Establish standards for transitions in bnilding height and for on-site Jimdscape buffers. 
(P18, P24; P25) 

5. 7.2 Limit uses, where feasible, that are incompatible with housing on parcels directly adjacent 
to conservatio11 neighborhoods. (P18) 

MAX. 1HR£ESTOR!ES OVER'PARKJNG 

R2 ZONING (TYPJCAlLY TWO STORJES) OR 
Rl ZONING (fXJST!NG lWO STORY HOUSES 

Tr:ansitio:ns betweenhighel'-iiett:~i1y humillg.and sing.lt>-
fa=ily ho~iDg ~:a~:~ be providc:d by sttpping down the: bttilding 
height ed landsaping buffers 

Neighborhood Districts and Community Centers 

Neighborhood districts and community centers are planned to be central components of the City's 
physical structure. Future development will be concentrated within them and they are to serve as 
the focus of community life for the surrounding neighborhoods. The physical design of these areas 
is critical to those who will live in them and those who will visit them from outside to use their services. 

Objective 5. 8 
Reinforce or encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation in designated neighborhood 
districts, community centers, and pedestrian-oriented subareas within regional centers, so that these 
districts and centerS can serve as a focus of activity for the surrounding community and a focus for 
investment in the community. 

Policies 

5.8.1 Buildings in _pedestrian-oriented districts arid centers should have the following general 
characteristics: . 

a. An ext!'rior building wall high enough to define the street, create a sense of enclosure, 
and typically located along the sidewalk; · 

b. A building wall more-or-less continuous along the street frontage; 

c.· Ground floor building frontage designed to accommodate commercial uses, community 
facilities, or display cases; 

d. Shops with entrances directly accessible from the sidewalk and located at frequent 
intervals; 

e. Well lit exteriors fronting on the sidewalk that provide safety and comfort commensurate 
with the intended nighttime use, when appropriate; 
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f. Ground floor building walls devoted to display windows or display cases; 

g. Parking located behind the commercial frontage and screened from view and driveways 
located on side streets where feasible; 

h. Inclusion of bicycle parking areas and facilities to reduce the need for vehicular use; 
and 

I. The area within 15 feet of the sidewalk may be au arcade that is substantially open 
to the sidewalk to accommodate outdoor dining or other activities. 

(P4, P18, P24, P25) 

MOO:d~we (bousiug ovu rllops)with g_rollll;d floor rd.aill!lld ll more OJ:" less 
eo~t:Uluous 'building: wall nlo:~g the $fret:t frontage 

5.8.2 The primary commercial streets within pedestrian-oriented districts and centers should 
have the following characteristics: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Sidewalks: 15-17 feet wide (see illustrative street cross-sections). 

Mid-block medians (between intersections): landscaped where feasible. 

Shade trees, pruned above business signs, to P.rovide a conthiuons canopy along the 
sidewalk and/or palm trees to provide visibility from a distance. 

Pedestrian amenities (e.g., benches, pedestrian-scale lighting, special paving, window 
boxes and planters). 

(Pl, P3, P4, P25) 
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WidesideM'Ilks .und pede:~trian amenities !Uch n b(o;Qthes, trash r-eeepUtclts, 
and !hllde b'ees 
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5.8.3 Revise parking requirements in appropriate locations to rednce costs and permit 
pedestnan-oriimted building design: . . 

a. 

b. 

ModifY parking standards and trip generation factors based on proximity to transit 
and provision of mixed-use and affordable housing. 

Provide centralized and shared parking facilities as needed by e;;tablishing parking 
districts or business improvement districts and permit in-lieu parking fees in selected 
locations to further reduce on-site parking and make mixed-use development 
economically feasible. 

(P18, P24, P31) 

5.8.4 Encourage that signage be designed to be integrated with the architectural character of 
the buildings and convey a visually attractive character. (P26, P27) 

IMPROVINGPERSONALSAFETYTHROUGHURBANFORMANDNEIGHBORHOODDESIGN' 

Good design is essential to the creation of safer, more comfortable environments. Defensible space 
is created when pedestrians have a clear sense of spatial defmition, and when natural surveillance 
potential is used to its best advantage. Natural surveillance in development takes the fo:riD of placing 
public spaces or high activity areas where they provide a visual ovemew or line of sight to potentially 
unsafe areas. Mixed-nse also provides increased security through increased activity and natural 
surveillance. Clearly defmed and observable spaces create a perception of risk for potential offenders 
while giving pedestrians a sense of security. 

Objective 5.9 

Encourage proper design and effective use of the built environment to help increase personal safety 
at all times of the day. . 

Policies: 

5.9.1 Facilitate observation and natural surveillaucethrough improved development standards 
which provide for common areas, adequate lighting, clear definition of outdoor spaces, 
attractive fencing, use oflandscaping as a natural barrier, secure storage areas, good visual 

Sec "Design Out Crime~ program adopted by City Collncil in J~me 1995 and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Dcsigri, Design Guide! iDes to 
"Dc&gn Out Crime," December 1995. 
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connections between residential, commercial, or public environments and grouping activity 
functions such as child care or recreation areas. (P18) 

5.9.2 Encourage mixed-use developmeutwbicb provides for activity and natural surveillance 
after commercial business hours through the development of ground floor retail uses and· 
sidewalk cafes. Mixed-use should also be enhanced by locating community facilities such 
as libraries, cultural facilities or police substations, on the ground floor of such building, 
where feasible. (P18) 
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CHAPTER 6 - OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION 

INTRODUCTION AND 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

Th_e ~ramework E_l':ment contains ~oals, 
objectives, and policies for the provision, 
management, and conservation of LOs Angeles' 
open space resources, addresses the outdoor 
recreation needs of the City's residents· and 
are intended to guide the amendment drthe 
General Plan's Open Space and Conservation 
Element As established by the State legislature, 
"open space" is defined at a broader level than 
the tr:'-ditional zones that have been used by 
th!' City. It encompas~es both publicly- and 
p:nvately-owned properttes that are unimproved 
and used for the preservation of natural 
resources, managed production of resources 
outdoor recreation, and proteei:ion of life and 
property due to natural hazards. The inclusion 
of policies affecting private open space in thls 
Element should not be interpreted to mean that 
the City intends to change fair market values 
or purchase such land. 

The Framework Element's Open Space and 
Conservation policies also e:mmine unconven
tional, non-statutory ways that the City of 
Los Angeles may create and utilize open space, 
part~cu_larly in pa:ts of the City where there 
IS a significant defiCiency of this resource. These 
open space policies therefore address matters 
oflaod use, urban form, and parks develop
ment; subjects that are also addressed in other 
chapters of this document. 

SUMMARY OF OPEN SPACE 
CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITIONS 

Although LOs Angeles has open space resources 
located throughout its many neighborhoods, 
the City is properly characterized as an 
urbanized area framed by open space. The 
Pacific Ocean, San Gabriel Mountains, Santa 
Susana Mountains, Baldwin Hills, and the Santa 
Monica Mountains are examples of natural open 
space resources that bound the City and help 
define its geography and influence its develop
ment patterns. 

Within these open space areas, a wide variety 
of environmental and recreational activities take 
place: from bird-watching to horseback riding, 
~aking Los Angeles unique among cities ofits 
sue. 

6-1 

Economic,social, and ecological imperatives 
require that Los Angeles take full advantage 
of all existing open space elements in the City, 
!IJ!d cr~te an e:rtensn:.~ highly interconnected 
Citywide Greenways Network. The economic 
dimension oHhiS proposition is based on the 
development of places of nride and amenity that 
will maintain and augment property values, 
attract new investment, and establish areater 
economic stability in the neighborhoods. The 
social dimension JS founded on the availability 
and distribution of open space resources to all 
residents ofthe City, on the way in which open 
space can instill and/or increase pride of place, 
a"cd oil the :ability of open space to connect 
neighborhoods and people throughout the entire 
City. The ecolo!!ical dimension is based on the 
improvement of water quality and supply, the 
reduction of flood hazards, improved air 
quality, and the provision of ecological corridors 
for birds and wildlife. 

The City's open space policies seek to resolve 
the following issues: 

1. Open space conse~ation and development 
are ojten competmg goals. 

Conserving ecologically and aesthetically 
importantareas while meeting the needs ofthe 
developing oommunity can create some difficult 
choices. During the 1980s, Los Angeles County 
created a network of Significant Ecological 
Areas (SEAs) to save remnants of the State's 
natural heritage. Tbe status of many of these 
SEAs is llOt known to County officials, however, 
because very few resources were available to 
monitor and preserve them. Despite this Jack 
of information, it is clear that development such 
as housing construction, commercial projects, 
roads and landlills has encroached upon many 
of the SEAs. Given that the City is largely built 
out, tlie pressure for development to intrude 
into these areas will likely continue. 

2. T~ere is a deficiency of open space in the 
City. 

As the !=ity urbanizes, and the pressures of 
population growth and encroaching develop
ment activity increases, the amount of land 
available for open space continues to diminish. 
The difficulty in acquiring large, contiguous 
tracts of !and reduces the likeliliood of creating 
new ~regional parks the size of Griffith Park or 
smaller community and neighborhood parks. 
In addition, there are insufficient local funds 
to purchase open space land. 
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3. The Los Angeles River presents numerous 
opportunities for enhancing the City's open 
space network. 

Since the Los Angeles Rive; and its tributaries 
pass throur,h much of the City, they could 
become the 'spine" of the Citywide G;eeuways 
Network. Where appropriate, these wate.ways 
could be developed as places for outdoor 
recreation and become amenities in the commu
nities through which they pass. 

4. Park acquisition is limited due to existing 
patterns of development and lack of 
funding. 

Since the availability of open space acquisition 
funds is based in part on local development 
activity, areas of Los Angeles that experience 
little or no development have more limited 
resources to acquire open space. Not surpris
ingly, such communities are often also the areas 
wil:il the greatest open space need. 

The City has traditionally acquired open space 
through Quimby fees, parkdedication require
ments, and a dwelling unit construction 
surcharge. Quimby fees differ from the 
construction tax in that they are collected from 
development projects and must be spent in the 
community in which they are collected. Some 
areas of the City are recipients of both the 
Quimby fees and the construction surcharge 
fee. Older areas ofthe City in which little new 
residential development occurs receive consider
ably lesser levels of funds and are characterized 
by the highest development densities. Discrep
ancies in the amount of open space that exists 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

among communities results in the more densely 
populated areas having insufficient open space 
to meet the needs of their population. 

5. Park standards do not reflect cu"ent 
conditions and needs. 

Standards forvarions ca~ories of parks, which 
were created when the availability of open space 
was not as limited, should be re-examined in 
view of changing population and urban form 
dynamics. If the population continues to grow 
and the amount of open space available remains 
more or less the same, the discrel!?Dcy between 
what is and what should be wJ!l continue to 
widen. 

Existing open space standards (and, more 
significantly, existing open space acquisition 
policies) do not sufficiently recognize the full 
range of potential open space resources at the 
neighborhood and community levels. As 
opportunities for traditional open space 
resources are diminished, it is important to 
identify areas of open space that "have not 
traditionally been considered as resources. 
Thus, vacated railroad lines, drainage channels, 
planned transit ron~ and utility rights-or-way, 
or pedestrian-oriented streets and small parks, 
where feasible, might serve as important 
resources for serving the open space and 
recreation needs of City residents in communi
ties where those resources are currently in short 
supply. Additionally, as resources diminish, 
the quality, intensity, and maintenance of 
existing open space (especially in more dense 
neighborhoods) becomes more important. 

The following presents the goals, objectives, and policies related to open space and conservation 
in the City of Los Angeles. Programs that implement these policies are found in the last chapter 
of this document. Programs are also referenced after each policy in this document. 

Goal6A 
An integrated citywide/regional public and private open space system that serves and is accessible 
by the City's population and is unthreatened by encroachment from other land uses. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 

Objective 6.1 . 
Protect the City's natural settings from the encroachment of urb:<(l development, allowing for the 
development, use, management, and maintenance of each component of the City's natural resources 
to contribute to the sustainability of the region. · 
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PoliCies 

6.1.1 Consider appropriate methodologies to protect significant remaining open spaces for resource 
protection and mitigation of environmental hazards, such as flooding, in and on the periphery 
of the City, such as the use of tax incentives for landowners to preserve their lands, 
development rights exchanges in the local area, participation in land banking, public 
acq uis1tion, land exchanges, and Williamson Act contracts. (P2) 

6.1.2 Coordinate City operations and development policies for the protection and conservation 
of open space resources, by: 

6.1.3 

6.1.4 

6.1.5 

6.1.6 

6.1.7 

a. Encouraging City departments to take the lead in utilizing water re.-l.tse technology, 
including graywater and reclaimed water for public landscape maintenance purposes 
and such other purposes as may be feasible; 

b. Preserving habitat linkages, where feasible, to provide wildlife corridors and to protect 
natural animal ranges; and 

c. Preserving natural viewsheds, whenever possible, in hillside and coastal areas. 

(P2, P9, P:59, P60) 

Reassess the environmental importance ofthe County of Los Angeles designated Significant 
Ecological Areas (SEAs) that occur within the City of Los Angeles and evaluate the 
appropriateness of the inclusion of other areas that may exhibit equivalent environmental 
value. (P2, P59) 

Conserve, and manage the nndeveloped portions ofthe City's watersheds, where feasible, 
as open spaces which protect, conserve, and enhance natural resources. (P2, P8) 

Provide for an on-site evaluation of sites located outside of targeted growth areas, as specified 
in amendments to the community plans, for the identification of sensitive habitats, sensitive 
species, and au analysis of wildlife movement, with specific emphasis on the evaluation 
of areas identified on the Biological Resource Maps contained in !he Framework Element's 
Technical Background Report and Environmental Impaet Report (Figures BR1A-D). (P2) 

Consider preservation of private land open space to the maximum extent feasible. In areas 
where OJ?en space values determine the character of the community, development should 
occur With special consideration of these characteristics. (P70) 

Encourage an increase of open space where opportunities exist throughout the City to protect 
wild areas such as the Sepulveda Basin and Chatsworth Reservoir. (Pl, P2, P59) 

OtJTI}OOR RECREATION 

Objective 6.2 · 
Maximize the use of the City's existing open space network and recreation facilities by enhancing 
those facilities and providing connections, particularly from targeted growth areas, to the existing 
regional and community open space system. · 

Policy 

6.2.1 Establish, where feasible, the linear open space system represented in !he Citywide Greenways 
Network map, to provide additional open space for active and passive recreational uses 
and to connect adjoining neighborhoods to one another and to regional open space resources 
(see Fignre 6-l). This Citywide Greenways Network is hierarchical and is composed of 
three levels: regional, community, and local/ neighborhood. While these levels are of equal 
importance, they vary in seale and the degree to which they imfact the City at large. 
Additionally, while these levels overlap one another, they can stil be differentiated and 
broken down as follows: 
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Reproduction of Text shown on Citywide Greeways Network Map 

This map is a generalized representation ofFrameworkEiement policy recommendations for public 
open space to serve as a basis for updating the City's Open Space and Conservation Elements. 

As a generalized map, the boundaries are not precise; they are intended to illustrate au integrated 
citywide/re~ional greeuways system to serve the open space needs oftbe City's population. Some 
other jurisdictions have been included for purposes of illustrating continuity; any inclusion of private 
space is unintentional and no restriction on the use of such properties is implied. Specific boundaries 
and open space land use classifications should be determined in the community plans. 

The linear open space system represented by the Citywide GreenwaysNetWork(l) provides additional 
.open space for active and passive recreational uses, and (2) connects adjoinin~ neighborhoods to 
one another and to regional open space resources. This greenways network JS differentiated by 
function and is composed ofthree levels: local/neighborhood, community, and regional. 

" The local/neighborhood components inclnde pedestrian-supporting streets, open space associated 
with public facilities such as schools, small local parks, and community gardens. 

The community component is composed of district parks and civic open spaces connected to 
the network, including elements such as community and neighborhood parks, connected by 
linear, non-motorized transportation linkages such as bike paths, walking and hiking trails, 
and local bike ways. 

The regional component of the network is composed of the beaches, the mountains, and the 
Los Angeles River system- the three most continuous natural features of the urban region 
and thus the primary elements ofthe network; river tributaries, arroyos and washes that take 
storm water to the ocean; rail lines and utility corridors that may, where feasible, without 
compromising public safety or facility security, serve as either active or passive multi-use 
greenway corridors to become connectors to the beaches and the river and to link adjacent 
districts to each other through the network; and all regional parks made accessible from the 
network and directly connected to local collectors. 
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a. 

b. 

c. 

(P2) 

The regional component ofthe network is composed of the beaches, the mountains, 
and the Los Angeles River system - the three most continuous natural features of 
the urban region and thus the primary elements ofthe network; river tributaries, 
arroyos and washes that take ~iorm water to the ocean; rail lines and utility corridors, 
where feasible without compromising public safety or facility security, that may serve 
multiple purposes to become connectors to the beaches and the river and link adjacent 
districts to each other through the network; and all regional parks made accessible 

·from the network. While considering open space improvements ofthe River and 
drainages, their primary purpose for flood control shall be considered. 

The community component is composed of parks and civic open spaces connected 
to the network, including elements such as community and neighborhood parks, 
connected by linear, non-motorized transportation linkages such as walldug and hiking 
trails and local bike paths. 

The local/neighborhood components include pedestrian-supporting streets, open space 
associated with public facilities such as schools, small parks, and community gardens. 

6.2.2. Protect and expand equestrian resources, where feasible, and maintain safe links in major 
public open space areas such as Hansen Dam, Sepulveda Basin, Griffith Park, and the San 
Gabriel, Santa Monica, Santa Susanna Mountains and the Simi Hills. 

a. Maintain the equestrian facilities on publicly owned lands, such as Hansen Dam and 
the L!)s Angeles EIJuestrian Center. 

b. Preserve, where feasible, the "Horsekeepiag Supplemental Use District" ("K" District), 
with links to major open areas. 

c. Support the policies and objectives ofthe Rim ofthe Valley Trail Corridor Master 
Plan, the Urban Greenways Plan, and the Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails Plan 
(and all amendments) as a foundation for promoting and maintaining a trail system 
within the City. · 

(Pl, P58, P59) 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Objective 6.3 
Ensure that open space is managed to minimize environmental risks to the publiec 

Policies 

6.3.1 

6.3.2 

6.3.3 

Preserve flood plains, landslide areas, and steep terraiu areas as open spac.i, wherever possible, 
to minimize the risk to public safety. (Pl, P2) 

Seek to ensure that the users of the City's open space system are safe and secure. (P2) 

Utilize development standards to promote development of public open space that is visible, 
thereby helpmg to keep such spaces and facilities as safe as possible. (PlS, P24, P25) 

COMMUNITY STABILITY 

Objective 6.4 · 
· Ensure that the City's open spaces contribute positively to the stability and identity of the communities 

and neighborhoods in which they are located or through which they pass. 
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Policies 

6.4.1 

6.4.2 

6.4.3 

6.4.4 

6.4.5 

6.4.6 

6.4.7 

6.4.8 

6.4.9 

6.4.10 

a. 

b. 

Encourage and seek to provide for usable open space and recreational facilities that are 
distributed throughout the City. (P2, P14) 

Encourage increases in parks and other open space lauds where deficiencies exist, such 
as South East and South Central Los Angeles and neighborhoods developed prior to the 
adoption of the State Quimby Act in 1965 (As amended in 1972). (Pl, P2, P54) 

Encourage appropriate connections between the City's neighborhoods and elements of 
the Citywide Greenways Network. (P2, P58, P59) 

Consider open space as an integral ingredient of neighborhood character, especially in 
targeted growth areas, in order that open space resources contribute positively to the City's 
neighborhoods and urban centers as highly desirable places to live (see Chapter 5: Urban 
Form and Neighborhood Design). (Pl, P2) 

Provide public open space in a manner that is responsive to the needs and wishes of the 
residents of the City's neighborhoods through the involvement of!ocal residents in the selection 
and design of local parks. In addition to publicly--owned and operated open space, 
management mechamsms may take the form oflocally run private/non-profit management 
groups, and should allow for th~e private acquisition of land with a commitment for 
maintenance and public access. (1'2, P58, P59) 

Explore ways to connect neighborhoods through open space linkages, including the "healing" 
of neighborhoods divided by freeways, through the acquisition and development of air 
rights over freeways (such as locations along the Hollywood Freeway between Calmenga 
Pass and Downtown), which could be improved ll!S a neighborhood recreation resource. 
(P2, P14) 

Consider as part of the City's open space inventory of pedestrian streets, community gardens, 
shared school playfields, and privately-owned commercial open spaces thll!t are accessible 
to the ~ublic, even though such elements fall outside the conventional definitions of"open 
space.' This will help address the open sp2ce and outdoor recreation needs of communities 
that are currently deficient in these resources (see the Recreation and Parks section in 
Chapter 9: Injrastructure and Public Services). (P2) 

Maximize the use of existing public open space resources at the neighborhood scale and 
seek new opportunities for private development to enhance the open space resources of 
the neighborhoods. 

Encourage the development of public plazas, forested streets, farmers markets, 
residential commons, rooftop spaces, and other places that function like open space 
in nrbanized areas of the City with deficiencies of natural open space, especially in 
targeted growth areas. 

Encourage the improvement of open space, both on public and r.mate property, as 
opportunities ll!rise. Such places may include the dedication of' nnbuildable" areas 
or sites that may serve as green space, or pathways and connections that may be 
improved to serve as neighborhood landscape 2nd recreation amenities. 

(P2, P14, P50) 

Encourage theincorporation of small-scaled public open spaces within transit-oriented 
development, both as plazas and small parks associated with transit stations, and as areas 
of public access in private joint development at transit station locations. (P2) 

Provide for the joint use of open space with existing and future public facilities, where feasible. 
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a. Give priority to the development of sites as open space for public access that are located 
with or occupied by other public facilities such as schools, child care facilities, and 
libraries. 

b. Resolve differences of policy and practice between the City's various departments 
and the Los Angeles Unified School District to ensure the joint use of school sites in 
whole or in part for neighborhood open space needs. In particular, pursue legislation 
to address the issue of public liability in situations of joint use or joint development 
of public properties, so that the liability may be equitably shared by multiple agencies 
(such as the School District and the Department of Recreation and Parks). 

(P2, P14, P16) 

6.4.11 Seek opportunities to site open space adjacent to existing public facilities, such as schools, 
and encourage the establishment of mutually beneficial development agreements that make 
privately-owned open space accessible to the public. For example, encourage the improvement 
of scattered small open spaees for public access in Jl~ate projects with smiill branch libraries, 
child care centers, or decentralized schools. (.1'2, P16) · 

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

Objective 6.5 
Provide adequate funding for open space resource management and development. 

Policies 

6.5.1 

6.5.2 

6.5.3 

6.5.4 

6.5.5 

Implementation should he accomplished incrementally. (P2, P14) 

Establish programs for fmancing open space acquisition, development and maintenance. 
(P2, P14, P66) · . 

Seek linkages with other requirements, such as air quality mandates, flood control 
requirements, or water reclamation needs, wherever possible. (P8, P54, P65) 

Encourage and facilitate assessment districts for street amenity improvements. (P2, P32) 

Establish incentives for the provision of publicly accessible open space in conjunction with 
private development projects. (P2, P14, P19, P66) 
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CHAPTER 7 -ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

INTRODUCTION AND 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

The Framework Element's fundamental 
economic development goals are twofold: to 
provide the physical locations and competitive 
financial environment necessary to attract 
various types of economic development to 
Los Angeles, and to encourage the geographic 
~istribution ?f job growth in a manner supi;K'rt
JVe of the Ctty's overall planning objectives. 
In order to encourage economic development 
in Los Angeles and effectively compete for 
~ ?Pportnnities in an increasinilv competi
tive n~;ttional economy, the City needs to offer 
meanmgful development incentives. This is 
particularly true m those areas that have 
historically received a less than proportional 
share of Citywide employment and development 
opportunities. 

Job retention and creation are directly related 
to enhanced economicdevelopmentopportnni· 
ties. Th~ policies and programs presented below 
seek to mcrease employment m the City at a 
considerably higher rate than is currently 
projected. This objective is vitally important 
to Los Angeles' future, since higher job creation 
will not only provide improved employment 
opportunities for City residents, but also help 
maintain the City's f"JScal health. 

The economic development policies presented 
in this chapter are designed to facilitate business 
retention and job growth in several important 
ways. These include providing appropriate sites 
and infrastructure to accommodate future 
commercial and industrial growth; streamlining 
the City's permitting and regulatory processes· 
focusing the City's economic development 
efforts to more effectively utilize available 
resour.ces; and, ~here appropriate, providing 
finanCial mcent:lves to attract development to 
turgeted districts, centers, and boulevards. 

In the current economic environment, it has 
~eco~e increasingly clear that municipal 
mcentives cannot create market demand. At 
best,·public incentives can serve to ibcus e:risting 
demand into centers, districts, and mixed-use 
boulevards. This is only possible, however, to 
the degree that market forces are influenced 
by the effects of available public resources 
directed at economic development. The City's 
limited economic development resources must 
therefore be channeled into actions that 
optimize returns from affordable levels of public 
aetion. Given this flsca1 reality and the City's 
desire to achieve its economic development 
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objectives while preserving the stsbility of 
existing neighborhoods, the economic develojr 
ment P.olicies focus growth iu specific parts of 
the City. 

To establish a basis for addressing the interre
lated goals of job creation, stimulation of 
citywide economic development, and the 
provision of development incentives in specific 
parts ofLos Angeles, the City should adopt the 
following types of areas as the focus of the 
EconomicDe:velopmentcbapter(seeFignre7-1): 

e existing commercial centers and corri
dors; 

"' existing growing industrial/business 
sectors; 

• existing large industrial sites suitable 
for reuse (e.g~ the General Motors site); 

<11 emerging commercial and industrial 
areas, perba psw:itbout current suitable 
sites (e.g., North Hollywood); 

1!1 existing Enterprise Zones and Incentive 
1\reas; · 

<11 adopted Center locations; 

<11 proposed community focal points and 
transit centers; and 

<11 existing and projected transit facility 
concentrations. 

By focusing the City's economic development 
efforts to these areas, the Framework Element 
acknowledges that the goals, objectives and 
policies which follow cannot be generically 
applied to the entire City. Instead, the Frame
work Element directs its economic development 
efforts towards specific regions of the City, 
thereby optimizing its resources and improving 
the chances for success. In order to better 
understand bow these areas relate to the City's 
economic development strategy, this chapter 
categorizes them as either market-linked areas 
or policy-linked areas; labels which indicate 
the kind of aetion that is required to foster the 
desired economic activity. 

Policy-Linked Areas 

Policy-linked areas are places that private 
developers have historically found unattractive 
due to a wide variety of socio-economic factors, 
including the low revenue-generating potential 
of commercial uses that result from the resident 
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Text for Figure 7-1 

NOTES: 

Policies in the Framework Element address economic issues citywide. This map identifies areas 
characterized by unique opportunities or constraints that make them candidates for the consideration 
of economic strategies and implementation priorities. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Areas that represent adopted policies and strategies include State Enterprise Zones, 
Redevelopment Areas, and Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Areas. 

Areas that are candida~es for designation as various types of economic policy districts include 
Los Angeles Commumty Redevelopment Agency ~ecovery Study Areas. • 

Maps in the Framework Element identii'y market-linked areas that are a focus of economic 
pohcy. These areas are defined and elaborated upon in this chapter. 

Downtown Los Angeles, the Port of Los Angeles, Los Angeles International Airport, and 
other local airports are areas with broad regional and international market links. Improvement 
of these facilities and implementation of economic development programs in these areas will 
have a regional impact on employment and economic growth. 
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population's low-income level. As the name 
implies, these areas require government 
sponsored and championed policy initiatives 
to stimnlate demand and affect the kind of 
positive economic changes deemed necessary 
to improve their quality of life. 

Policy-linked areas are identified on the basis 
of economic need, such as a lack of existing 
employment centers, high resident unemploy
ment rates, and low resident income levels. 
Based on these criteria, the City could target 
underdeveloped sections of South Central Los 
Angeles for )Xllicy-linked economic development 
incentives, mcluding streamlining the develop
ment approval process and focusing the efforts 
of self-help programs on small business formula
tion assistance and job skill retraining. 

Market-Linked Areas 

Market-linked areas are places where incentive 
programs, together with a streamlining ofthe 
approval process, could facilitate development 
by removing existing obstacles where it would 
otherwise he attractive from a market perspec
tive. Although these areas have historically been 
places where demand is in evidence, they require 
additional incentives to attract development 
in the current market environment These are 
also area§ where existing commercial centers 
and industrial concentrations could capture 
large shares of the City's future growth. 

Industrial lands adjacent to the Port of 
Los Angeles are considered as a market-linked 
area. While there is potentially strong demand 
for industrial space m this area, demands are 
constrained by the limited availability of 
suitably sized sites with the required modern 
support services, making the development of 
new industry unfeasibfe. To address this 
constraint, the City could locate and/or assist 
in the assembly of suitable individual sites in 
the area so the private sector could more 
efficiently meet current and emerging market 
needs. 

Another market linked. area is the General 
Motors (GM) plant site, an area which requires 
reconfiguration and modernization if it is to 
become an asset to the City. By actively 
facilitating the re-use of this site or others in 
the San Fernando Valley, the City could 
reestablish this region, a hiJ;:hly sought after 
high-tech industrial location m the recent past, 
as a competitive "player" in the national 
economy and the emerging Pacific Rim market
place as it develops in the coming decade. 

The active industrial areas of South Central 
and Southeast Los Angeles are yet another kind 
of market-linked area. To ensure their long-
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term competitiveness and expansion, this kind 
of existing and growing industrial zone needs 
to he actively encouraged and stimulated. Since 
the Sonth Central and Southeast industrial 
areas adjacent to Downtown Los Angeles 
currently serve a growing garment industry 
and lig~t manufacturing market, this means 
identilying the locational needs of new compa
nies and the job training needs of the existing 
work force, as well as helping to meet those 
needs by refining existing programs or provid
ing new, more direct forms of assistance. 

The mirror ofthese examples is the deteriorat
ing industrial area with limited future industrial 
potential, which market forces could recycle 
mto more viable land uses. While no direct 
public action would he needed in this example, 
a strategic decision should be;made to allow 
such areas to recycle in respollSe to the market 
through flexible zoning destgnations that would 
allow such changes. 

Finally, another kind of market-linked area is 
one that requires the active stimulation of 
concentrated commercial and mixed-use 
development along established commercial 
corridors, at transit stations and in community 
centers. To the extent that new growth is 
accommodated in these areas, cost efficiencies 
are maximized both from the development as 
well as the infrastructure perspective. Neigh
borhoods also benefit as a result of concentrat
ing development, because targeted growth limits 
the intrusion of development on existing 
residential neighborhoods. From a market 
perspective, such concentrated development 
manmizes potentialfoot traffic within pedes
trian accessible areas, increasing potential 
volume levels as well as market appeal. 

To address the challenges facing the market
linked areas discussed above; the City can 
undertake a variety of actions; two examples 
of which follow: 

a Establish priority areas within 
~Angeles called "industrialpreserva
tion zones," and focus active assistance 
programs within them to maximize the 
Impact of anticipated limited resources 
and OI!S.~ure a viable range of competitive 
industrial sites in the City to help 
maintain a core manufacturing base 
through the turn of the century. 

0 Encourage mixed-use commercial and 
residential developmentwithin targeted 
areas throughout the City through 
zoning, entitlement processes and 
incentive programs, recognizing that 
market forces will ultimately decide 
where such actions will in fact be 
implemented. 

000111 



In addition, the City must take advantage of 
the critical role of the Port of Los Angeles and 
the Los Angeles International Airport in 
supporting the local economy. These facilities 
are major generators of economic activity, both 
in their immediate vicinity and throughout the 
entire Southern Californin region. Under the 
Charter of the City of Los Angeles, these 
facilities are operated by City departments each 
directed by a Board of Commissioners. The 
Harbor Department and the Department of 
Airports are proprietary and self-supporting 
departments of the City that prepare, control, 
and administer their own budgets and have 
substantial authorities over the properties that 
they manage. 

As a result of the crucial role they play in 
economic development and their unique 
organizational status, these areas can benefit 
from and will require additional City actions 
form those designed to assist other market
linked areas. In addition to receiving incentives 
initiated in other market-linked areas, such 
actions as expansion of the City's foreign trade 
zone, permit facilitation and regalatory relief, 
and other programs appropriate to these 
facilities should be investigated to facilitate 
economic activity throughout the City. Such 
actions will support all of the critical industrial 
sectors(trade, tourism/entertainment, transpor
tation. and technology) upon which the future 
economy will be based. 

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENTCONDT.nONS 

1. The City's current economic strategy is 
disjointed, to the extent that it has one. As 
a result, economic development tends to 
occur in haphazard mauner throughout 
Las~eles; The City must therefore create 
a cohesiVe economic development strategy 
to effectively focus its public resource 
expenditures in a concentrated and orderly 
manner. 

2. The City's current jobs/housing ratio must 
be maintained. If the jobs/housing ratio 
declines, that is, if the number of jobs 
declines in relationship to the number of 
housing units, then the City's economic 
vitality may spiral downward. If the 
jobs/housing ratio increases, that is, if the 
number of jobs increases in relationship to 
the number of housing units, the housing 
shortage and the need for affordable 
housing would be exacerbated. 

3. The baseliae 2010 employment and housing 
forecasts prepared by the Southern Califor
nia Association of Governments (SCAG) 
indicate that the City's jobs/housing ratio 
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will decline by 2010. This decline would 
be economically detrimental to the City for 
two major reasons: . 

8 Employment opportunities for existing 
and future City residents would become 
more limited, potentially resulting in 
a higher resident unemployment rate; 
and 

"' The City's fiScal structure has histori
callr been dependent on a jobs-rich 
enVIronment .. A decline in the jobs/ 
housing ratio would reflect a growth 
pattern in which residential develop
ment outpaces commercial and indus
trial growth. Given that nonresidential 
land uses generate proportionately more 
fiscal revenue than residential develop
ment, a decliae in the jobs/housing ratio 
would represent an undesirable growth 
pattern for the City from a fiscal 
perspective. Whereas demand for 
municipal services would contiuue to 
grow commensurate with population 
growth, the City's revenue base and 
related ability to provide municipal 
services would grow at a lower rate. 
This imbalance would potentially result 
in the City being unable to maintain its 
current levels of municipal services, 
much less meet desirable standards for 
such services. 

In order to avoid the potentially detrimental 
consequences of a decline in the City's 
jobs/housing ratio, the Gty must implement 
a proactiveeconomicdevelopmentprogram 
which seeks to generate employment growth 
commensurate with projected population 
increases. Maintenance of the existing 
jobs/housing ratio of1.46 will require that 
the City attract approximately 400,000 new 
jobs, compared to the 200,000 new jobs 
mdicated m the SCAG forecasts. 

4. To effectively compete for the limited 
employment OI>J?Ortnnities in an increasinldv 
competitive national economy, and in order 
to encourage economic development in 
Los An~eles, the City must create market 
and pobcy driven incentives. These incen
tives include: 

o Governmental reforms that streamline 
and shorten the application process in 
response to the needs of existing busi
nesses and the "targeted" industries'; 

® Creation and. implementation of a 
comprehensive economic development 
strategy to focus the expenditure of 
public resources into a coordinated 

·series of programs and policies; 
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~ Commercii!ll and industrial :retrofitting 
and :reuse policies and programs to 
provide modern and world-competitive 
commercial and industrial buildings and 
sites;. 

e Job-training, skills-matching, and 
educational programs to enhance the 
available labor pool with skills well
matched for the existing and targeted 
industries; 

e Active marketing to encourage "emerg
ing" indmtries to locate in the City of 
Los Angeles, with an emphasis on the 
attraction of envi:ronmentally-{)riented 
and clean industries; and 

e Active land use and transportation 
planning and inducements to create 

GOALS, OBJECTIVE§, AND POLICIES 

concentrations of commercial and mixed-use 
growth along commercial corridors, at transit 
stations, and within community centers. To 
the extent that new growth is accommodated 
in these areas, cost efficiencies would be 
maximized from the neighborhood preservation 
and the infrastructure perspectives. 

5. The strategic goal of attracting nearly 
400,000 new jobs is not necessarily incom
patible with protecting the stability of 
existing communities. J:n order to prevent 
encroachment into existing neighborhoods, 
future growth should be focused. Areas 
identified on the Framework Element laud 
use map represent adequate capacities to 
accommodate the commercial and industrial 
growth necessary to support the desired job 
creation goal. 

The following presents the goals, objectives, and policies related to economic development in the 
City of Loo Angeles. Programs that implement these policies are found in the last chapter of this 
document. Programs are also referenced after each policy in this document. 

GOAL 7A 
A vibrant economically revitalized City. 

Objective 7.1 
Focus available resources on a coordinated and comprehensive effort to promote economic activity 
in Los Angeles, including au aggressive marketing program that communicates the resources and 
assets available within the City. 

Policies 

7.1.1 Reorganize local government as needed to coordinate economic development and business 
support services functions. (P35, P49) 

7 .1.2 Encourage community-based service and development entities in efforts to create small 
business expansion at the local level. (P35, P43) 

7.1.3 Create and implement an economic development strategy. (P35) 

7.1.4 Develop an infrastructure investment strategy to support the population and employiDent 
growth areas. (P36) 

7.1.5 Allocate available public resources within the context of the market demand anticipated 
over the next five years. (P38) 

7.1.6 IdeuiifY Federal and State mandates which represent Mreasonable harriers to furore economic 
development in the City, and begin to address these mandates through appropriate lobbying 
efforts. (P27) 
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GOAL 7B 
A City with land appropriately and sufficiently designated to sustain a robust commercial and 
industrial base. 

Objective 7.2 
Establish a balance of land uses that provides for commercial and industrial development which 
meets the needs of local residents, sustains economic growth, and assures maximum feasible 
environmental quality: 

Policies 

General 

7.2.1 Identify the characteristics of any surplus City-owned land and determine the 
appropriateness of designating this land for public, commercial, industrial, or 
residential uses. (P26) 

Commercial 

7.2.2 Concentrate commercial development entitlements in areas best able to support them, 
including community and regional centers, transit stations, and mixed-use corridors. This 
concentration prevents commercial development from encroaching on existing residential 
neighborhoods. (P18) 

7.2.3 Encourage new commercial development in proximity to rail and bus transit corridors 
and stations. (Pl, P18) 

7.2.4 Ensure that the City has enough capacity to accommodate the development of general 
. commercial uses which support community needs in all parts of Los Angeles. (Pl) 

7.2.5 Promote and encourage the development of retail facilities appropriate to serve the shopping 
needs of the local population when planning new residential neighborhoods or major 
residential developments. (P18, P38, P40) 

Office 

7.2.6 Concentrate office development in regional mixed-use centers, around transit stations, 
and within community centers. (Pl, Pl8) 

7.2.7 Encourage the introduction of telecommuting facilities in dispersed community centers 
and mixed-used corridors to reduce total vehicle miles traveled (VMT). (P2, P47) 

Industrial 

7 .2.8 Retain the current manufacturing and industrial laud use designations, consistent with 
other Framework Element policies, to provide adequate quantities ofland for emerging 
industrial sectors. (Pl, P18) 

7.2.9 Limit the redesignation of existin~ industrial laud to other land uses except in cases where 
such redesignation serves to mitigate existing land use conflicts, and where it meets the 
criteria spelled out in Policy 3.14.6 of Chapter 3: Land Use. (P18) 

7.2.1 0 Ensure that the City's industrial sites are regionally competitive to maintain and enhance 
a core manufacturing base. (P37, P38, P39) 

7.2.11 Ensure that the City has sufficient quantities of land suitable to accommodate existing, 
new and relocating industrial firms, whose operations are appropriate to a specific location 
in Los Angeles. (P18, P26, P38) 
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7.2.12 Establish, as shown in Figure 7-l, the area adjacent to the Port of Los Angeles, the rail 
corridor bisecting the San Fernando Valley, and the South Cent:rai!Southeast industrial 
area as market-linked targeted industrial areas (market-linked areas are described on page 
7-4). (Pl, P18) 

7.2.13 Facilitate environmentally sound operations and expansion ofthe Port of Los Angeles and 
the Los Angeles International Airport as major drivers ofthe local and regional economy. 
(P3, P5, P6, P42) 

7.2.14 Take steps to assure that new industries developed are sensitive to environmental and 
conservation issues, and that cumulative environmental impacts are addressed. 

GOAL7C 
A City with thriving and expanding businesses. 

Objective 7.3 
Maintain and enhance the existing businesses in the City. 

Policies 

Commercial 

7.3.1 

7.3.2 

7.3.3 

Maintain the Downtown region~! core as the preeminent ~enter for office development 
in the City, the metropolitan area, and the region. Maintenance of this status is key to the 
City's economic and fiscal strength during the transition to a more service oriented economy. 
(Pl, Plll) 

Retain existing neighborhood commercial activities within walking distance of residential 
areas. (P1, P18) · · 

Retain the City's existing employment base through an outreach _program to existing 
businesses and an ongoing assessment oftheir specific land use reqm:rements. (P35, P62) 

Industrial 

7.3.4 

7.3.5 

7.3.6 

7.3.7 

7.3.8 

Recognize the crucial role that the Port of Los Angeles and the· Los Angeles International 
Airport play in future employment growth by supporting planned Port and Airport expansion 
and modernization that mitigates its negative impacts. (P5, P40) 

Improve the movement of goods and workers to industrial areas. (P3, P4, P45) 

Retain the City's existing manufacturing base through an outreach program to existing 
businesses and an ongoing assessment of their specific land use requirements. (P35, P36, 
P62) 

Prioritize the retention and renewal of existing industrial businesses. (P35, P36, P37) 

Assist existing industries located in Los Angeles with their expansion plans and/or relocation 
efforts to find suitable industrial sites in the City. (P36, P37) · 

GOAL 7D 
A City able to attract and maintain new land uses and businesses. 

Governmental Services and Administrative Processing 

Objective 7.4 
Improve the provision of governmental services, expedite the administrative proressing of development 
applications, and minimize public and private development application costs. 
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Policies 

7.4.1 

7.4.2 

7.4.3 

7.4.4 

Develop and maintain a streamlined development review process to assure the City's 
competitiveness within the Southern California region. (P67, P68) 

Maximize opportunities for "by-right'' development. (P4, P18) 

Maintain development fee structures that do not unreasonably burden specific industry 
groups, are financially competitive with other cities in the region, and reduce uncertainty 
to the development community. (P49) 

Reform municipal service delivery through combining the services provided by the various 
departments (planning, building and safety, water and power, etc.) at decentralized locations 
throughout the City. (P35, P54, P62) 

Target Industries 

Objective 7.5 
Capture a significant share of regional growth in the "tsrgeted" or emerging industries in the City 
of Los Angeles. · 

Policies 

7.5.1 

7.5.2 

7.5.3 

7.5.4 

Identify emerging and pro-actively clean industries to specifically attract to the City of 
Los Angeles. (P35) 

Maintain an ongoing dialogue with representatives of major firms in the target industries 
to determine facility/siting, infrastructure, and labor force requirements. (P35, P37) 

Strive to provide an industrial business climate that meets the needs of the targeted industries. 
(P21, P35, P36, P40) 

Proal!tively market Los Angeles to emerging industries to encourage them to locate within 
the City, with an emphasis on the attraction of environmentally-oriented and "clean" 
industries. (P35, P40) 

Commercial Uses 

Objective 7.6 
Maintain a viable retail base in the City to address changing resident and business shopping needs. 

Policies 

7.6.1 

7.6.2 

7.6.3 

Encourage the inclusion of community-serving uses (post offices, senior community centers, 
daycare providers, personal services, etc.) at the community and regional centers, in tr.ausit 
stations, and along the mixed--use corridors. (Pl!l) 

Reuse deteriorating community or regional centers for wholesale or outlet c.enters when 
the newly emerging retail trend requires larger sites not otherwise available to the City. 
(P18) 

Facilitate the inclusion of shopping facilities in mixed--use developments that serve the needs 
of local residents and workers. If necessary, consider utilizing financing techniques such 
as land write-downs and density bonuses. (PIS) 
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GOAL7E 
A City with a highly qualified labor force. 

Objective 7. 7 . 
Achieve an effective "match" between the qualifications of the local labor force and the anticipated 
personnel requirements of existing and emerging industries in the City. 

Policy 

7.7.1 Exp3;nd job train in!( programs offe~ed ~n the 9ty to .more adequately address the skill 
requmemeuts of existing and emergmg mdustnes. (P28, P37) 

GOAL 7F 
A f"IScally stable City. 

Objective 7.8 
Maintrun and improve municipal service levels throughout the City to support current residents' 

·quality oflife and enable Los Angeles to be competitive when attracting desirable new development. 

Policies 

7.8.1 

7.8.2 

7.8.3 

Place the highest priority on attracting new development projects to Los Angeles which 
have the potential to generate a net fiScal surplus for the City. (P35, P36) 

Implement proactive policies to attract development that enhances the City's fiScal balance, 
such as providing financial incentives and permitting assistance. (P35, P36, P40, P67) 

Encourage mixed-use development projects, which include revenue generating retail, to 
offset the fiscal costs associated with residential development. (P18, P22) 

GOAL7G 
A range of housing opportunities in the City. 

Objective 7.9 
Ensure that the available range of housing opportunities is sufficient, in terms oflocation, concentration, 
type, size, price!rent range, access to local services and access to transportation, to accommodate 
future population ~rowth and to enable a reasonable portion of the City's work force to both live 
and work in the C1ty. 

Policies 

7.9.1 

7.9.2 

7.9.3 

Promote the provision of affordable housing through means which require minimal subsidy 
levels and which, therefore, are less detrimental to the City's fiscal structure. (P1, P2, P23, 
P29, P69) 

Concentrate future residential development along mixed-use corridors, transit corridors 
and other development nodes identified in the General Plan Framework Element, to optimize 
the impact of City capital expenditures on infrastructure improvements. (Pl, P18) 

Preserve existing single-family neighborhoods throughout the City to assure a continuing 
supply of variously priced single-family homes froll) the existing inventory. (Pl, P18) 
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GOAL7H 
A distribution of economic opportunity throughout the City. 

Objective 7.10 
Program resources in a manner that encourages appropriate development, housing opportunities, 
transit service and employment generation in all areas ofthe City, with particular emphasis on those 
portions of the City which historically have not received a proportional share of such opportunities, 
consistent with the City's overall economic policies. 

Policies 

7.10.1 

7.10.2 

7.10.3 

Focus available implementation resources in centers, districts, and mixed-use boulevards 
or "communities of need." (P35) . 

Support efforts to provide all residents with reasonable access to transit infrastructure, 
employment, and educational and job training opportunities. (P3, 44) 

Detennine appropriate levels of service for, but not limited to, educational facilities, hospitals, 
job training and referral centers, and transportation opportunities in the "communities 
of need." (P3, P28) 
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CHAPTER 8- TRANSPORTATION 

INTRODUCTION AND 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

Transpormtion is an essential factor contribut
ing to the quality of life in Los Angeles. 
:rransportation facilities and policies are 
mtegr;:tl elements in achieving the vision of the 
Citywide General Plan Framework Element. 
A conl:prehe~sive strategy of physical and 
o perationaJ In1 provements and behavioral 
changes that reduce the number and length of 
trips 11enerated is necessary to ensure future 
mobility in the City. 

The transportation system of the future will 
need to be a fu!ly integrated, multimodal system 
that offers multiple travel choices to Los AnJ:(eles 
travelers. Choices for person trips must inClude 
nnmerou~. forms· of ~ransit (nill, bus, Smart 
Shuttle, Jitney, taxi, and other),' highway 
(driye-alonel carpool, and vanpool), and non
vehicle options (telecommuting, electronic 
commun!cation,and bicycling). New facilities 
and services will ~rcatly enhance accessibility 
within communities, particularly in these 
communities with limited economic resources. 

The transition to this multimodal system has 
already begun, with major investments in 
Metrolink, Metrorail, and a freeway high
occupa~cy vehicle system. Renewed efforts to 
developmnovativenewtransitserviceconcepts 
are also underway, These efforts must be 
continued a~d e.nhanced thr~mgb a strategic 
transpormtion ImplementatiOn program in 
order for the transportation system envisioned 
in the Framework Element to be realized. 

Even with the integrated multimodal transpor
tation system in place, the accessibility and 
mobility objectives of the Framework Element 
~only be achieved through substantial shifts 
m travel behavior. These shifts will include 
significant increases in transit utilization and 
carpoollng/vanpooling. They also include a 
reduction in person-trips as people choose to 
take advantage of telecommunication technolo
gies. Without these changes, levels of service 
will decline significantly due to increases in 
vehicular travel. · 

TheFrameworkElementtransportationsystem 
includes proposals for major improvements to 
enhance the movement of goods and to provide 
greater access to major intermodal facilities 
such as the ports and airports. Many of these 
programs are already underway, such as the 
Alameda Corridor and the Los Angeles 
International Airport (LAX) Master Plan. 
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BACKGROUND 

The City of Los Angeles is recognized worldwide 
for the high level of mobility of its people. This 
level of mobility has been made possible by 
intense investment in the transpormtion system 
over the past half century. 

.. - Investnie!its in the highway and freeway system, 
the transit system, Los Angeles.International 
Airport, the Port of Los Angeles, and the 
railroad system have contributed, not only to 
growth. in individual mobility, but also to 
economic growth that has made Los Angeles 
one of the great economic renters of the world. 
Los Angeles has truly become a major center 
for national and international trade and 
tourism,and an important hub for international 
air travel. 

As it mov~ into the 21st century, Los Angeles 
should see ats transpormtion systems progres
sively evolve into one integrated multimodal 
system characterized by increased choice and 
accessibility. This evolution has already begun 
with recent investments in light rail (the Metro 
Blue and Green Lines), heavy rail (the Metro 
Red Line), and commuter rail (Metrolink). 
Innovations in transit service have begun to 
augment the Citywide bus system (LACMTA 
and LADOl), already one of the lar:gest in 
America, with new community services (DASH) 
and new commuter bus services that use private 
operator:s. New technologies are also beginning 
to have an impact on the transpormtion system. 
Intelligent-transportation technologies are 
increasing roadway and intersection capacities 
and enha~~ing taxi 1_1nd shuttle oper.ations. 
Opportunitiestocombmenewtechnologteswitb 
new service concepts (such as SMART Shuttles) 
are also being explored. 

To support the vision ofthe Citywide General 
Plan Framework Element, transportation 
investment and policy will need to follow a 
strategic plan that builds upon recent achieve
ments. Greater choice and accessibility, made 
possible by new, multi-modal facilities and 
services as well as improved access to key 
transportation facilities, will enhance the many 
economic resources of the City, improve the 
environments where p_eople live and work, and 
support greater equ1ty. 

Citywide transpormtion facilities and related 
policies should: 

e Capitalize on existing and currently 
committed infrastructure (e.g. the 
highway and freeway system, High 
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Occupancy Vehicle lanes, the Alameda 
Corridor, Metrorai~ Metro link, LAX, 
the Port of Los Angeles, and Union 
Station); 

Recognize the need to adopt land use 
policies and implement feeder systems 
to better utilize the committed infra
structure; and 

Acknowledge that advanced technology 
will help make the existing transporta
tion system more efficient in two ways: 
transportation system management (e.g. 
Automated Traffic Surveillance and 
Control [ATSAq ~)'stem and Smart 
Corridors) and reduction of vehicle 
trips by providing alternative methods 
of bringing people and information 
together (e.g., a more comprehensive 
telecommunication network). 

With a population of nearly 3.5 million people, 
the City of Los Angeles comprises about 
two-fifths of the population of Los Angeles 
County, and one-fourth ofthetotal population 
in Southern Califomia (Los Angeles, Orange, 
Ventura Counties and the western portions of 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties). Its 
1.9 million employees represent roughly the 
same percentages of co!Jnty and regwnal 
employment. · 

Because of the City's size and the role it plays 
in the regional economy, future development 
in Los Angeles and the City's implemented 
transportation policies will have a significant 
impact on all of Southern California. At the 
same time, regional transportation policies and 
programs will have an impact on conditions 
in Los. Angeles. Consequently, effective 
mobility necessitates the coordinated actions 
of all cities and coun'ties within the region. 

SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
ISSUES 

The General Plan Framework Element has a 
vision that includes a mnltimodal transportation 
system that provides choices and accessibility 
to everyone in Los Angeles. This vision is 
achievable and realistic. It cannot be achieved, 
however, without some difficult decisions to 
support the facilities and the behavioral changes 
that are incorporated within the vision. 

The following is a summary of key transporta
tion issues, based on analysis found in the 
Framework Element technical background 
reports. 
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1. The quality of life for every citizen of 
Los Angeles is affected by the ability to 
access work opportunities and essential 
services. It affects the City's economy as 
well as the living environment ofits citizens. 
This isas true for people who must rely on 
travel options other than the automobile 
as it is forthosewho drive. Transportation 
policy needs to ensure that basic accessibil
ity needs are met. 

2. Analysis indicate that rail and bus transit 
improvement, transportation system 
managemenl; and behavioralchange(trip 
reduction and mode shift) strategies will 
all be needed to fulfill the transportation 
vision of the General Plan Framework 
Element. These strategies require signifi
cant investments in rail al!d bus transit, as 
well as public policies to encourage shifts 
away from the single-occupant automobile 
to other choices. 

In essence, through a series of difficult 
investment and policy decisions, transporta
tion is being reinvented in Los Angeles. 
The new concept of transportation is one 
of increased choice and accessibility. It 
incorporates shifts toward new transit 
services and new teelmologies to reduce the 
impacts of vehicle travel. 

Without these changes, accessibility will 
likely declinethroughoutthe City. Between 
1990 and the year 2010, population in 
Los Angeles is expected to grow by 24 
percenl; housing by 20 percenl; and employ
ment by 20 percent. This growth, combined 
with regional growth outside of Los 
Angeles, wiW result in an estimated 35 
percent increase in vehicle travel, which 
in turn could cause average travel speeds 
on the regional highway network to drop 
by as much as 50 percent, assuming that 
only those highway and transit improve
ments that are currently funded will be 
implemented.' 

3. The General Plan Framework Element 
vision promotes increased employment 
opportunities within its boundaries to 
ensure an adequate number of jobs and 
maintain its fiscal viability. Since the 
FrameworkEiement's vision concentrates 
the majority of these jobs in targeted 
growth 

1. . Currently funded improvements hlCJude only those projects 
fundable within the current State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STlP), inCluding the Red Line 10 Nortll Hollywood, 
!heB!ueLinetOPasadena, the Green Line, andlligh Occupancy 
Vehicle(HOV)lanesonSR-91. I-110, SR-134, SR-170, I-210. 
and I-405. 
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transportation planning and programming 
decisions need to support this development/ 
employment strategy. 

4. The Framework Element VIsiOn also 
promotes conserving the existing character 
of its residential neighborhoods (see 
Chapter3: Land Use). To help achieve this 
goal, actions are needed to minimize or 
prevent the intrusion of additional traffic 
wto the neighborhoods.. . 

5. Economic growth is essential to the long
term future of the City. To support all 
facets of the City's economy, the movement 
of goods must be efficient and access to 
major intermodal facilities such as ports, 
airports, and major multimodal facilities 
must be adequate. It is equally important 
that ground access to key transportation 
facilities is readily available. 

GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

6. In order to achieve the transportation 
vision, a comprehensive and long-range 
strategic approach is needed to implement 
transJIOrlation improvements,services,and 
Programs. This strategic approach should 
establish priorities between regional and 
local programs, and determine the appro
priate level of private sector participation. 
Without such a strategic approach, it will 
be difficult, for the City to establish appro
priate priorities forallocation offunds and 
Implementation of programs. 

7. Revitalization is critically needed in eco
nomically depressed areas. ThetransjlOrta
tion system should provide mobility within 
these areas as well as link residents of these 
areas with economic opportunities and 
social services located throughout the 
region. 

Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related implementation programs are set forth in the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan (CF 97-1387/CPC 96-424 GP A) adopted by City 
Council on September 8, 1999. 
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CHAPTER 9 - INERASTRUCTURE & PlJBLIC SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION AND 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES 

INTRODUCTION 

As Los Angeles approaches the 21st century, 
any population growth is expected to be 
Primari!Yaresultofresidentbirths. Tosupport 
popula~on growth, Los Angeles needs l\ strong, 
expandmg economy; healthy neighborhoods, 
anil !' tax base that can support the basic public 
se~ces n~ry to maintuin and improve its 
quality of life. ill order for the City to provide 
servi~ that the pub~c e.xpect:s,.it must embrnce 
the. VISIOn ofbec?m!Dg a sustamable city: one 
wh1ch manages 1ts mfx-astructure and J.>Ublic 
services in a manner that avoids depletwn or 
perma!lent damage of its natural resources. 
The City must then take four interrelated 
ac?o_ns:. (a) reexamine the viability of the 
eXISting mfrnstructure relative to its sustain
ability (Is it cost effective from a maintenance 
and life-cycle perspective?); (b) maintain a 
balance. between the rate of population and 
econonuc growth and the infrastructure and 
public services nece5J!ary to support that 
growth; (c) correct defiCiencies in these support 
systems (as identified in part in (a) above); and 
(d) CO?rdinate the work of policy implementing 
agencies so they may better support each other. 

Infrastructure improvements will be required 
to support the needs of the City's growth and, 
at the same time, to replace existing facilities 
that have deteriorated due to age or have 
become. obsolete. The costs for such improve
ments will be shared by new development and 
existing residents and businesses. New develop
ment's share of these costs will be in proportion 
to the demands that it generates. 

The policies of the Framework Element in all 
instances are to seek solutions. to public infra
structure and service deficiencies, including 
their expansion commensurate with the levels 
of demands experienced. Solutions that take 
advantage of interrelationships between 
individual infrastructure systems should be 
considered prior to embarking on t:ostly single 
purpose centralized capital improvement 
projects. Where soilrce reduction within one 
infrastructuresystcmcansiguificantlyincrease 
the volume of a much needed resource within 
another infrastructure system, such an opportu
nity should be !liven priority cousiderntion. 
Market mechanwms should be identified and 
facilitated where possi.b~e and appropriate to 
mcrease the productivity of such resource 
trunsfers. 
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Population growth may not be directly propor
tio~al to. increased demand on ~best; facilities, 
as 1s evidenced by the reduction m service 
demands that can be achieved through conser
vation techniques. Consequently, the linkage 
between future growth and services will occur 
through the implementation of a monitoring 
l?rogram that provides information regarding 
'real" demands and service levels in order to 

guide pu~!io:decisions regarding infrastructure 
and sel'VlCC mvestmenfs. Suceessful application 
of this system would mi~ate the need to restrict 
development to ensure ail equate level of service. 

The goals, objectives and policies found within 
thlssecti.onaddressthirteeninfrastructureand 
public service systems, many of which are 
mterrelated, and all of which will help support 
the City's population and economy as it moves 
into the 21st century. The systems include: · 

1. Wastewater 
2. Stormwater 

. 3. Water 
4. Solid Waste 
5. Police 
6. Fire 
7. Libraries · 
8. Parks 
9. Power 
10. Schools 
11. Telecommunications 
12. Street Lighting 
13. Urban Forest 

While the streets are also part of the infrastruc
ture system, they are addressed in Chapter 8 

. which deals with all trnusportatiou infrastruc
ture. 

STATUSOF~TRUCTURE 
SYSTE~ACILrnES 

Wastewater 

Treatment Facilities 

Foritswastewatertreaimeutneeds, Los Angeles 
utilizes the Hyperiou Treatment Plant (HTP), 
the TIIhnau Water Reclamation Plant(TWRP), 
the Los Angeles Glendale Water Reclamation 
Plant (LAGWRP), and the Terminal Island 
Treatment Plan (TITP). Two contract agency 
plants also treat some City flows: the Burbank 
Water Reclamation Plant, and the Los Angeles 
County Joint Water Pollution Control Plant 
(JWPCP). The Hyperion Treatment System, 
which consists of the HTP and the upstream 
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TWRP and LAGWRP, provides the majority 
ofLos.Angeles' treatment needs. In this system, 
the upstream flows are partially treated at the 
two upstream plants ami the remaining flows 
are routed to and treated at the HTP. 

Wastewater generated from businesses and 
residences in Los An~eles, as well as from 
outside contract agencies, are treated at these 
facilities. The City has planned increases in 
plant capacities by theyear2010 for LAGWRP, 
from 20 million gallons per day ( mgd) to 50 
mgd, and HTP, from 420 mgd to 450 mgd. 
Though the former has :received regulatory 
approval, it has not been funded by the 10-year 
Capita!Improvemenis Program, and expansion 
at this location may or may not prove necessary 
by 2010. Although it is planned that the 
treatment plant capacities should be sufficient 
to sustain wastewater treatment needs in the 
year 2010, the unused capacities of the waste
water treatment facilities will be less than 
current unused capacities. To sustain growth, 
Los Angeles must continue to plan for increases 
in total treatment capacities beyond 2010. 

Wastewater Collection 

The City's wastewater collection and convey
ance systems consists of over 6,000 miles of 
sewer pipelines, appro:ximately 100,000 mainte
mmce holes, and :55 pumping planis. Almost 
50 percent of the sewers are older than 50 years, 
witn a notmallife expectancy of 50-100 years. 
With aging the system is experiencing strncmral 
deterioration and hydraulic deficiencies. 
Approximately 30 percent of the primary sewers 
are currently flowing above their design 
capacity during normal dry weather conditions. 
These volumes often double during a rainstorm, 
leading to periodic overflows from the system 
to the Santa Monica Bay and other receiving 
water bOOles. It is anticipated thatthe hydraulic 
deficiencies will worsell if population growth 
and development occur. 

The deteriorating physical condition and 
hydranlic capacity deficiencies of portions of 
the collection system will . necessitate the 
rehabilitation or replacement of existing 
facilities, new sewers, new storage facilities, 
pumping plant modification and l'ehabilitation, 
and development of accessorr and control 
strncmres. The results of ongomg assessment 
and inspection programs and the availability 
offundmgwill determine the Sl!ope and timing 
of system improvements. Estimates indicate 
a 20-30 year program with a cost of approxi· 
mately $2 billion. 
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Wastewater Manage!JU!nt Options 

The reuse of ~ray water offers an opportunity 
for demand stde management. Gray water, as 
well as reclaimed water, can be used to supplant 
potable water for irrigation purposes in the 
urban forest. Recent legislation allowing 
residential use of gray water should be sup
ported through streamlining of the permitting 
process. Gray water systems can reduce the 
wastewater stream, although the extent of this 
potential is unknown. Every effort must be 
made to ensure that gray water does not enter 
the stormwater system through any means. 

Stormwater 

The 1994 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board's Basin Plan is the document 
that outlines the regulatory process for the 
protection of the beneficial uses of all regional 
waters. According to the Basin Plan, the City 
is located within three of the four major 
watersheds that make up the Los Angeles-San 
Gabriel Hydrologic Umt: the Ballona Creek, 
Dominguez Channel and the Los Angeles River.· 
The revised Basin Plan also recognized the 
Santa Monica Bay Watershed Management 
Area which is comprised of the Ballona Creek 
and Malibu Creek watersheds (consistent with 
the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project 
bo~~mdary). Storm drains within the City are 
constructed by both the City and the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
(LACFCD), managed by the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works. The 
LACFCD constructs the major storm drains 
and open flood control channels, and the City 
constructs local interconnecting tributary 
drains. The City designs the storm drain system 
so that flows from a 10-year event will not 
exceed the cum height, and flows from a 50-year 
event will be within the st:reet right-of-way, 
while the County designs for a 50-year storm 
event and the Federal government (Army Corps 
of Engineers) designs for a 100-year event. 

While a comprehensive list oflocal storm drain 
deficiencies has not been compiled for the 
Framework Element, the current list of capital 
improvements provides some understanding 
as to where problems emt. Most signifiClllltly, 
two large district-~;>roposed drainage projects 
would reduce existing flood ha:mrd areas. The 
Army Corps ofEn~ineers/County "LA CDA" 
projectwonld proVIde flood reduction benefits 
along the Los Angeles River, largely ouiside 
of the City limiis. The County's Hollylillls drain 
project would reduce/eliminate existing flood 
hazards in the West Los Angeles area from the 
Ballona Creek northwards into West 
Los Angeles and the City ofBeverly Hills. The 
County's Project 92:50 would reduce the large 
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100-year flood plain area that lies north of 
Wentworth Street and south of Foothill 
Boulevard. 

Stormwater Management Options 

Onsite capture of stormwater runoff through 
improved llll!rulgement of the urban forest offers 
still another source reduction within one 
infrastrueture system (stormwater} that results 
in a transfer of a usable volume of material to 
another infrastructure system (water supply). 

In urban areas barren of trees, rainfall runoff 
builds up more quickly, requiring more 
expensive drainage systems, to prevent local 
flooding and soil "rosion. In neighborhoods 
where trees are well established, this process 
can be slowed, thereby allowing the stormwater 
a greater chance to soak into the soil, replenish
ing both surface moisture levels and under
ground water tables, and potentially reducing 
the flood hazard caused by the rapid flow of 
runoff into the stormwater catch basins and 
channels. 

Water Supply 

The Department ofWaterandPower manages 
the water supply for Los Angeles. Its goal is 
to insure that the City's water quality and 
demand are met by available water supplies. 
The City obtains ils water from the Los Allgeles 
Aqueduct., local wells, purchases from the 
Metropolitan Water District, and use of 
reclaimed wastewater. The quantities ofwater 
obtained from these sources vary from year to 
year and are dependent on WJeather conditions 
and water demand. 

In recent years, the long-term water supply 
available from the Los Angeles Aqueduct bas 
become uncertain, and the City has committed 
itself to increasing the reliability of its water 
supply. Future increases in the use of reclaimed 
wastewater will help make the total water 
supply more reliable. The Los Angeles City 
Council has established a goal for the reuse of 
40 percent ofits wastewater by the year 2010. 
Reclaimed wastewater will be used for ground
water recharge, agriculture, recreation, 
landscap!~· industry, sea water intrusion 
barriers, environmental enhancement The 
use of reclaimed wastewater will displace or 
sUpplement potable water snpJ!lies and therefore 
increase the reliability of the City's water 
supply. 

Through a combination of continued demand 
side management and increased use of reclaimed 
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wastewater,LosAllgeles' future water demands 
can be reliably met with available water 
supplies. 

Solid Waste Facilities 

The City ofLos Angeles generates and disposes 
of a significant amount of solid waste both 
within and outside its borders. This waste is 
collected by both City staff, which service 
residential customers in all single and some 
multi~ family ·housing, and private waste 
management companies, which service the 
remaining residential and all commercial and 
industrial firms. In 1990, approximately 12,000 
tons ofwaste per day was produced in the City. 
In 1989, the California legislature passed the 
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB939}, 
which requires all cities to divert 25 percent 
of their waste by 1995 and 50 percent by the 
year 2000. Although the actions which help the 
City achieve the AB939 targtlts will significantly 
reduce landfill disposal, theCitywillstillreqnire 
landfill capacity to dispose of the remaining 
waste. 

The City has implemented many programs to 
divert waste from disposal facilities. These 
include source reduction programs such as 
home composting, recycling programs such as 
Curbside Recycling Program, and com posting 
programs that produce the City's TopGro soil 
amendment. For these programs to succeed, 
the City should site bnsmesses at appropriate 
locations within its borders that handle, process, 
and/or manufacture recyclable commodities 
to allow a full clicle recycling system to develop. 
Recycling Market Development Zones and other 
Development zone areas should he utilized to 
bring these beneficial businesses into 
Los Angeles. Development and support of 
recyclable materials markets is one of the City's 
challenges in the years ahead. 

For the solid waste remaining after diversion, 
the City will have a continuing need for solid 
waste transfer and disposal fucilities. Currently, 
26 facilities within the City have Solid Waste 
Facilities permits. Two are landflll disposal 
facilities and ten are privately operated transfer 
stations. The remaining are city fucilities such 
as maintenance yards. As the capacity of the 
landfills located in Los An!!cles is very limited, 
more transfer facilities will lie needed to transfer 
waste from the collection vehicles and transport 
it to other, more remote landfill facilities. 
Capacity mnst be provided for the waste 
collected by both City agencies and private 

· collection companies. The City, through a 
Request for Proposals (R.FP) issued in August, 
1994, bas identified several landfill disposal 
facilities that may be accessed by truck and 
others that would require the City to ship its 
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solid waste by train. After 2001, when both of 
the local facilities are projected to close, 
transportation costs are projected to increase 
the cost of waste disposal for the residents and 
businesses in the City. 

Solid Waste Options 

~tion of the urban forest as infrastructure 
proVIdes au incentive to manage this resource 
as a commod!tr that is a net revenue generator. 
Nowhere is thiS better exemplified than in the 
area of solid waste management. Currently 
trees are not selected for planting basOO on their 
perceived market value. Through the use of 
smtainable species selection and utilization of 
urban forest residues, tree maintenance 
operations can be financially sustainable. 

Coordinated with the emerging Open Space 
policies of the City, wood mulch from chipping 
operations could be distributed on lands such 
as power line right-of-ways, railroad right-of
ways, median and parkway planting areas. 
Source reduction and divenion benefits from 
these opportunities can be maximized by 
coordinating the management of the urban 
forest with other infrastructure systems. 

Police 

Primary police and law enforcement services 
are provided by the City of Los Angeles Police 
Department (LAPD); supplemental services 
are provided by the Los Angeles County Sherif!; 
the California Highway Patrol, the Federal 
Bureau ofinvestigation, and the Drug Enforce
ment Administration. The LAPD operates 18 
stations within four bureaus with two new 
stations proposed. In ~990, the Department 
was staffed by a total of 8,817 sworn officern 
and 2, 754 non-sworn support pernonnel 
citywide. 

Fire 

Fire l(revention, fire~rotection and Emergency 
Medacal Service MS) for the City of 
Los Angeles is provi ed by th.e Los Angeles Fire 
Department (LAFD). Fire Department services 
are based on the community's needs, as deter
mined by ongoing evaluations. · When an 
evaluation indicates increased response time, 
the acquisition of equipment, personnel, and/or 
new stations is considered. As development 
occurs, the Fire Department reviews environ
mental impact reports and subdivisions 
applications for needed facilities. Where 
appropriate, construction of new facilities is 
required as a condition of development. 
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Emergency medical services are provided 
thorough the Bureau of Emergency Medical 
Services. The City standard for EMS is one 
and one half miles, similar to that of the 
desirable response distance for engine compa
nies for neighborhood land uses. Most ambu
lances are accompanied by trained paramedics 
to provide additional service other than only 
transport. LAFD considers EMS to be provid
ing adequate service. 

Fire Management Options 

Proper management of the urban forest can 
provide tangible benefits for the reduction of 
fire threat. The greatest fire hazards ell:ist in 
the hillside areas ofthe City. Recognition of 
the urban forest as infr:astructure will encourage 
better utilization of trees as both mit!liation 
against the impacts of fire and as a tool m fire 
prevention. 

Improved management of the urban forest in 
hillside areas can contribute significantly to 
better fire prevention and reduction in the 
destructive force of fires that do occur. 

Libraries 

Library services are provided by the 
LosAngelesPublicLibrary. Thereare64publlc 
libraries with a cumulative of 940,963 square 
feet of building area. The LAPL standard for 
determining the preferred library facility square 
footage is based upon ranges of population 
within a designated area. The State of Califor
nia standard is based nl?on 0.5 square feet of 
library facility per cap1ta. When the LAPL 
standard is applied there are 69,613 square feet 
of surplus library facilities. 

Parks 

Recreation services are primarily provided by 
the City's Recreation and Parks Department. 
The City owns a total of approximately 14,990 
acres of parklands,. the largest park being 
Griffith Park with over 4,000 acres. Included 
in these parklands are facilities such as horticul
ture centers, museums, and historic sites. 
Recreational services are also available to City 
residents from sites and facilities owned and 
operated by Los Angeles County (primarily 
beaches), the State of California, the National 
Park Service, and th.e National Forest Service. 

Parks are an essential component of the greater 
urban forest infrastructure. Besides being 
managed for recreational opportunities, they 
are critical links in improved waternhed 
management for increasing the local water 
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supply, erosion contrOl, solid waste manage
ment, greater utilization of reclaimed water, 
and reducing fire hazards. 

Power 

Electricity 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (LADWP), provides electric service to 
over 1.3 million customers in the City of 
Los Angeles. LADWP obtains 17 percent of 
the required power from four municipally
owned power plants within the Los Angeles 
basin. The remaining LADWP requirements 
come from sources outside ofthe Los Angeles 
Basin. The current emphasis on purchasing 
power from non-LADWP power systems is to 
improve fuel diversity, take advanta~e oflow
pnced surplus electricity and to mimmize the 
air emissions in the South Coast Air Basin. 

Electricity is distributed through an extensive 
network of receiving stations, distributing 
stations, overhead lines, and underground lines. 

Power Management Options 

Research has been shown that for every degree 
of increased heat, electricity generation rises 
by 1% to 2%, and smog production increases 
by 2% to 5%. The uban heat island effect is 
largely caused by the concentration of buildings 
and paved surfaces in urban areas. Denuded 
landscapes,heat generating cars and machines, 
and pollutants also contribute. This increase 
in temperatures in urban areas results in a 
greater number of days when air quality is 
unhealthful or worse. 

Better management of the urban forest can 
o:ffilet these effects considerably. Trees reduce 
the demand for air-conditioning. Properly 
planted trees can red need energy used for 
cooling in individual building and can block 
up to 95 percent of the incoming radiation. 
Standards that encourage greater canopy rover 
of buildings and paved surfaces should be 
developed to take advantage ofthese energy 
and health cost savings. . · 

Schools 

Education within the City is provided by the 
Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). 
LAUSD has jurisdiction over 472 school 
facilities (357 elementary, 56 intennediate, and 
59 high schools). Of these, approximately 18 
are presently (1993) dosed. Two thirds of the 
schools operate on the traditional calendar 
system (nine months of school and three months 
of summer vacation). One third of existing and 
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all new schools operate on one of three multi
trackyear-rouud school calendars to maximize 
school facility utilization. · 

Schools are funded through State tax revenues 
funneled through the County. Funds for the 
developmentofadditionalpublicschoolfacilities 
are derived from State mandated fees paid by 
projects constructed within the City. 

Telecommunications 

Telecommunications is an emerging field with 
the potential to significantly alter the way 
Southern Californians communicate, work, and 
commute. The concentration of business and 
population in the City of Los Angeles and rapid 
technological advances offer the opportunity 
to provide an integrated network serving as the 
regional hub for public and private users. 
Following the 1994Northridgeearthquake, the 
use of telecommunications expanded signifi
cantly as traditional travel corridors were 
closed, demonstrating the potential for such 
use. 

Street Lighting 

Street lighting serves many roles in a City of 
the size, complexity, and history ofLos Angeles: 
1) a strong component of community safety 
relative to crime prevention and feelin(lS of well 
being and safety; 2) siguificant architectural 
component of many communities; 3) a signifi
cant cultural or historic component of a 
community; and 4) primary component of 
nighttime safety for vehicles and pedestrians. 

Unregulated, street lighting can contribute to 
negative factors in the community and the 
nighttime environment including glare, light 
trespass, and light pollution. 

Two-thirds ofthe 7,000 miles of the streets in 
the City of Los Angeles are lighted by approxi
mately 240,000 lights of approximately 300 
different styles. Street lighting is not publicly 
financed in the city but is the direct financial 
~nsibility of the owner of adjoining property 
wh1ch is considered to directly benefit from 
street lights. Installation of streetlights may 
be financed in a wide variety of ways. However, 
the annual operation and maintenance costs, 
including energy, maintenance, repair, and 
replacement, are financed by annual assessment 
to only those properties which benefit there
from. The goals, objectives, and policies for 
street lighting services must meet a complex 
mix of community needs which should be 
reflected throughout the general plan. Contin
ued emphasis should be placed on the latest 
technology to keep operating costs low. 
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Urban Forest 

Trees, singly, and collectively as the urban 
forest, provide enormous benefits to our city. 
They: 

e Provide oxygen and clean the air by absorb
ing pollution, including carbon dioxide 
(C02), the principal greenhouse gas; 

"' Reduce moisture loss and increase atmo
spheric moisture; 

® Block the wind, and filter noise and dust; 

"' Protect against the sun's ultraviolet rays, 
reducing glare and heat, lowering surface 
temperatures by five to nine degrees; 

"' Encourage pedestrian traffic, benefitting 
neighborhood businesses; 

e Control erosion, protect the urban water
shed and aid stormwater management 
efforts; · 

I!> Provide wildlife habitat; and 

® Add beauty, unity, identity, pride and value 
iu comm1111ities and contribute to the quality 
oflife ofthe City's residents. 

While the urban forest iucludes ali of the trees 
in the City of Los Angeles on both publicly- . 
owned land and privately-owned land, the 
portion ofthis forest that is most vulnerable 
to the deleterious decisions and operations of 
other infrastructure systems is street trees. 

Streeta 

Chapter 8 of the Framework Element discusses 
Tmnsportstion issues, including the local street 
system, which is a part of the City's iufrostnu:
ture. The City's street system is designed to 
meet a variety of needs, including: safe and 
efficient vehicular transportation, pedestrian 
access, appropriate interface with businesses 
and residences, stormwaterdr.illlage, and utility 
accommodation. Respomibility for transports
tion issues in the City falls jointly to the 
Department ofTransportation, Planniug, and 
Public Works. 

SUMMARY OF INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
PUBLIC SERVICES CONDITIONS 

The issues confronting Los Angeles for each 
of the infrastructure and public service support 
systems can be summarized by five key ques
tions: 
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1. How will the City maintain its existing 
infrastructure and public service systems? 

To keep its current system functioning, 
Los Angeles needs to adhere to a scheduled 
preventative maintenance program, replace 
outdated or worn out equipment, and make 
necessary infrastructure repairs iu a timely 
manner. Most ofthe City's infrastructure 
is 20 to 100 years old and increasingly at 
risk of failure. Much of the equipment used 
for public services, such as police and fire 
protection, is old and could impair the 
quality of services available to the public 
if not upgraded. 

2. How will the City identifY where, when, and 
how many improvements are needed for 
infrastructure and public service systems? 

Los Angeles needs consistent information 
concerning its infrastructure and public 
service systems, for effective capital iuvest
iug. The City therefore needs to maintain. 
up-to-date inventories of all its systems; 
computer models capable of evaluatiug the 
impacts of proposed projects on City-owned 
infrastructure; regular forecasts of each 
infrastructure system's needs, which can 
be used to guide capital improvement 
decisions; trigger meclmnisms that can warn 
decision makers when and where future 
needs will occur; and reponing systems that 
enable the City to update its models. All 
oftl!is information should be compiled in 
a Annual Report on GlrOWth and Infrastruc
ture, which will provide City staff, the City 
Council, and service providers with infor
matiou.that can facilitate the programming 
and funding of improvements or making 
decisions when to take other actions. 

3. How will the City meet its infrastructure and 
public service needs? 

Los Angeles will require many future 
improvements to City-{)w:ned iufrostructu:re 
systems to comply with Federal and State 
laws governing clean air, clean water, and 
solid waste diversion. These laws estshlish 
a minimum quality of service that the City 
is required to provide. Because of the time 
that is needed to fund, plan, and build 
capital improvements, an annual assessment 
of infrastructure need provides the City 
options with which to meet demand. 
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4. How can the City reduce the demand it places 
on existing infrastructure systems llJtd provide 
public services at a neighborhood scale? 

Demand Side Management (DSM) enables 
existing infrastructure to support more 
people without increasing capacity. 
Los Angeles has DSM programs for all its 
infrastructure. Generally, DSM involves . 
various conservation programs, such as the 
use of low-flow toilets and shower heads 
and solid waste recycling. Some benefits 
in relation to water quality and water 
conversation could be achieved through the 
increased use of permeable surfaces in new 
and re-developed areas. In order to fully 
exploit the benefits of the emerging inte
grated teleeommunications infrastructure, 
the City needs to maximize the quantity of 
information that the system could carry. 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

5. How will Los Angeles insure that its infra
structure and public services will contmue 
to operate ajter an earthquake or other 
emergency and enable the City to quickly 
recover from such an event? 

The City's planned response is focused on 
three tyj)es of activities: prevention, plan
ning and response. Prevention includes 
regular inspection and monitoring, rehabili
tation, repair and · retrofit activities. 
Planning includes a coordinated intergov
ernmental emefl.:ency response network and 
contiogencyengmeering. Responseincludes 
emergency operations procedures such as 
post-disaster inspections and ad hoc City 
recovery programs. 

The following section presents the goals, objectives, and policies related to infrastructure and public 
services in the City of Los Angeles. Implementing programs are referenced at the conclusion of each 
policy. Programs are also referenced after each policy in this document. 

WASTEWATER 

GOAL9A 
Adequate wastewater collection and treatment capacity for the City and in basins tributary to 
City-owned wastewater treatment facilities. 

Objective 9.1 
Monitor and forecast demand based upon actual and predicted growth. 

Policies 

9.1.1 Monitor wastewater generation. (P42, 43) 

9.1.2 Monitor wastewater flow quantities in the collection system and conveyed to the treatment 
plants. (P42) . 

9.1.3 Monitor wastewater effluent discharged into the Los Angeles River, Santa Monica Bay, 
and San Pedro Harbor to ensure compliance with water quality requirements. (P42) 

Objective 9.2 
Maintain the Wastewllter collection and treatment system, upgrade it to mitigate current deficiencies, 
and improve it to keep pace with growth as measured by the City's monitoring and forecasting efforts. 

Policies 

9.2.1 Collect and treat wastewater as required by law and Federal, State, and regional regulatory 
agencies. (P7) 

9.2.2 Maintain wastewater treatment capacity commensurate with population and industrial 
needs. (P7) · 
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9.2.3 Provide for additional wastewater treatment capacity in the Hyperion Service Area (HSA), 
as it becomes necessary. (P7) 

9.2.4 Continue to implement programs to upgrade the wastewater collection system to mitigate 
existing deficiencies and accommodate the needs of growth and development. (P7) 

9.2.5 Review other means of expanding the wastewater system's capacity. (1'7) 

Objective 9.3 
Increase the utilization of Demand Side Management (DSM) strategies to reduce system demand 
and increase recycling and reclamation. 

Policy 

9.3.1 Reduce the amount of hazardous substances and the total amount of flow entering the 
wastewater system. (P7) 

9.3.2 Consider the use of treated wastewater for irrigation, groundwater recharge, and other 
beneficial purposes. (P7) 

Objective 9.4 
Ensure continued provision ofwastewater collection and treatment after an earthquake or other 
emergency. 

Policies 

9.4.1 Restore minimal operations as soon as possible after an emergency, and full operations 
as soon as feasible. (P64) 

9.4.2 Establish joint cooperation agreements with other jurisdictions for mutual assistance 
during emergencies. (P64) 

STORMWATER 

GOAL9B 
A stormwater management program that minimizes flood hazards and protects water quality by 
employing watershed-based approaches that balance environmental, economic and engineering 
considerations. 

Objective 9.5 
Ensure that all properties are protected from flood hazards in accordance with applicable standards 
and that existing dminage systems are adequately maintained. 

Policies 

9.5.1 Develop a stormwater management system that has adequate capacity to protect its citizens 
and property from flooding which results from a 10-year storm (or a 50-year storm in 
sump areas). (P8) 

9.5.2 Assign the cost of stormwater system improvements proportionately to reflect the level 
of runoff generated and benefits. (1'8, P66) 

9.5.3 Implement px-ograms to correct any existing deficiencies in the stormwater collection 
system. (P8) 

9.5.4 Ensure that the City's drainage system is adequately maintained. (P8, P42) 
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Objective 9.6 
Pursue effective and efficient approaches to reducing stormwater runoff and protecting water quality. 

9.6.1 Pursue funding strategies which link the sources of revenues for stormwater system 
im~rovement to relevant factors including sources of runoff and project beneficiaries. 
(P ) . 

9.6.2 Establish standards and/or incentives for the use of structural and non-structural techniques 
which mitigate flood-hazards and manage stormwater pollution. (PS) 

9.63 The City's watershed-based approach to stormwater management will consider a range 
of strategies designed to reduce flood hazards and manage stormwater pollution. The 
strategies considered will include, but not necessarily be limited to: (PS) 

a. Support regional and City programs which intercept runoff for beneficial uses including 
groundwater recharge; 

b. Protect and enhance the environmental quality of natural drainage features; 

c. Createstormwaterdetention and/or retention facilities which incorporate multiple-uses 
such as recreation and/or habitat; 

d. On-site detention/retention and reuse of runoff; 

e. Mitigate existing flood hazards through structural modifications (flood proofing) or 
property by-out; 

f. Incorporate site design features which enhance the quality of offsite runoff; and 

g. Use land use authority and redevelo11mentto free floodways and sumps of inappropriate 
structures which are threatened by flooding and establish appropriate land uses which 
benefit or experience minimal damages from flooding. 

9 .6.4 Proactively participate iu inter-agency efforts to manage regional water resources, such 
as the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, the Los Angeles River Master Plan, the 
Los Angeles River Parkway Project and the Los Angeles County Drainage Area Water 
Conservation and Supply Feasibility Study. (P8, P65} 

Objective 9. 7 
Continue to develop and implement a mansgement practices based >iormwater program which maintains 
and improves water quality. 

Policy 

9.7.1 Continue the City's active involvement in the regional NPDES municipal stormwater 
permit. (P8, P65} · 

9. 7.2 Continue to aggressively develop and· implement educational outreach programs designed 
to foster an environmentally-aware citizenry. (P8) 

9. 7.3 Investigate management practices which reduce stormwater pollution to identey technically 
feasible and cost effective-approaches, through: (PS) 

a. Investigation of sources of poliution using monitoring, modeling and special studies; 

b. Prioritization of pollutants and sources; 

c. Conducting research and pilot projects to study specific management practices for 
the development of standards; and · 
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d. Developing requirements which establish implementation standards for effective 
management practices. 

WATER SUPPLY 

GOAL9C 
Adequate water supply, storage facilities, and delivery system to serve the needs of existing and future 
residents and busutesses. 

Objective 9.8 
Monitor and forecast water demand based upon actual and predicted growth. 

Policy 

9.8.1 Monitor water usage and population and job fo~recastto project future water needs. (1'42, 
P43) 

Objective 9.9 
Manage and expand the City's water resources, storage facilities, and water lines to accommodate 
projected population increases and new or expanded industries and businesses. 

Policies 

9.9.1 

9.9.2 

9.9.3 

9.9.4 

9.9.5 

9.9.6 

9.9.7 

9.9.8 

9.9.9 

Pursue all economically efficient water conservation measures at the local and statewide 
level. (P9, P63) 

Develop reliable and cost-effectivesources of alternative water supplies, including water 
reclamation and exchanges and transfers. (P9) 

Protect existing water supplies from contamination, and clean up groundwater supplies 
so those resources can be more fully utilized. (P9) 

Work to improve water quaiity and reliability of supply from the State Water Project 
and other sources. (P9) . 

Maintain existing rights to groundwater and ensure continued groundwater pumping 
availability. (P9) 

IdentJiY the needs for land and facilities necessary to provide an adequate and reliable 
water supply and develop those facilities in an environmentally and socially sensitive way. 
(P9) 

Incoryorate water conservation practices in the design of new projects so as not to impede 
the City's ability to supply water to its other users or overdraft 1ts groundwater basins. 
(P7, 1'63) 

Design projects located in hillside areas so as to maintain the City's ability to suppress 
wildfires. (P18, P24) 

Clean or replace where necessary, deficient water distribution lines in the City. (P9) 

Objective 9.10 
Ensure that water supply, storage, and delivery systems are adequate to support planned development 

Policies 

9.10.1 Evaluate the water system's capability to meet water demand resulting from the Framework 
Element's land use patterns. (P9) 
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9.10.2 Solicit public involvement, when appropriate, in evaluating options for the construction 
of new and/or expansion of existing water facilities. (P9) . 

Objective 9.11 · · 
Ensure, to the extent possible, the continued provision of water capacity, quality and delivery after 
an earthquake or other emergency. 

Policy 

9.11.1 Provide for the prompt resumption of water service with adequate quantity and quality 
of water after an emergency. (P64) 

SOLID WASTE 

GOAL9JJ 
An integrated solid waste management system that maximi7.es source reduction and materials recovery 
and minimizes the amount of waste requiring disposal. 

GOAL9E 
Adequate Recycling Facility DeVelopment- espanded siting of facilities that enhance the City's reduction, 
re<Jcling and com posting efforts using methods and strategies that are economically, socially, and 
politically acceptable. · 

GOAL9F 
Adeq_uate collection, tl-ansfer and disposal of mixed solid waste- the City shall seekto ensure that 
all mued solid waste that cannot be reduced, recycled or composted is collected, transferred and 
disposed of in a manner that minimizes adverse environmental impacts. 

GOAL9G 
An environmentally sound solid waste manageme11t system that protects public health, safety, and 
natural resources and minimizes adverse environmental impacts. 

GOAL9H 
A cost-effective solid waste management system that emphasizes source reduction, recycling, reuse, 
and market development and is adequately :fmanced to meet operational and maintenance needs. 

Objective 9.12 
Support integrated solid waste management efforts. 

Policies 

9.12.1 

9.12.2 

9.12.3 

Prepare a 30-year policy plan that provides direction for the solid waste management 
decision-making process. (PlO) . 

Establish citywide diversion objectives •. (PlO) 

Define specific programmatic tasks, roles, and responsibilities for source reduction, 
composting, special waste, and public education goals, as well as an implementation schedule. 
(PlO) · 
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POLICE 

GOAL91 
Every neighborhood in the City has the necessary police services, facilities, equipment, and manpower 
required to provide for the public safety needs ofthat neighborhood. 

Objective 9.13 . . 
Monitor and forecast demand for existing and projected police service and facilities. 

Policy 

9.13.1 Monitor and report police statistics, as appropriate, and population projections for the 
purpose of evaluating police service based on existing and future needs. (P42, P43) 

Objective 9.14 
Protect the public and provide adequate police services, facilities, equipment and personnel to meet 
existing and future needs. 

Policies 

9.14.1 Work with the Police Department to maintain standards for the appropriate number of 
sworn police officers to serve the needs of residents, businesses, and industries. (Pll) 

9 .14.2 Support the provision ofadditional sworn police offers to meet the safety needs ofthe City. 
(P11) 

9.14.3 Pursue State, Federal; and other non-eonventional funding sources to expand the number 
of sworn police officers. (Pll) ·· 

9.14.4 Complete all funded capital facilities in as short a time as possible. (Pll) 

9.14.5 Identity neighborhoods in Los Angeles where facilities are needed to provide adequate 
police protection. (PH) 

9.14.6 Minimize the processing required to establish needed facilities and, if necessary, modify 
facility standards to utilize existing available structures for this purpose. (PH) 

9 .14. 7 Participate fully in the pl:mning of activities that assist in defellJlilble space design and utilize 
the most current law enforcement technology affecting physical development. 
(P18) 

Objective 9.15 
Provide for adequate public safety in emergency sitnations. 

Policy 

9.15.1 

FIRE 

GOAL9J 

Maintain mutual assistance agreements with local law enforcement agencies, State Jaw 
enforcement agencies, and the National Guard to provide for public safety in the event 
of emergency situations. (P55) 

Every neighborhood has the necessary level of fire protection service, emergency medical service 
(EMS) and infrastructure. 
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Objective 9.16 
Monitor and forecast demand for existing and projected fire facilities and service. 

Poliey 

9.16.1 Collect appropriate fire and population development statistics for the purpose of evaluating 
fire service needs based on existing and future conditions. (P42) 

Objective 9.17 
Assure that all areas of the City have the highest level of fire protection and EMS, at the lowest possible 
cost, to meet existing and future demand. 

Policies 

9.17 .1 Complete all currently funded and, as feasible, programmed fire service capital improvements 
by the year 2010. (P12) . 

9.17.2 Identi:JY areas of the City with deficient fire facilities and/or service and prioritize the order 
in which these areas should he upgraded based on established fire protection standards. 
(P12) 

9.17.3 Develop an acquisition strategy for fire station sites in areas deficient in fire facilities. 
(P~ . . . 

9.17.4 Consider the Fire Department's concerns and, where feasible adhere to them, regarding 
the quality of the area's fire protection and emergency medical services when developing 
~neral Jllan amendments and zone changes, or considering discretionary land use permits. 
(1'1, P2, P18) . 

Objective 9.18 
Phase the development of new :lire facilities with growth. 

Policy 

9.18.1 Engage in :lire station development advance planning, acknowledging the amo.unt of time 
needed to fund and construct these facilities. (P12) 

Objective 9.19 
Maintain the Los Angeles Fire Department's ability to assure public safety in emergency situations. 

Policies 

9.19.1 

9.19.2 

9.19.3 

Maintain mutual aid or mutual assistance agreements with local fire depariments to ensure 
an adequate response in the event of a major earthquake, wildfire, urban fire, :lire in areas 
with substandard fire protection, or other fire emergencies. (P56) 

Maintain special :lire-f~ghtin~ units at the Port ofLos Angeles, Los Angeles International 
Airport, and Van Nuys Mumcipal Airport capable of responding to special emex:gencies 
unique to the operations of those facilities. (P56) 

· :M:aintain the continued involvement of the Fire Deparimentin the preparation of contingency 
plans for emergencies and disasters. (P64) 
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LIBRARIES 

Objective 9.20 
Adopt a citywide library service standard by the year 2000. 

Policies 

9.20.1 

9.20.2 

Develop library standards dealing with the facilities' net floor area, the appropriate number 
of permanent collection books per resident, and their service radius. (P13) 

Develop a citywide policy for locating non-English language permanent collections. (P13) 

Objective 9.21 
Ensure library services for current and future residents and businesses. 

Policies 

9.21.1 

9.21.2 

9.21.3 

Seek additional resources to maintain and expand library services. (P13, P57) 

Encourage the expansion of non-traditional library services, such as book mobiles and 
other book sharing strategies, where permanent facilities are not adequate. (P13) 

Encourage the inclusion of library facilities in mixed-use structures in community and 
regional centers, at transit stations, and in mixed-use boulevards. (P13, P18) 

RECREATION AND PARKS 

GOAL9L 
Sufficient and accessible parkland and recreation opportunities in every neighborhood of the City, 
which gives all residents the opportunity to enjoy green spaces, athletic activities, social activities, 
and passive recreation. 

Objective 9.22 . 
Monitor and forecast demand for existing and projected recreation and park facilities and programs. 

Policy 

9.22.1 Monitor and report appropriate park and recreation statistics and compare with population 
projections and demand to identifY the existing and future recreation and parks needs 
of the City. (P42, P43) 

Objective 9.23 
Complete all currently programmed parks and recreation capital improvements by the year 2010, 
contingent on available funding. 

Policies 

9.23.1 

9.23.2 

9.23.3 

Develop a strategy to purchase and develop land for parks, which is consistent with the 
appropriate open space policies found in Chapter 6: Upen Space and Conservation. (P14) 

Prioritize the implementation of recreation and park projects in areas of the City with 
the greatest existing deficiencies. (P14) 

Establish joint-use agreements with the Los Angeles Unified School District and other 
public and private entities which could contribute to the availability of recreation 
opportunities. (P14) 
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9.23.4 

9.23.5 

9.23.6 

9.23.7 

9.23.8 

Pursue resources to clean-up land that could be used by the City for public recreation. 
(P14) 

Re-evaluate the current park standards and develop modified standards which recognize 
urban parks, including multi-level facilities, smaller sites, more intense use of land, 
public/private partnerships and so on. (P14) 

Identify and purchase, whenever possible, sites in every neighborhood, center, and mixed-use 
boulevard, and maximize opportunities for the development and/or use of public places 
and open spaces on private land in targeted growth areas. (P14, P20) 

Establish guidelines for developing non-traditional public park spaces like community 
gardens, farmer's markets, and public plazas. (P14) 

Prepare an update of the General Plan Public Facilities and Services Element based on 
the new Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks standards by 2005. (P2) 

Objec(ive 9.24 
Phase recreational programming and park development with growth. 

Policies 

9.24.1 Phase the development of new programs and facilities to accommodate projected growth. 
(P14) 

9.24.2 Develop Capital Improvement Programs that take into account the City's forecasted growth 
patterns and current deficiencies. (P31) . 

Objective 9.25 . 
Utilize park space in emergency situations. 

Policies 

Continue to actively participate in emergency planning. (P64) 9.25.1 

9.25.2 Continue to utilize parks and recreation facilities as shelters in times of emergency. (P64) 

POWER 

GOAL9M 
·A supply of electricity that is adequate to meet the needs of Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power electric customers located within Los Angeles. 

Objective 9.26 
Monitor and forecast the electricity power needs of Los Angeles' residents, industries, and businesses. 

Policy 

9.26.1 The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) shall continue to monitor 
and forecast its customers' peak load on its system and identify which parts of the system 
should be upgraded to accommodate expected growth. (P42) 

Objective 9.27 . 
Continue to ensure that all electric power customers will receive a dependable supply of electricity 
at competitive rates. 
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Policy 

9.27.1 The LADWP shall continue to generate or purchase electric power to serve its customers. 
(P15) 

Objective 9.28 
Provide adequate power supply transmission and distribution facilities to accommodate existing 
uses and projected growth. 

Policies 

9.28.1 

9.28.2 

9.28.3 

The LADWP shall continue to plan its power supply capability far enough in advance 
to ensure that it has available capacity to meet customer demand before it is needed. (P15) 

The LADWP shall continue to ensure that the City's transmission and distribution system 
is able to accommodate future peak electric demand for its customers. (P15) 

The LADWP shall continue to advise the Planning and Building and Safety Departments 
of any construction project that would overload a part of the distribution system during 
a period of peak demand. (P15) 

Objective 9.29 
Provide electricity in a mMner that demonstrates a commitment to environmental principals, ensures 
maximum customer value, and is const~tent with industry standards. 

Policies 

9.29.1 Develop and deliver services to attract, assist, and retain industries and businesses in 
Los Angeles. (P15, P37, P62) 

9.29.2 Promote the responsible use of natural resources, consistent with City environmental policies. 
(P15) 

9.29.3 Promote conservation and energy efficiency to the maximum extent that is cost effective 
and practical, including potential retrofitting when conslderi11g significant expansion of 
existing structures. (P15, P61) 

9.29.4 Provide incentives for the development of cleaner and more energy-efficient industrial 
development. (P15) 

9.29.5 Deliver to aU sectors of the economy customer service programs, products and activities 
that promote satisfaction and value related to the provision of electric power. (P62) 

9.29.7 Encourage additional markets for electrical energy, such as environmentally friendly 
alternative fuel for transportation in electric buses and light-duty vehicles. (P3, P15, P39, 
P61) 

Objective 9.3 0 
Ensure continued electric service after an earthquake or other emergency. 

Policy 

9.30.1 TheLADWP shall periodically examioe its emergency response programs to ensure continued 
electrical service. (P64) · . 
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SCHOOLS 

GOAL9N 
Public schools that provide a quality education for all of the City's children, including those with 
special needs, and adequate school facilities to serve every neighborhood in the City so that students 
have an opportunity to attend school in their neighborhoods. 

Objective 9.31 
Work constructively with the Los Angeles Unified School District to monitor and forecast school 
service demand based upon actual and predicted growth. 

Policy 

9.31.1 Participate in the development of, and share demographic information about, population 
estimates. (P42) 

Objective 9.32 
Work constructively with LAUSD to promote the siting and construction of adequate school facilities 
phased with growth. . · 

Policies 

9.32.1 

9.32.2 

9.32.3 

Work with the Los Angeles Unified School District to ensure that school facilities and 
l;!_rograms are expanded commensurate with the City's popnlation growth and development 
(.1'16) 

Explore creative alternatives for providing new school sites in the City, where appropriate. 
(P16) 

Work with LAUSD to explore incentives and funding mechanisms to provide school facilities 
in areas where there is a deficiency in classroom seats. (P16) 

Objective 9.33 
Maximize the use oflocal schools for community use and local open space and parks for school use. 

Policy 

9.33.1 _ Encourage a program of decision-making at the local school level to provide access to school 
facilities by neighborhood organizations. (P16) 

9.33.2 Develop a strategy to site community facilities (librarie8, parks, schools, and auditoriums) 
together. (P16) . . _ 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

GOAL90 
A networked, integrated telecommunications system that capitalizes on the region's potential as 
an information- tefecommunications hub and is capable of providing advanced information services, 
which are produced by public and private providers located within the City, to all members of the 
public. 

Objective 9.34 
Maintain the City's authority to regulate telecommunications in such a way as to ensure and safeguard 
the public interest. 
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Policy 

9.34.1 Strengthen the principal oflocal control in matters pertaining to appropriate oversight 
and regulation of any telecommunications entities using public right-of-ways. (P2) 

Objective 9.35 
Create an integrated information telecommunications infrastructure system, using existiugaud privately 
and publicly-owned networks and systems as a base for growth. 

Policies 

9.35.1 

9.35.2 

9.35.3 

9.35.4 

9.35.5 

9.35.6 

9.35.7 

9.35.8 

9.35.9 

Support the special needs of urban emergency and public safety services and benefit the 
largest number of people. (P2, P64) 

Standardize City licensing, franchising, and compensation practices for services related 
to telecommunications including service providers. (P2) 

Enhance the information processing and data transfer capabilities oflocal governments. 
(P2) 

Promote the internally and externally cost-efficient delivery of services and exchange of 
information using telecomllJunication systems. (P2) 

Ensure thatthe City implements state-of-the-artte!ecommunications technology, consistent 
with current and future requirements and economic conditions. (P2) 

Incorporateappropriatetelecommunications requirements into all releva11t local policies, 
plans, and ordmances. (P2) 

Support appropriate initiatives or administrative actions that would provide funding to 
municipal governments, without jeopardizing existiug funding, for telecommunications 
planning and implementation. (P2) 

Cooperate with those public/private sector entities seeking knowledge, guidance, and/or 
assistance in the development oftelecommunications services to the extent of the City's 
ability. (P2) 

·Financially assist and/or participate in demonstration projects that will publicly promote 
and advance tbe development of new and expanded public telecommunications services 
available through an advanced telecommunications iufrastracture. (P2) 

Objective 9.36 
Stimulate economic growth an.d development through the expanded and improved delivery of advanced 
telecommunications services. 

Policies 

9.36.1 

9.36.2 

Encourage City departments and employers to adopt telecommuting, wherever practical, 
to mitigate traffic congestion and air pollution. (.1'2, P47) · 

Broaden home-based work regulations and fees within the limits ofzoning compatibility, 
to promote telecommuting as a viable work alternative. (P2) 

Objective 9.3 7 
Encourage the development of a wide variety of public and private telecommunications services 
avaiinble to all City residents and businesses. 

9-18 000141 



Policies 

9.37.1 

9.37.2 

Support appropriate initiatives that require the owners of properly of multiple-uuit residential 
dwellings (or their agents) to be obligated to grant access to cable television or other 
telecommunications service providers according to an established due process so that tenants 
or other lawful occupants in dwelling units with bona fide requests for service, may receive 
cable/telecommunications services. (P2) 

Improve the City's existing emergency telecommunications systems so that it can better 
respond to and mitigate the impacts of various emergency situations. (P2, P64) 

STREET LIGHTING 

GOAL9P 
Appropriate lighting required to (1) provide for nighttime vision, visibility, and safety needs on streets, 
sidewalks, parking lots, transportation, recreation, security, ornamental, and other outdoor locations; 
(2) provide appropriate and desirable regulation of architectural and informational lighting such 
as building facade lighting or advertising lighting; and (3) protect and preserve the nighttime 
environment, views, driver visibility, and otherwise minimize or prevent light pollution, light trespass, 
and glare. 

Objective 9.38 · 
Ensure that street lighting desigils meet minimum standards for quality lighting to provide appropriate 
visibility dependent on the character and usage of streets and sidewalks with minimum impact on 
the environment and adjoining property. 

Policies 

9.38.1 

9.38.2 

Require that street lighting designs meet the minimum standards adopted by the City to 
provide nighttime vision required by motorists and pedestrians and to protect the City 
from liability. (P26) · 

Ensure that the street lighting system is constructed of materials and equipment adequate 
to ensure the appropriate service life and that adequate maintenance of the street lighting 
system is provided. (P24) 

Objective 9.39 . 
Ensure that the highest level street lighting services, at the least long-term operating costs, are provided 
subject to due process decisions by communities for selection of street lighting equipment style and 
commitment to pay the costs of installation and annual operation. 

Policies 

9.39.1 

9.39.2 

9.39.3 

Ensure full disclosure and due process is provided to citizens and communities consistent 
with City policy for selecting the style and appearance of street lighting equipment and 
willingness of property owners to pay related costs. (P17) 

Ensure that the physical components, electrical, and optical operation for selected equipment 
maximizes street lighting services provided at the least cost possible; and that lighting 
meets the minimum City standards and minimizes or prevents light pollution, light trespass, 
or glare. (P17, P24) . . 

Prohibit the installation oflow-pressure sodium devices. (P17) 

Objective 9.40 
Ensure efficient and effective energy management in providing appropriate levels of lighting for 
private outdoor lighting for private streets, parking areas, pedestrian areas, security lighting, and 
other forms of outdoor lighting and minimize or eliminate the adverse impact of lighting due to light 
pollution, light trespass, and glare. 
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Policies 

9.40.1 

9.40.2 

9.40.3 

9.40.4 

9.40.5 

9.40.6 

Require lighting on private streets, pedestrian oriented areas, and pedestrian walks to 
meet toinimum City standards for street and sidewalk lighting. (P24) 

Require parking lot lighting and related pedestrian lighting to meet recognized national 
standards. (P17, P24) 

Develop regulations to ensure quality lighting to minimize or eliminate the adverse impact 
of lighting due to light _pollution, f!¥ht trespass, and glare for facade lighting, security lighting, 
and advertising lightmg, includmg billboards. (!:'17) 

Establish regulations and standards which eliminate the adverse impacts due. to light 
pollution, light trespass, and g_lare for the area· lighting of rail yards, transit yards, trucking 
facilities, and similar facilities. (P17) . 

Develop guidelines and regulations that will promote quality lighting for recreational/ 
sports J:ilcilities to ensure appropriate lighting with minimum adverse impact, and to ensure 
that such lighting facilities are not operated when recreational/sports facilities are not 
in use. (P17) . 

Placement and location of street trees shall be coordinated with the placement of street 
lights. (P17) 

URBAN FOREST 

Goal9Q 
A sustainable urban forest that contributes to overall quality of life. 

Objective 9.41 
Ensure that the elements of urban forestry are included in planning and programming of infrastructure 
projects which involve modification of dedicated parkway, sidewalk and/or raised median islands. 

Policies 

. 9.41.1 

9.41.2 

Develop a coordinated public works construction protocol to take into simultaneous 
consideration street tree placement, paving material selection, below or above ground utilities, 
etc. (P24). 

Encourage the use of permeable paving wherever possible. (P24) 

Objective 9.42 
Facilitate the planting oflarge canopied trees in street parkways. (P4) 

Policies 

9.42.1 Streamline the permitting processing for planting street trees. (P24) 

Objective 9.43 
Improve City tree selection, placement and maintenance. 

Policies 

9.43.1 

9.43.2 

Adopt standardized procedures for tree selection that: a) minimizes potential conflicts 
with City infrastructure, and b) places the appropriate tree in a given site. (P24, P30) 

Adopt planting standards which provide for sufficient quantity and quality of soil to help 
trees :reach their optimum size. (P24) 

9-20 000143 



9.43.3 

9.43.4 

Develop a uniform care standards with focus on pruning which can he utilized by appropriate 
City departments. (P24, P30) 

Revise removal standards to address horticultural problems, aforestration and reforestration. 
(P30) 

Objective 9.44 
Ensure trees are adequately maintained within fiScal limitations, and seek additional non-traditional 
revenue sources. · 

Policies 

9.44.1 

9.44.2 

Seek alternative funding sources. (P30) 

Provide technical assistance for tree planting and maintenance to community organi7.ations 
that are creating Business Improvement Districts, Neighborhood Improvement/Initiative 
Districts, etc. (P24) 
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CHAPTER 10- IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS 

PLANS AND POLICIES 

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS 

An implementation program is an action, procedure, program, or technique that carries out general 
plan policy. However, not all plan policies can be achieved in any given action; and in relation to 
any decision, some goals may be more compelling than others. On a decision-by-decision basis, taking 
into consideration factoal circumstances, it JS up to the decision makers to decide how to best implement 
the adopted policies of the general plan in any way which best serves the public health, safety and 
general welfare. 

The General Plan Framework Element is implemented by a comprehensive progcim of strategies 
that encompass amendments of existing and preparation of new plans, ordinances, development 
standards, and design gnidelines; conduct of studies and analyses; capital investments; coordination 
of economic development activities; modification of City procedures and development review and 
approval processes; and interagency coordination. This section describes each of the implementation 
prograOJS and identifies the agency(ies) responsible for their implementation, funding sources, and 
a schedule for their performance. Each program is preceded by the letter "P" and a number which 
are used as a reference in the preceding chapters of the Framework Element by the pertinent policy(ies) 
which it implements. 

Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is likely to 
change over time dne to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and regional ~overnments 
and funding agencies, and other conditions. The l,lTOf;:rams should be reviewed penodically and 
prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations and the City's objectives. In addition, 
amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates, responsible agencies and the detailed work scope 
of programs may be changed without requesting amendments to the General Plan FrameworkElement. 

While in excess of 60 programs are described, the following summarizes the principal programs 
that are essential in carrying out the policy direction of the Framework Element: 

e Amendments to the City's community plans guided by the policies and standards contained 
in the Framework Element consistent with unique community characteristics. (Pl) 

1!1 Amendments of the City's MuniCipal Code and land nse zones guided by the policies and 
standards contained in the Framework Element to be applied to specific parcels and locations 
through the community plan amendments as appropriate (P18). 

* Establishment of design guidelines and standards to improve the quality of development in 
the City [may be i~lemented through amendments of the Municipal Code or through 
guidelines] (P24, P25 ). . 

e Establishment of a Transportation Improvement Mitigation Plan (TlMP), which defines 
the transportation improvements necessary to support the land use categories designated 
by the Framework Element's Long-Range Land Use Diagram (P4). 

"' Establishment and/or updates of comprehensive plans (general plan elements, master plans, 
and other) for infrastructure and public services to upgrade existing deficiencies and 
accommodate the needs offuture growth (P2). 

<1!1 Continued implementation of the five year Capital Improvement Program (C!P) that is updated 
annually with the establishment o:tj>riorities for improvements in areas targeted for growth 
as an incentive for development (P31). 

e Implementation of economicinvestmentstrategies:md coordination procedures for business 
retention and attraction and to stimulate development where it is desired (P35): 

Ill A program to monitor the status of development activity, capabilities of infrastructure and 
pnblic services to provide adequate levels of service, and environmental impacts (e.g., air 
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emissions), identifying critical constraints, deficiencies and planned improvements (where 
appropriate) (P42). 

<ll An Annual Report on Growth and Infrastrnctnre that documents the results of the annual 
monitoring program (P43). 

<ll Modification of regulatory, development review, and environmental review procedures to 
expedite projects that are consistent with the policies and standards of the Framework Element 
and as prescribed through the amended community plans (P66, P67, P68). 

PLANS AND POLICIES 

Pl Comprehensively review and amend the community plansasgnided by the citywide policies 
and standards of the General Plan Framework Element 'fbeFrameworkEiementLong-Range 
Diagram may be amended to reflect the final determinations made through the Community 
Plan Update process, should the determinations be different from the adopted Framework 
Element. 

a. Generally, these should include the application oftheFrameworkE!ement's land use categories 
to specific parcels, as a refinement of the pattern of uses generally depicted on the Land 
Use Diagram, and the accommodation of the amount of development forecast for each subregion 
(as specified in Table 2-2). While the Framework Element's land use categories set a range 
of development, lesser.intensities may be specified to meet specific circumstances. Pertinent 
incentives for mixed-use developmen4 transit related development, low- and very low-income 
housing, and other uses and locations established as districts, centers and boulevards should 
be identified. 

b. Policies and standards for the provision of an adequate transportation system, including: 

(1) Specification of a local accessibility plan that: 

(2) 

(3) 

assesses the mobility and accessibility needs of community residents, including 
access toworkopportonities, unmettraosit needs, access to essential services, 
and access to regional line-haul transit services; 

<~> determines the community's current highway and transit accessibility levels; 

" revises citywide accessibility standards as needed to address unique community 
problems and issues; 

"' identifies actions to achieve the desired level of accessibility; and 

liD includes measures intended to preserve the existing character of conservation 
areas while also maintaining and enhancing accessibility within these parts 
ofthe City. 

definition of neighborhood traffic managemeutstrategies to protect residential areas 
from the intrusion of traffic from nearby developments and regional traffic. 

Identification ofhighway segments by user priority {pedestrian, transitorothervehicle) 
[see ChapterS: Urban Form and Neighborhood Design and the Transportation Element 
of the General Plan]. 

c. Open space, recreation/parks, and wildlife conservation needs defined atthe neighborhood 
level. · 

d. Streetscapeand building elements that rellec.tthecharacteristics and intentions for community 
and regional centers, neighborhood districts, and/or mixed-use boulevards. 
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Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning, with assistance from the Departments 
of Transportation and Public Works; adopted by City Council 
General Fnnd and other sources that may be available 
Initiate comprehensive updates within flve years of Framework 
Element adoption 

P2 Amend/revise other City Planning documents to ensure their consistency with the Framework 
Element. Among these would be: · 

a. Citywide General Plan Elements, including, but not limited to: 

(1) The Housing Element 

(2) The Infrastruchlre Systems Element, incorporating a telecommunications component 
and watershed management guidelines 

(3) The Open Space and Conservation Element, incorporating 

11> amended open space standards for the functional definition of open space 
to include s1dewaiks in pedestrian-oriented areas, small parks, community 
gardens, freeway air rights, and any other similar resources 

incentives and standards for the private implementation of a street tree plan 
and the public maintenance of street trees planted through private efforts. 

b. The Coastal Plan, Consolidated Pian, and other related documents, including possible 
amendments of Specific Plans to reflect transit corridors and stations where appropriate. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning, Housing, Transportation Public 
Works, and Environmental Affairs; adopted by City Council 
General Fund and other sources that may be available (e.g., SCAG, 
ISTEA) 
Initiate amendments within 18 months of Framework Element 
adoption 

P3 Formulate and periodically update a citywide Transportation Element addressing the following 
within the context of the regional transportation system: · 

a. A transit system, including transit station enhancement programs 

b. Street standards for pedestrian-oriented roadways and transit-oriented roadways. These 
standards will apply on a case-by-case basis to specific streets as determined during the 
development of community piau level TIMPs 

c. Paratransit services, taxis, and other privately operated services 

d. Non-motorized transportation alternatives, such as bicycling and walking 

e. The Roadway Classification System 

f. Changes in travel behavior and technology; private sector transportation system management 
and transportation demand management 

g. Access to major regional employment and other attractors 

h. Transit system security 
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i. Mobility and accessibility for senior citizens and disabled persons 

j. Protection of neighborhoods from traffic intrusion 

k. Movement of goods, including interml)dal facilities 

I. Parking 

m. Mixed-use development as a trip rednction!VMT reduction measure 

n. An investment and funding strategy 

o. Use of electrical energy as an alternative fuel for personal and mass transit 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source:. 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning with the assistance from the Depart
ments of Transportation and Public Works 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P4 Develop Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plans (11MPs) for selected districts, 
centers, and boulevards that will expedite approvals of new development applications and 
streamline traffic mitigation procedures. These should consider traffic impacts on 
pedestrian-priority areas and identil)' mitigation measures, as feasible, that do not restrict 
pedestrian cm:ulation in those areas. The TIMP should considerwhich of the following elements 
should be included: · 

PS 

a. A transit access plan, which determines the appropriate minimum level of transit accessibility 
based on an assessment of future conditions, and identifies actions to achieve that level of 
accessibility; 

h. A pedestrian facilities plan, which identifies pedestrian-oriented roadways and establishes 
standards for them; 

c. A shared-parking plan, which identifies the locations and si:r.es of shared-use parking facilities 
to be used by the various land uses within the districts, centers and boulevards; 

d. A bicycle access plan, which provides for safe and efficient bicycle access to the mrgeted growth 
areas; 

e. A vehicular circulation plan, which identifies traffic mitigation measures and provides for 
adequate internal circulation of vehicles; and 

f. Neighborhood traffic management strategies to prevent traffic from nearby developments 
and regional traffic growth fJrOm intruding upon residential areas. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Transportation, with assistance from City Planning 
and Department of Public Works 
General Fund, ISTEA and other sources 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 

Review the policies of ongoing plans, such as the Alameda Corridor, the Port ofLos Angeles 
2020 Pian, the LAX Master Plan, as well as other major policy efforts, and where needed, 
resolve any inconsistencies with the General Plan Framework Element. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning, Transportation, Harbor, Airports, 
and Public Works 
General Fund 
Ongoing as plans are prepared 
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P6 As a component of the Transportation Element, LAX Master Plan, or other appropriate 
planning document, strategies should be defined to provide sufficient commercial and general 
aviation capacity and adequate access to aviation facilities to serve the passenger and freight 
air travel needs of the region. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Airports, with assistance from the Departments of 
City Planning and Transportation 
General Fund and other funds through DOA 
Initiate within 24 mouths of Framework Element adoption 

P7 Formulate/updateawastewaterplantoprovidesufficientcapacitytocorrect~deficiencies 
and meet the needs of future growth. Consider the following actions when developmgfupdating 
this Element: 

a. Identl!rnecessaryadditionalwastewatertreatmentcapacity,collectionandconveyancefacilities, 
inclndmg, but not limited to, a new wastewater treatment facility for the Hyperion Service 
Area, a replacement sewer for the North Outfall Sewer and the implementation of an ongoing 
progmm to identify and promptly rehabilitate and/or replace deteriorated sewers. 

b. Use as the standard for facility planning the hydraulic relieffor any part of the collection 
system that averages over 50 percent capacity and the level of wastewater treatment necessary 
for compliance with all applicable State and Federal water quality requirements. 

c. Adopt strategies tocombat illegal introduction ofhazardous substances into the wastewater 
. collection system. 

d. Develop procedures to determine the feasibility of requiring mandatory use of reclaimed 
water and. installation and use of grey water systems for large scale projects, creating flexibility 
within the wastewater system, and establishing reciprocal agreements with other government 
agencies. 

e. Develop procedures to maximize the amount of City-treated wastewaterwhich can be reclaimed, 
hicludiug possible groundwater recharge and irrigation. 

f. Identify funding sources and mechanisms for facility improvements 

g. Conduct studies and implement feasible projects that reduce the amount of storm induced 
flow that enters the wastewater system. 

In the formulation of the Element, a computer model and other methods should be used that are 
capable of estimating flow rates and influent rates into the City's system based upon population 
and employment forecasts for Los Angeles and the contract cities. · 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Public Works; City Attorney; Environmental Af
fairs 
Wastewater fees, SCM, Federal funds 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P8 Continue to develop and implement the City's stormwater management program in a cost
effective and techmcally sound manner. The program may include, but will not be limited 
to the following activities: . 

a. Devel9p and adopt standards for new/redevelopment which address flood hazards and 
stormwater quality problems via effective and efficient means. 

b. Investigate drainage and water quality inquiries and pursue remedies which reflect cost-effective 
watersbed-based approaches. 

10-5 000150 



P9 

c. Assign the costs of management approaches in 2 manner that reflects the causes and beneficiaries 
of problems and solutions. 

d. Research the effectiveness ami efficiency of structural and non-structural approaches to 
managing stormwater. 

e. Educate the public about the interaction be!ween human and natural systems. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Public Works, in cooperation with the County and 
the U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers 
Stormwater Fees 
Initiate within 18 mouths of Framework Element adoption 

Update exlstmg water resources and distribution plans which address the procurement and 
maintenance of water supply for Los Angeles and the treatment and distribution of water 
to consumers. Consider the following actions when updating these plans: 

a. Identizy improvements and methods to provide water supply to support development, improve 
its reliability, and reduce the City's dependency on imeorted water through feasible reuse. 
This may include, but not be limited to, water distnbution and storage systems, water 
reclamation projects, including the minimization of overly restrictive and unnecessary conditions 
for reclaimed water use, and expansion of groundwater extraction and distribution capacity 
by continuing to recharge local groundwater basins with native runoff and imported supplies 
{when appropriate). 

b. Conduct feasibility and benefits of developing new, reliable wate.- supply sources, such as 
water transfers from agricultural users to municipal and industrial users and sea water 
desalination. 

c. Identizy strategies for tile protection of water quality by providing water quality improvements 
to local storage reservoirs, regular flushing, UJ;>grading, or replacement of distribution Jines, 
cleaning tanks, and other appropriate techmques. 

d. Amend water service standards to include water facilities development criteria that minimize 
the detrimental impacts on ecological systems. 

e. Provide public education programs for water conservation, including the distribution of retrofit 
kits containing low-flow shower heads and toilet tank displacement bags. Also, continue 
a rebate program for customers who replace their older, conventional toilets with pre-approved 
ultra-low-flush models. 

f. Funding sources and mechanisms for facility improvements. 

g. Define of processes and facilitate and obtain public input when evaluating construction options 
for new and/or expanded water facilities, such as public hearings and/or workshops. 

Periodically update the plans by evaluating the City's water system m order to reflect real or projected 
changes in demand resulting from technological development, population growth and new laud use 
patterns. 

PlO 

Responsibility: · 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

LADWP 
Water Revenue Fees 
Initiate within 18 mouths of Framework Element adoption 

Update the solid waste and resources management plans to provide sufficient capacity to 
meet the needs of future popnlation growth. Consider the following actions when updating 
these plans: 
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a. Identizy improvements, including solid waste collection systems aud disposal infrastructure, 
and recycling efforts to reduce the volume of solid waste generated by the City. 

b. The Plan's strategies and procedures should be correlated with the Source Reduction and 
Recycling Element (a Department ofPublic Works document), which will be updated annually 
with full revisions made every five years. 

c. Identify funding sources and mechanisms for facility and service improvements 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Public Works 
General Fund 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption · 

P11 Update the Police Department protection plans to provide adequate level of service to e:rll.iing 
and future residents and uses i.n the City of Los Angeles. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Los Angeles Police Department 
General Fund 
1997 

P12 Update the Fire Department protection plans to provide adequate level of service to existing 
and future residents and uses in the City of Los Angeles. . 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
General Fund 
1997 

P 13 Update the Library Master Plan to provide sufficient capacity to correct existing deficiencies 
as well as meet the needs of future population. Consider the following actions when updating 
this Element: 

a. Identizy improvements including, but not limited to, new library facilities, alternatives to 
"stand-alone facilities" (such as mobile collections and "substations" at transit stations or 
in mixed-use structures) which encourage greater distribution oflibrazy facilities; new methods 
for acqnirin~ books and equipment; ways to connect library telecommunications services 
with other City agencies as well as local college and university systems; and ways to identify 
r~ionallibraries that are approprinte for non-English language collections, consistent with 
neighborhood needs. 

b. Adopt strategies that enhance the viability of joint development and joint-use opportunities 
with large commercial projects and the Los Angeles Unified School District, thereby increasing 
the distribution oflibrary services. 

c. Establish a new City library service standard that is based on the needs and reflects the character 
ofthe City. 

d. Identizy funding sources and mechanisms for facility improvements, that may include citywide 
assessments, State and Federal grants, and the solicitation of private donations for collections, 
audio-visual equipment and computer materials. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Libraries, with assistance from the Information 
Technology Agency ' 
General Fund 
2000 . 

P14 Formulate/update a Recreation Master Plan (a Recreation and Parks Department document) 
to provide sufficient capacity to correct existing deficiencies as well as meet the needs of future 
population. Consider the following actions when developing/updating this Element: 
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a. Identi(y iml?rovements to the. recreation and park.system including additional parklands 
and recreational programs. Priority should be placed on the identification ofimprovements 
for the underserved areas of the City. Both traditional and non-traditional solutions to the 
expansion of facilities should be considered, including the following: 

(1) 

(2) 

{3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Revise standards that permit the acquisition of parks smaller than five acres, particularly 
in those communities with the most severe neighborhood park deficiencies; 

Acquire use, and maintain of pro11erties for recreation and pnblic open space, that 
are as small as 5,000 square feet m area; 

Develop cOmmunity gardens on small lots in residential neighborhoods and commercial 
areas; 

Develop active and passive greenways along fixed rail transit lines and utility corridors, 
as well as for the development of open space along rivers and principal drainages 
(as depicted on the Citywide Greenways Network Map); 

Adopt joint use strategies for recreational facilities, wherever appropriate; 

Require for the inclusion of recreational facilities in multi-family residential and 
mixed-use development projects; and 

Adopt strategiei; to acquire, or work with non-profits to aequire, larger tracts of park 
land in industrial areas and improve them with community park facilities, e.g., play 
fields. · 

b. Formulate a habitat conservation piau for all regional parks. 

c. Develop procedures for improving recreational facilities to enhance the user safety and security 
of users. 

d. Provisions for establishing and implementing a parkland acquisition and recreation program 
to meet current and futare park and recreation needs. This may include: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Continued use of the Quimby Act (including the in-lieu fees and developer contributions) 
during the develojlmentprocess as a primary means of parks and recreation acquisition. 
Fees other than Quimby may be imposed on commercial development to the extent 
that there is an adequate nexns. 

Flexible and alternative incentives for developers and other private property owners, 
such as restructuring dedication and exaction fees and requirements, that facilitate 
the provision of private land for public nse. 

Procednres that allow residents to request acquisition or use of one or more parcels 
of excess City-owned land for park or garden use. Requests can be made on a 
site-specific basis or by general location. The criteria shall include the property's 
prommity to linear elements of the open space network. 

State and Federal funding sources. 

When formnlating!npdatlng t~e fundin!: _p;ogram, !'valuate whether Quimby fees are adequate to 
support parkland programmmg; acqms1tion, and Improvement. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Recreation and Parks, Department of City Planning, 
Mayor's office, Public Works 
State and Federal funds 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 
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Pl5 Formulate and update power system plans to provide sufficient capacity to meet future customer 
needs in a cost-efficient and reliable manner. The development/update of this Element should 
utilize the Integrated Resource Plan and consider the following actions: 

a. Identify necessary improvements to.the power system including, but not limited to, power 
supply, transmission, and distribution. · 

b. Ensure that power generated within the South Coast Air Basin is in full compliance with 
Federal, State, and local air quality standards, and establish the optimal level of in-basin 
power generation. 

c. Continue cost-effective demand side management and energy efficiency programs. 

d. Develop programs to encourage and facilitate the commercialization of electric vehicles and 
other forms of electric transportation as a means ofiniproving air quality and aidin~ with 
the City's economic development efforts. Develop the mfrastructure to support their use. 

e. Ensure that all LADWP customers electric power needs are met in a deregulated power 
marketplace. 

f. . Determine the effect of each new major construction project in the City on its power distribution 
systems. 

When formulating/updating the plan, evaluate customer satisfaction levels with LADWP programs 
and services and utilize customer input to improve the programs and services. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

LADWP 

Schedule: 
Power Revenue Fund, General Fund 
1997 

P16 Formulate/update plans to address issues relating to siting and the joint use of facilities. 
Consider the following actions when developing/updating this Element: 

a. Identify strategies for the expansion of school facilities including: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Siting of schools and other community facilities (libraries, parks, and auditoriums) 
within a transit station, center, or mixed-use area so they can complement eaCh other 
and make the most efficient use of the land provided for these services. 

Locating middle schools and high schools where possible, close to transit statiOns and 
key centers and mixed-use districts, so students can use the transit system to get to 
and from school. 

Encouraging the private redevelopment of existing school sites in the immediate vicinity 
oftransit stations and centers so that the existing site (a low-intensity use) would be 
replaced by a high-intensity mixed-use development that would incorporate school 
facilities. 

b. NegotiateandadoptaMemorandum ofUnderstanding betweenLAUSD and the City regarding 
the joint use of school facilities such as play fields and park facilities for school purposes, 
with the City providing linbility for outdoor space during non-school hours of operation. 

c. Identify funding sources and mechanisms for facility improvements. 
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When formulating/updating plans, jointly seek changes in statewide legislation on use standards 
for schools in charter cities over two million population, and study ways to utilize commercial property 
for school purposes, where feasible • 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

. Los Angeles Unified School District, with assistance from the De
partments of Recreation and Parks and City Planning 
State and local funds 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P17 Formulate/update street .lighting plans to develop an inventory of nighttime visibility 
requirements for all streets in Los Angeles. Consider the following actions when 
developing/updating this Element: 

a. Correlate needs for nighttime vision with approved standards; 

b. Correlate existing conditions with the established needs; 

c. Establish the long-term objectives for improvement of lighting consistent with City street 
improvement policies; and 

d. Define and promote the Street Lighting Equipment Selection Policy to assure due process 
and maximum choice of communities for special street light eqmpment subject to their 
willingness to pay. Replace standard street lights and develop strategies to preserve historic 
street lights while replacing their original lumens with more energy efficient lights. 

e. Participate in national and international studies and programs relating to light use, management 
and control. 

f. Develop a data base of recommendations and model regulations which can normally be applied 
in various communities within Los Angeles. · 

g. Develop recommendations for fmancing and enforcing regulations for control of obtrusive 
light. 

When formulating/updating plans, determine appropriate regulations for private lighting to minimize 
or eliminate light pollution, light trespass and glare (obtrusive light). . 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Public Works 
Street Lighting Assessment Fund 
Ongoing 

ORDINANCE§ 

P18 Amend the Zoning Ordinance to implement the policies and standards of the General Plan 
Framework Element. The revisions provide tools needed to which are deseribed below and 
are representative ofthe actions that may be taken. 

a. Revise land use and density classifications, zoning maps, and pertinent development standards 
(e.g, :parking standards, design of multi-family units, pedestrian districts, development 
transttions, and other) to reflect the concepts contained in the Framework Element, 
appropriately applied through amendments of the community plans consistent with community 
characteristics. 

b. Establish incentives to stimulate the types of use desired (e.g., mixed-use, community facilities 
in centers, districts, and boulevards, and other) and development in appropriate selected 
targeted growth areas as defined in the community plans, such as density bonuses for mixed-use 
development, parking in proximity to transit stations and transit corridors, "by-right" 
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entitlements with administrative review and approval for traffic or other necessary studies 
and mitigation, and other. 

c. Permit the incorporation of revenue-generating recreation facilities into communities, where 
such uses are feasible and where levying fees would not place an undue hardship on the users. 

d. Allow commercial structures and multi-family dwelling units destroyed by natural catastrophes 
to be re-constructed to their pre-eXisting use and density in any areas where permitted densities 
may be reduced by amendments to the community plans. · 

e. Establish reasonable defensible space design requirements that will help ensure maximum 
visibility and security for entrances, pathways, and corridors, as well as open space (both 
public and private) and parking lots or structures~ The code and design review amendments 
should address landscaping and lighting in addition to site design. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning, with assistance from the Departments 
of Transportation and Public Works and the Community Redevel
opment Agency and the Los Angeles Unified School District 
General Fund and State funds 
Within one year of General Plan Framework Element adoption and 
ongoing, as necessary 

P19 Modi:l'y appropriate ordinances to reflect the provisions of the Framework Element and 
incorporate incentives for the provision of private land for parks and open space, such as 
restructuring dedication and exaction fees and requirements. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning, with assistance from Departments of 
Recreation and Parks and Environmental Affairs 
GeneralFund 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P20 Continue to implement the Transfers of Development Rights Ordinance and use it under 
appropriate circumstances as an incentive to encourage private property owners to provide 
land for parks and open space. 

Responsibility: Department of City Planning, with assistance from The Department 
ofRecreation and Parks · 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

General Fund 
Ongoing 

P21 ModifY City ordinances where necessary, to reflect the provisions of the Framework Element 
and respond to the needs ofidentified target industrtes. 

P22 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning, J,'ublic Works, Transportation, aud 
any other appropriate department 
General Fund 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption, and 
ongoing as needed 

MOdify, as necessary, the Building Code to facilitate and guide the development of mixed-use 
structures, including the possible inclusion of school space, libraries, and other community 
facilities in such structures. · 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of City Planning, Building and Safety 
State and Local 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 
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P23 Formulate an Affordable Housing Ordinance to encourage the production of affordable Musing, 
to preserve existing housing capacity in the City, and to reduce the potential for the 
overconceutration of affordable housmg units in particular parts of the City. 

Responsibility: Departments of City Planning and Housing 
General Fund Funding Source: 

Schedule: Ongoing 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

The following may be implemented through (1) guidelines to be adopted by the City Planning 
Commission (CPC) and/or Council, or (2) codification (ordinances) enacted by the City Council. 
The method of implementation should be determined after Framework Element adoption. 

P24 Formulate citywide development standards that: 

a. Enhance and/or conserve the appearance and functionality of residential and commerCial 
areas, including appropriate applications for mixed-use structures that integrate housing 
with commercial uses. The following indicates a preliminary list of standards that may be 
considered. 

(1) Encourage and facilitate the assembly of small lots for higher-density housing or mixed
use. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

Encourage mixed-use development to locate on lots with side street access so that 
traffic flows and the pedestnan-oriented street frontage can be unintennpted. 

Provide incentives for a mix of residential unit sizes in the R3, R4 and R5 zones through 
the replacement of the habitable room-based density range by a single density. 

Separate the measurement of intensity (floor area ratlo/F AR) from building coverage 
and do not exclude required yards from the permitted FAR. 

Increase per-unit on-site space requirement for all multi-family residential buildings. 

Require transitional heights and buffers between higher-density housing and single
family homes. 

Provide landscape options: more but smaller size (e.g., 15 gallon) trees in lieu of fewer 
larger size (e.g., 24-inch box) trees. · 

Protect residential areas from the intrusion of "through traffic" by implementing 
neighborhood traffic management strategies. 

Require street trees at the minimum spacing permitted by the Division of Street Trees. 

Wherever possible, along secondary and major highways, require. driveway access 
to buildings from side streets or alleys to minimize interference with pedestrian access 
and vehicular movement. 

For parking structures, screen architecturally or with landscaping, locate no more 
than one level above grade in residential areas, and screen direct views of 
headlights/building lighta from building exterior. 

b. Enhance the appearance and function of public infrastructure and development, considering: 

(1) Sidewalk improvement standards; location, ·appropriate width, species and spacing 
of trees as well as street furniture and street lighting. . 
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(2) Revise street tree standards, including species and placement to enhance pedestrian
oriented districts and centers with a continuous tree canopy. Broadleaf evergreen and 
deciduous trees should be used whenever feasible. 

(3) Revise street tree maintenance and removal standards. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

· Departments of City Planning, Transportation, and Public Works 
General Fund, Street Lighting Assessment Fund 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P25 Formulatelocalstandardsfordesignatedpedestrian-orienteddistricts(neighborhooddistricts, 
community centers, some regional centers, and some mixed-use corridors) to account for 
each area's unique characteristics. Examples of standards include: · 

a. Location of building walls along streets: e.g., "build-to" lines, setback lines, etc. 

b. Building heights and bulk: e.g., building-height-to-street relationships, lot coverage, etc. 

d. Location of pedestrian entrances: e.g., 11round level, direct sidewalk, courtyard access, 
compliance with American's with Disabilities Act. 

e. Transparency of exterior building walls: e.g., display windows composed of non•reflective 
glass. 

f. Openings in exterior building walls for vehicular access: vehicular access provided from side 
streets or alleys iffeasible as determined hy the Department of Transportation. 

g. Other openings in exterior buDding walls: openings for plazas; courtyards, outdoor dining, 
seating, water features, open air vending or display areas. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning, with assistance from the Departments 
of Transportation and Public Works 
General Fund . 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

STUDIES AND DATA COLLECTION 

P26 Conduct development and land use studies to: 

a. Locate and determine the site characteristics of all the City-owned surplus land; 

b. Determine and zone surplus land, if appropriate, for commercial, industrial, residential, public 
or institutional use; and 

c. Establish a comprehensive database of available industrial facilities and. development sites 
within Los Angeles, which is updated periodically and indicates the availability, location, 
acreage, and configuration of each site. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

General Services assisted by CRA, and Department of City Plan
ning 
General Fund, as funding permits 
Ongoing 

P27 · Conduct a study to identizy and propose appropriate recommendations to seek to eliminate, 
where feasible, governmenial mandates that represent unreasonable barriers to future economic 
development in the City. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

CRA, CDD, or Department of City Planning 
General Fund, as funding permits 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 
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P28 Review City job training programs to seeifthey are in alignment with realistic and appropriate 
job training needs in the City. Change and enhance the job training cnrricnla in response 
to this review. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

CRA,orCDD 
General Fund, as funding permits 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 

P29 Assess the 20-year projections of affordable housing needs by type and cost within each City 
Subregion and institute a monitoring system to evaluate housing production and forecast 
needs every five years. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning and Housing 
General Fund or other available funds 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P30 Prepare cost-benefit analysis for tree pruning, maintenance, removal and replacement. 
Include as benefit, factors for heat island mitigation, water conservation, reduction of waste. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Public Works 
Grants 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

P31 Continue to implement a five-year Capital Improvements Program (CIP) that is updated 
annually. This program will: 

a. Address the improvementofinfrastructure and services and should utilize information obtained 
from the City's Monitoring Program to help determine those projects thatsltould be included 
in the CIP (refer to program P42 for a discussion of the Monitoring Program). 

b. Provide for the acquisition, design, construction, maintenance, and replacement of buildings 
and facilities for which the City is responsible. · 

c. Allocate funds for the design and construction ofpnblic streetscape improvements intended 
to enhance the City's neighborhood districts and community centers. 

d. Pursue transportation system management (TSM) measures in the 13 congested corridors 
defined in Chapter 2 of the Transportation Element. 

e. Continue to implement ATSAC and Smart Corridor programs throughout the City, reaching 
100 percent of all City streets hy the year 2010. 

f. Prioritize projects such that infrastructure and services are provided first in those areas 
in which growth is targeted and where severe deficiencies exist. 

g. Address the infrastructure needs oftm-get industries, thereby supporting the City's economic 
development goals. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of Public Works, Transportation, and City Planning, 
CAO, and other appropriate agencies 
General Fund, Prop A, Prop C, ISTEA, TSM Program, gas tax and 
other sources, as available 
Every year with five year projections. 
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P32 Fund and implement streetscape improvements by taking the following actions: 

a. Establish a priority funding program for streetscape improvements in districts, centers, 
and boulevards. · 

b. Develop funding linkages between open space needs and other priority issues, such as linking 
streetscape improvements with transit-related concerns, or other externally-funded programs 
focused on small-scale, local concerns. 

c. Work with the Los Angeles Department of Public Works to improve the visual appear
ance of streets by: 

(1) Permitting trees to establish full canopies; and 

(2) Continuing to underground utilities consistent with the City's guidelines and 
rules. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning, Transportation, Public Works, and 
Water and Power 
General Fund or external funding sources ( e:J:·• Federal Depart
ment of Transportation Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi
ciency Act {ISTEAJ funds) 
Ongoing 

P33 Continue operating and refining the existing computer based Pavement Management 
System, which develops models to predict current pavement life cycle for each street 
segment in the City's 6500 mile street system. Based on these models, optimum 
maintenance strategies will be developed to preserve the street system to the maximum 
extent possible permitted by the resources allocated for this purpose. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Public Works 
State Gas Tax, Prop. C 
Ongoing 

P34 Continue utilizing a variety of cost effective maintenance techniques to more properly maintain 
streets in a perpetual good to excellent condition, with an emphasis on providing major 
maintenance in the form offull-width resurfacing prior to a street segment suffering more 
than 15 percent base failure, which would require significantly costlier reconstruction work. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Public Works 
State Gas Tax 
Ongoing, as funding permits 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

P35 Establish a comprehensive Economic Development Strategy and a pro-active Business 
Attraction and Retention Program that will: 

a. Coordinate the City's economic development functions and business support services to 
provide better service delivery and eliminate duplicative functions. 

b. Include methods to maximize the use of non-local financial incentive programs such as 
those provided by the State and Federal government. 
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c. Actively promote the information resources available through the City's various 
departments (e.g., the export assistance program and foreign trade zone program), and 
effectively coordinate the provision of the City's technical assistance through the City's 
centralized economic development function. 

d. Identify local labor force resources and emerging industries. 

e. Actively assist firms in understanding and complying with State and Federal regula
tions. 

f. Use the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) developed by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) as a guide for identifying target 
industries. 

g. Direct available economic development resources to targeted locations within the City 
and to specific emerging industrial sectors. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

To be determined .by Mayor and Council 
General Fund and other funding sources (e.g. and the Federal 
government) 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 

P36 Develop a series of economic incentives to accomplish the following: 

a. Obtain revenue, support development, and provide adequate infrastructure aud 
services, by using the City's budget and financing process. Techniques such as assess
ment and improvement districts, revenue increment financing, tax exempt bond 
financing, Federal grants, and development credit/fees shall be examined for their 
appropriateness. 

b. Achieve the preferred types of growth in desired locations by utilizing techniques such 
as Redevelopment, Neighborhood Recovery, Empowerment Zones and Enterprise 
Communities, housing development loans and grants, and the formation of services or 
assessment districts. 

c. Create regionally competitive and modem industrial sites to maintain and enhance a 
core manufacturing base. Additionally, commit City resources, where appropriate, to 
support programs such as the preparation of necessary en-.cironmental analysis, 

>environmental remediation, site acquisition and aggregation, and increased police 
protection. 

d. Serve firms whose individual funding requirements are less than the amounts tradition
ally addressed by this source by using appropriate "packaging" of loan applications for 
Industrial Development Bond (JDB) assistance. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

To be determined by Mayor and City Council 
Various sources 
Ongoing 

P37 Establish development facilitation programs/strategies and joint partnerships to accomplish 
the following: 

a. Form partnersbDs, when feasible, to jointly pursue largescale development projects. These 
partnerships may be used to stimulate development in key areas targeted for growth, such 
as at rail transit stations. 
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b. Provide a range of opportunities for emerging industrial companies to locate within the City's 
industrial areas by undertaking industrial development initiatives such as site assembly, 
site preparation, incubator development, marketing financial incentives in targeted areas, 
and appropriate job training and infrastructure improvements. 

c. Focus economic development resources on industrial preservation zones and policy linked 
areas. · · 

d. Develop community-level transit accessibility plans by seeking maximum opportunities for 
entrepreneurial services and other private-sector initiatives. 

e. Offer a portfolio ofbnsiness assistance programs, services, and pricing options related to 
the provision of electricity that is based on customer needs and input. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Mayor's Office, Department of Community Development, and/or 
Community Redevelopment Agency, LADWP 
General Fund, Power Revenue Fund, and other sources, as avail
able 
As required 

P38 Initiate a series of district and center demonstration projects which employ pro-active measures 
for both attracting development to the centers and improving the physical and social 
environments ofthe centers and surrounding neighborhoods. These demonstration projects 
could involve public improvements, transit services, financial incentives and other economic 
development measures. · 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Council Offices, Mayor's Office, CRA, MTA and other relevant 
departments 
General Fund 
Initiate process within 18 months of Frame-work Element adoption 

P39 Promote the commercialization of electric vehicles and other fornis of electric transportation 
as a means of improving air quality and economic development. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

LADWP 
Power Revenue Fund 
Ongoing 

P40 Market existing foreign trade zone benefits and investigate creation of additional sites for 
the City's existing foreign trade zone, facilitation of permit processing, provision offurther . 
regulatory relief, and other appropriate actions to facilitate the operations of the Port of 
Los Angeles and Los Angeles International Airport. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of the Harbor and Airport 
General Fund, as funding permits 
Ongoing 

P41 Develop an Entrepreneurial Transit Opportunities program to encouragetbe development 
of community-based services such as jitneys and/or shuttles that would be run by 
owner-operators. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Transportation 
General Fund, Prop A, Prop C, private sector participation 
Initiate process within t8 months of Framework Element adoption 
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PROCEDURAL 

P42 Establish a Monitoring Program to accomplish the following: 

a. Assess the status of development activity and supporting infrastructure and public services 
within the City of Los Angeles. The data that are compiled can function as indicators of 
(a) the rate of population growth, development activity, and other factors that result in demands 
for transportation, infrastructure, and services; (b) location and type of infrastructure 
investments and improvements; and © changes to the citywide environmental conditions 
and impacts documented in the Framework Element environmental database and the 
Environmental Impact Report. 

b. Assess transportation conditions and determine the City's progress toward attainment of 
citywide transportation objectives. 

c. Determine the progress oftheLos Angeles County Sanitation District201 OMaster Facilities 
Program and any other capital improvement projects which could affect their ability to 
collect City wastewater and provide full secondary treatment for that wastewater. 

d. Identify existing or potential constraints or deficiencies of other infrastructure in meeting 
existing and projected demand. 

e. Identify, based on consultation with the LAUSD, the surplns and/or deficit of classroom 
seats. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of City Planning, LADWP, Public Works, Fire and 
Police 
General Fund, Power Revenue Fund, development fees, Sewer 
Construction/Maintenance (SCM), Federal fnnds and other fund
ing sources 
Within one year of Framework Element adoption 

P43 Prepare an Annual Report on Growth and Infrastructure based on the results of the Monitoring 
Program, which will be published at the end of each fiscal year and shall include information 
such as population estimates and an inventory of new development. This !"eport is intended 
to provide City staff, the City Council, and service providers with information that can facilitate 
the programming and funding of capital improvements and services. Additionally, this report 
will inform the general plan amendment process. Information shall be documented by relevant 
geographic boundaries, such as service areas, Community Plan Areas, or City Council Districts. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of City Planning in consultation with City departments 
General Fund and other appropriate sources 
At the end of the fiscal year 

P44 Establish a citywide transportation database to be used in the Monitoring Program. The 
database should include: 

a. Measures of accessibility at the community plan area level; 

b. Measures of mobility (including levels of service, mode split, and vehicle occupancy) at the 
screenline, community plan area, and citywide levels; and 

c. Measures of plan development (such as TIMP adoption for targeted growth areas and 
community-level accessibility plan adoption) at the citywide level. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning and Transportation 
General Fund 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 

!O-J 8 
000163 



P45 Closely monitor Federal and State legislative mandates which may restrict the Port and 
the Airport's cargO-handling capacity a lid passenger-handling capacity; address such mandates 
through appropriate lobbying efforts. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of Airports a!ld Harbor 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P46 Urge Caltrans, SCAG, and the LACMT A to consider using reversibleHOV lanes on freeways 
as a part ofthe countywide HOV plan. Corridors where reversible HOV lanes should be 
considered include: 

a. The Golden State Freeway (I-5), north of SR-170; 

b. The Hollywood Freeway (US-101 and SR-170), between Downtown Los Angeles and I-5; 

c. The San Diego Freeway (I-405), between I-10 and I-5; and 

d. The Ventura Freeway (US-101), west ofl-405. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

· Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning and Transportation 
General Fund 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P47 Expand the telecommuting program for municipal employees, where and when appropriate. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

City Council, Department of Personnel 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P48 Establish a simple, timely program (e.g. a maximum three months approval time) by which 
residents of any size area can request a standardized assessment district for the installation 
and maintenance ofstreet trees or pedestrian-scale street lights. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning and Public Works 
General Fund 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 

P49 Periodically evaluate the fee structures, both in terms of monetary costs to developers and 
administrative complexity, in relation to other cities in the region. Where appropriate, revise 
existing fee structures. Additionally, periodically evaluate the fee collection schedules for 
infrastructure maintenance and improvements. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning, Water and Power, Public Works, 
Transportation, Building, and other appropriate departments 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P50 Take the following procedural actions in relation to the City's parks and open space resources: 

a. Provide for the installation of street trees to maintain open space corridors by developing 
a system of standards and incentives for private implementation of a street tree plan, including 
commitments of publk maintenance for street trees planted through private efforts. 

b. Provide tax benefits for land gifts to the City (such as riverfront properties). 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning, Recreation and Parks, and Public
Works . 

General Fnnd 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 
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PSl Combine City resources with private sector funds to provide financing for new transportation 
facilities and services, in order to leverage the amount of State and Federal monies available 
for transportation projects. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Departments of City Planning and Transportation 
General Fund, Prop A, Prop C, L.A. County, private sector partici
pation 

Schedule: Ongoing 

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

PS2 Cooperate with regional agencies such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
and others to establish regional Transportation Control Measures, and other transportation 
demand management strategies, since many of the most effective measures to reduce vehicle 
trips require regional implementation. Consider the following potential strategies in this 
effort: 

a. Merchant transportation incentives; 

b. Congestion pricing; 

c. Parking pricing; 

d. Park-and-ride shuttle services to centers and special events; 

e. Residential-based Transp()rtation Management Organizations; 

f. Enhanced service and improved safety and comfort of local transit; 

g. Preferential parking; and 

h. Bicycle and pedestrian lanes and bicycle storage facilities construction. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning and Transportation, EAD 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P53 Continue to encourage the grade separation of railroad crossings along the Alameda Corridor 
to improve the movement of freight. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Departments of Transportation, City Planning, Public Works, 
Caltrans, Public Utilities Commission 
Alameda Corridor Program funds 
Ongoing · 

P54 Enhancethe relationship among City departments and agencies and between City and non-City 
entities by taking the following actions: 

a. Continue to assure coordination of various City planning efforts related to growth, 
infrastructure, and service provision. 

b. Maintain the dialogue between the City and organizations and public agencies that directly 
provide .it services and/or indirectly impact growth and development within Los Angeles, 
by establishing a mechanism that facilitates regular meetings between these entities. 

c. Create a strategic planning capability among the Department of Public Works, the CAO, 
the City Planning Department and other appropriate agencies to provide a forum in which 
to review key issues and strategies related to growth and to coordinate the provi~ion of adequate 
services, assess existing conditions and future needs, develop strategies for the most effective 
use of available funds, and develop additional funding sources. 
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d. Prepare proposal for eliminating or reducing existing infrastructure deficiencies. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning and other relevant departments and 
agencies · 
General Fund and development fees 
Within one year of Framework Element adoption 

P55 Work cooperatively with the Sheriff's Department, State law enforcement agencies, the National 
Guard, and the Police Departments of the surrounding jurisdictions in order to maintain 
and improve mutual assistance agreements. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Los Angeles Police Department 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P56 Work cooperatively with the Fire Departments of the surrounding jurisdictions, LAX, and 
the Port, as well as with State agencies that deal with fire suppression and emergency medical 
services, in order to maintain and improve mutual aide agreements. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P57 Expand the joint use of community-serving facilities, such as public libraries, wherever possible. 

Responsibnity: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of Libraries; Los Angeles Unified School District 
State and Local 
1998 

P58 Work with adjacent cities and the appropriate State and County agencies, such as the California 
Coastal Commission, to ensure that the City's beaches, and any facilities such as bike paths 
that are built on or near them, are integrated into the Citywide Greenways Network. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of City Planning; California Coastal Commission; the 
County of Los Angeles; adjacent jurisdictions; any other appropri
ate agency 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P59 Work with the Trust for Public Lands; the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and other 
non-profit organi7.ations to purchase park land along corridors identified in the Citywide 
Greenways Network Map, with priority to those areas of the City with the most severe 
neighborhood park deficiencies. These actions shall be taken in addition to acquiring land 
unilaterally. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Recreation and Parks, with assistance from the 
Department of City Planning, Environmental Affairs 
State/Federal funds· 
Ongoing, as funding is available 

P60 Work with the Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles Department of Public Works, and 
Los Angeles County to restore the Los Angeles River to a more natural State, while at the 
same time maintaining its essential flood control function. To achieve this objective, take 
the following actions: 
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a. Initiate modest projects at strategic locations along the Los Angeles River to begin restoration 
and enhance access to bike paths and other elements of the Open Space Network. 

b. Locate these projects at sites that are already in the best condition (and opportunistically 
as other sites become available). 

c. Consider establishing a State recognized river authority for the Los Angeles lliver as a means 
to efficiently implement river enhancements. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Recreation and Parks, in cooperation with Environ
mental Affairs Department (EAD), Public Works, Army Corp. of 
Engineers, and Los Angeles County 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P61 Work closely with other City departments to ensure that their facilities are energy efficient 
and to develop the infrastructure to support an electric vehicle future. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

LADWP 
Power Revenue Fund 
Ongoing 

P62 Coordinate energy related business assistance activities with other City departments. 

Responsibility: 
Fundmg Source: 

Schedule: 

·LADWP 
Power Revenue Fund 
Ongoing 

P63 Coordinate water related conservation and lobbying efforts by: 

a. Supporting Federal and State legislation that protects existing and future water resources; 

b. Participating with other agencies to promote effeetive water conservation programs throughout 
Southern California; and 

c. Working through the Metropolitan Water District on all non-local water issues and actions. 

d. Supporting legislation and regulation that promotes the use of reclaimed wastewater 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

LADWP 
Water Revenue fees 
Ongoing 

P64 Prepare for emergencies by: 

a. Maintaining and updating the City's Emergency Management Plan, which among other. 
things, serves to coordinate the emergency planning efforts of Los Angeles' Police, Fire, 
Water and Power, and Public Works departments. 

b. Maintaining an emergency operations plan, as partofthe Citywide Emergency Management 
Plan, that provides for reciprocal assistance during an emergency. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Public Works, Police, Fire, Information Technology 
Agency (IT A), CAO, Emergency Operations Board 
Wastewater fees, General Fund 
Ongoing 
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P65 Coordinate stormwater managementactivities with other agencies to promote water
shed based approaches such as the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project. 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Department of Public Works, with other City departments; L.A. 
County; Regional Water Quality Control Board and Army Corps 
of Engineers 
Stormwater Fees 
Ongoing 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESSES AND APPROVALS 

P66 During the development process: 

a. Continue to require developers of new projects to pay fees for, or construct improvements 
to, the storm drain or flood control systems attributable to their projects. 

b. Offer developers and other private property owners flexible, alternative incentives to provide 
private land for public use, where permitted by law. The incentives include, but are not 
limited to: 

(1) Tax benefits for the gift ofland to the City; 

(2) Transfers of development rights; 

(3) Restructuring of dedication and exaction fees and requirements; and 

( 4) Giving credit for th.e provision of private landscaped plazas and other open spaces 
that are readily accessible to the public. · 

Responsibility: 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

Departments of Recreation and Parks, City Planning, Transporta
tion, Public Works 
General Fund 
Ongoing 

P67 Create expedited development processes and permitting assistance measures that: 

a. Are consistent with the policies and standards of the General Plan Framework Element; 

b. Assign a planning staff person to take projects through the City approval process for 
c]evelopment projects located in a centers, district, or mixed~use boulevard or on a transit 
corridor; 

c. Streamline the impact analysis requirements for new development applications; 

d. Create public service centers which cluster departments that provide public services (i.e. 
water/power, planning, zoning, building and safety, etc.). Locate service centers throughout 
the City; and 

e. Improve the l?ermitting center to facilitate the application process for and the issuance of 
all City-required development permits. Where funding permits, changes to the permitting 
center shall include: 

(1) 

(2) 

The assignment of a project manager to each applicant project to assist the applicants 
in securing permits required by other governmental agencies. 

The installation of a computer software system to quickly estimate the total development 
fee which an applicant for a specific project will be required to pay. 

Responsibility: Departments of City Planning, Public Works, Transportation, and 
Building and Safety 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

General Fund and development fees 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption and 
thereafter, ongoing 
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P68 Maximize the environmental review process' efficiency through: 

a. The use of master enviromnental databases, a CEQA Manual and the General Plan Framework 
Element database, where appropriate; 

b. Reliance on the General Plan Framework Element EIR, and/or Community Plan EIRs, either 
in total or in part, as the euvironinental assessment for development projects in targeted 
growth areas, centers and corridors, whenever possible. 

c. Use of a standardize environmental assessment criteria for public and private development 
projects undergoing environmental review, as appropriate. 

Responsibility: Departments of City Planning, Transportation, Public Works, 
Environmental Affairs · 

Funding Source: 
Schedule: 

General Fund and Developer Fees 
Ongoing 

P69 Modify parking requirements and trip generation factors (or apply credits), based on reduced 
demand, for development projects in the following locations: 

a. Center,district, or mixed-use boulevard (consistent with the Transportation Improvement 
and Mitigation Program for each center, district, or mixed-use boulevard). 

b. Projects within 1,500 feet of fixed rail transit stations. 

c. Projects within 750 feet of major bns route intersections. 

d. Vertical mixed development projects regardless of location. 

e. Affordable housing projects in appropriate locations. 

Responsibility: 
Fnndmg Source: 

Schedule: 

Departments of City Planning and Transportation 
General Fund 
Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 

P70 Formulate or modil'y appropriate ordinances, including consideration of a mountain overlay 
zone, to preserve private land with open space characteristics to the extent feasible. Consider 
incorporating the following: 

a. Appropriate sections of the adopted Hillside, Oak Tree, Momitain Fire Protection and Slope 
Density ordinances; 

b. Provisions for wildlife corridors; watershed management and naturallandscape preservation; 

c. Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plans for hillside areas; 

d. Development standards for new construction, and 

e. Provisions to facilitate land donations to non-profit organizations such as the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy. 

Responsibility: 
Funding Source: 

Schedule: 

Department of City Planning 
General Fund 
Initiate within 24 months of Framework Element adoption 
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November 2, 2007 

S. Gail Goldberg 
Director of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Room 532 
Los Angeles CA, 90012 

Dear Gail, 

I recently read that the Mayor previewed a new 5 year housing strategy at UCLA that 
intends to link neighborhoods and businesses with a quality public transportation system; 
build new housing developments along major transit conidors; and create 20 new 
community plans that offer residents more affordable housing close to their jobs. 

Given that the City has not completed an annual report on Growth and Infrastmcture or a 
5 year review for any of the 35 Community Plans since 1998, what information did the 
Mayor use in formulating this strategy? 

Calling for a streamlined planning process to encourage development along transit 
conidors and setting a goal of building l 0,000 new affordable housing units by 2012 
without any idea of what has happened to the infiastructure in Los Angeles during the 
last 9 years, seems problematic at best. 

The General Plan's Framework Element states that after it is adopted, the City will 
establish a growth monitoring program that will provide important infotmation regarding 
the accuracy of fhture growth estimates and the distribution of that new development by 
community plan area. This monitoring program is supposed to document annually what 
has actually happened to the City's population levels, housing construction, employment 
levels, and the availability of public infrastmcture and public services. Information on 
environmental conditions are also to be monitored on a yearly basis to maintain and 
update an enviromnental database, which will be used to facilitate but not replace 
environmental review for subsequent programs and projects in accordance with CEQA. 

Information for the monitoring system are to be taken from the best sources available to 
the City, such as building pennit infommtion and other readily available City data on 
business; Department of Water and Power and School District infonnation; County 
Assessm"s files; conunercially available development data; State Employment 
Development Department statistics; Census Bureau; SCAG data; University of California 
Los Angeles Business Forecast; and other data as they may become available. 
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Infrastructure data is to be developed from a cooperative eff01t among the City 
departments responsible for infrastructw-e and public services, State and regional 
agencies, such as the Los Angeles Unified School District and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority arc important to complete the annual review of the City's 
growth and infrasl!ucture. 

The infrastructure element states that the linkage between future growth and services will 
occur through the implementation of a monitoring program that provides infom1ation 
regarding "real" demands and service levels in order to guide public decisions regarding 
infrastructure and service investments, Successfl!l application of this system may mitigate 
the need to restrict development to ensure adequate level of service. 

I do agree with the one oftl1e Mayor's statements during the housing summit that "it is 
time to have a grown up conversation about the gravity of the crisis of affordable housing 
in Los Angeles" and that "only with shared responsibility can we address this situation". 

I would strongly suggest that the issue of housing in Los Angeles is too impmtant to be 
handled as "business as usual", The stakeholders of Los Angeles must have a voice in 
this process and in order to do that, we need to know what has happened to the City's 
infrastmcture since 1998. 

The 1993 repmt mentioned problems within some of the 3 5 community plans linked to 
increased population, such as school ellJol!ment exceeding capacity and sewer capacity 
problems (up to 75 to 100% capacity) to name a few. Recently we have experienced 
problems with Water and Power which is directly tied to population increases. 

Los Angeles has already reached the projected population increase for 201 0, We also 
know that there were undercounts during the last census and thus census data alone is 
insufficient Only by measuring consumption of City services can the public and their 
representatives get the infom1ation required to know how (or if) this City can snppmt 
more growth and what kind of growth that should be. Simply put, we need the chmter
mandated accurate assessment of the viability of ow- infrastructure, The City must 
complete the annual and 5 year reviews from 1998 to the present 

Most Community Plans have language that reference the monitoring as an integral 
part of the decision-making process. For example, the Wilshire Community Plan 
states "If this monitoring finds that population in the Plan area is occurring faster than 
projected; and that infi·astructure resource capacities are threatened in relation to user need, 
pmticularly critical ones such as water and sewerage, but also including public schools, 
police and fire services, and transportation infrastructure; and, that there is not a clear 
commitment to at least begin the necessary improvements within twelve months; then 
building controls would be put into effect for the affected portions of the Wilshire 
Community until land use designations for the Community Plan and corresponding zoning 
are revised to more appropriately limit new development" 

2 

000171 



Until the City can accurately address the state of our infrastructure we request that there 
be a moratorium on all new major development and a postponement of revisions/updates 
for any community plans. 

Fwiher, we suggest that any project which is currently undergoing formal enviromnental 
review must be halted unless and until the annual infrastructure updates are completed 
and in place. 

Finally, the City must consider withdrawing any EIR and/or MND approvals it has 
granted as those approvals are clearly based on incomplete information. 

Sincerely: 

James O'Sullivan 
President, Miracle Mile Residential Association 

Cc Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
Cc Councilmember Ed Reyes 
Cc Councilmember Wendy Greuel 
Cc Councilmember Dennis Zine 
Cc Councilmember Tom LaBonge 
Cc Councilmember Jack Weiss 
Cc Councilmember Tony Cardenas 
Cc Councilmember Richard Alarcon 
Cc Councilmember Bernard Parks 
Cc Councilmember Jan Peny 
Cc Cbuncilmember Herb Wesson 
Cc Counci!member Bill Rosendahl 
Cc Councilmember Greig Smith 
Cc Councilmember Eric Garcetti 
Cc Councilmember Jose Huizar 
Cc Councilmember Janice Hahn 
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Trac-t Noo 7260 
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,:.; Serving the area bem·ecn Santa Monica and Pico; and Beverly Glen and Century City 
www.tract7260.org 

President 
Mike Eveloff 

Vice-President 
Kevin Singer 
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Secretary 
Richard S Harmetz 

Board of 
Directors 
Clyde Augustson 
Marie Epstein 
Michael Eveloff 
Darius Gagne 
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Ms. Gail Goldberg 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 532 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Sent via Email to Gaii.Goldberg@LaCity.Org 

November 19, 2007 

Dear Ms. Goldberg: 

The Tract 7260 Association, which covers an area containing over 1000 homes, runs from Pica to 
Santa Monica and from Beverly Glen to Century City. Our Association has been exceptionally 
involved development-related activities in West L.A. and has -a- deep commitment to supporting 
improvements to the infrastructure. 

It has come to our attention that a mandated report, the Annual Report on Growth and 
Infrastructure, has not been completed since 1998. The report is described in the Growth 
Monitoring section of the General Plan originally adopted on December 11, 1996 and Re-adopted 
on AugustS, 2001 (CPC 94-0354 GPF CF 95-2259 CF 01-1162) 

The report is supposed to:" ... annually document what has actually happened to the City's 
population levels, housing construction, employment levels, and the availabllily of public 
infrastructure and public services. Information on environmental condiUons will also be monitored 
on a yearly basis lo maintain and update an environmental database, which will be used to 
facilitate ... environmental review for subsequent programs and projects in accordance with 
CEOA." 

The Tract 7260 Board has voted unanimously to request that the City come into compliance with 
the General Plan requirement by producing the missing reports as soan as possible, 

The City has seen its infrastructure become increasingly challenged as development continues 
without matching investment in the infrastructure. Every portion of the infrastructure including 
transportation, water, power, police, fire, parks, libraries and schools seems to be In a far more 
precarious state. 

We bel'leve that the CHy simply cannot approve more development, especially those projects 
requiring EIRs or MNDs, without understanding if the City can withstand the demands of 
development on the infrastructure. We are also concerned that the West L.A. Community Plan is 
being updated without access to the mandated infrastructure data. This holds true for proposed 
light rail as well. 

As such, we join with the Miracle Mile Residential Association and Bel-Air Beverly Crest NC to 
ask that the Planning Department complete this critical analysis of the state of our infrastructure. 

We stand ready to assist in any way that we can. 

Sincerely, 

/7;/ 

'I',;;;:/~-
,~ v 
I 

Michael Eveloff 
President 
Tract No. 7260 Association 
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roe,trec< Reference No: Task l.60A 
Major Products Sketch Plan 

'Pr<'P"'""' by: Los Angeles Department of 
City Planning and 
Envicom Corporation 
january 19, 1993 

/.60 A- SUMMARY 

MAJOR PRODUCTS SKETCH PLAN 

PRODUCTS SKETCH PLAN 

:· The Major Products Sketch Plan was prepared as a result of Benchmark Workshop Task 
· I.60A and represents the first step in a three year process to formulate and adopt the 

framework which will serve as the "umbrella" planning policy document to guide the city's 
future growth and form the basis for subsequent revisions of the City's General Plan. 

This report provides a sketch plan of the project's important final documents, including the 
L.A. Vision Statement; Citywide General Plan Framework; Transportation Improvement 
and Mitigation Program; Plan Implementation Mechanisms; and Monitoring System. 

Key Conclusions 

The conclusions of the Workshop were that the Framework process will produce a Directed 
Growth Strategy which will define citywide plans for land use and supporting 
infrastructure; policies to prioritize the realization of the plans; a system for coordinating 
public and private actions to achieve these policies; and an integrated "tool kit" of 
implementation mechanisms to facilitate the implement:Jtion of the plan. 

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 
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160 A- OR PRODLCTS SKETCH PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

with the requirements of Phase I of the contractual agreement, the Loo Angeles 
Planning Department initiated the process of preparing the Citywide General Plan 

with the conduct of two two-day workshops intended to confirm the critical 
confronting the City, the principal work products to be prepared, and 

itiethc,dolog,Ies to be utilized for the Framework. This represents the first step in a three
rocess to formulate and adopt the Framework which will serve as the "umbrella" 

p;~~~~~nu~:ip;~'olicy document to guide the City's future growth and form the basis for s• revisions of the City's General Plan. The results of the workshops are 
:prt:sertted in this document 

in the workshops included executive-level management and staff of the 
oe11arltmt:nts of Planning and Transportation and representatives of the Mayor's Office, 

Council, other City departments (Community Redevelopment Agency, Housing, 
uoeh'", Airports, and Water and Power), the Southern California Association of 

:. Governments, the Southern California Air Quality Management District, and the consultant 
These individuals are listed in an attachment to this document. 

Generally, it was concluded that the Framework will produce a Directed Growth Strategy 
which will involve the definition of(!) citywide plans for land use and supporting 
transportation and utility infrastructure and public services, with accompanying policies, 
(2) a system for coordinating the actions of public and private agencies to achieve these, 
and (3) an integrated "toolkit" of enhanced and simplified implementation mechanisms. 
These three principal products of the Framework program are discussed following. 
discussion of the key issues of growth facing the City and fundamental goals which have 
been adopted by the City ro guide this program. The diagram presented in Sub-section A 
of the Attachments should be used as a visual guide to the discussion presented herein. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Los Angeles, a City of 3 112 million people dispersed across 465 square miles, lies at the 
heart of a much larger metropolitan region of 15 million people. Over the past few years, it 
has been negatively affected by a number of important factors: environmental problems 
including poor air quality, inadequate sewer capacity, and traffic congestion; lack of 
affordable housing; economic problems including a persistent recession and stagnant job 
growth; a social crisis as evidenced by the April 1992 civil disturbances; and a perceived 
~ack of responsiveness by the City in effectively guiding growth and addressing these 
rssues. 

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK 
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1.60 A- M OR PRODCCTS SKETCH PLAN 

City is confronted with many federal and state mandates to clean its air quality and 
; '-·~""'P. its sewer system. At the same time it is faced with diminished fiscal strengthl 

City's land use pattern over the past twenty years (characteristically, separating rather 
combining uses) has become dysfunctional; the petmitting process has become 

oredic:tatJle;· and coordination among agencies has become responsible for development 
is insufficient in meeting citywide goals. 

/ III. FRAMEWORK GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

•. Within this context, the Citywide General Plan Framework is a project that will contribute 
, to the restoration of economic competitiveness, enhancement of community livability, and 
.. compliance with the state and federal mandates related to environmental problems. Central 

to these intentions is the formulation of a strategy which will direct potential growth to 
areas linked with transportation and utility infrastructure (sewer, water, solid waste, and 
other), public service (public safety, school, and other), and environmental capacities. 

Specific goals of tl1e Citywide General Plan Framework include the following: 

• Reduce <;ongestion 
• Improve air quality 
• Ensure the provision of adequate infrastructure and public services 

Revitalize depressed communities while conserving existing neighborhoods 
• Stimulate the production of affordable housing 
• Support the creation of new jobs 
• Conserve natural resources 
• Enhance public and private coordination 
• Achieve the vision of a livable city 

IV. CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK WORK PRODUCTS 

The Citywide General Plan Framework has three components which will produce a vision 
for the spatial distribution of land use and supporting infrastructure and public services, a 
coordination system, and integrated "toolkit" of implementing mechanisms. 

The Federal Clean Air and Clean Water Acts require states to meet specific standards 
for air and water purity. Failure to meet these jeopardizes federal grant money and 
federal permits required to construct large infrastructure projects like sewage treatment 
plants and harbors. In compliance, the State of California adopted its own more 
stringent air and water standards. They also adopted a Congestion Management Plan 
which sets standards for traffic congestion, and Proposition 111 linked gas tax 
apportionment to compliance with these standards. This, cumulatively, creates a 
multiple level mandate to meet air, water, and traffic congestion standards imposed by 
higher levels of government and leveraged by their authority over tax moneys, grants, 
and permits. 
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1.60 A - MAJOR PRODUCTS SKETCH PLAN 

A. A Vision For The Future Of The City 

A central component of the Framework and the first pat1 of the Directed Growth Strategy 
will be the definition of a vision which will incorporate the definition of the spatial 
distribution and form of development and supporting infrastructure and policies addressing 
socio-economic, housing, and environmental issues. 

Product- Generalized Land Use Map and Urban Form Concept for the City 

The Framework will create a generalized land use plan map and an updated vision for the 
future urban form of the City. It will specify those areas of the City in which new 
development, including new housing, new jobs, and new commerce, will be directed. At 
the same time the land use plan will clearly delineate those areas of the City in which 
existing uses, densities, and the community character will be conserved. The map will not 
be parcel-specific, but will identify geographic areas of varying configmations and sizes 
which will be organized by their common intentions for growth, functional role, and 
character of development2 Areas in which growth will be directed will be, concurrently, 
targeted for the provision of adequate transportation and utility infrastructure and public 
services. 

The land use and urban form plan is intended to provide clarity to the City's residents, 
property-owners, and developers regarding intentions for future growth. In the past, many 
neighborhood residents have felt "threatened" by the potential for growth and change 
regardless of policy defined by the Centers Concept and other planning documents. At the 
same time, developers have been unsure regarding the types and densities of development 
which they could reasonably expect to be permitted on their properties regardless of 
existing plans and zoning due to the vagaries of the environmental review and development 
processes. Commitment to the Framework's vision and directed growth strategy could 
substantially mitigate these concerns. 

Product- Transportation Plan 

The Citywide General Plan Framework will define the "anatomy" of transportation 
infrastructure to support the vision of growth expressed on the land use and urban fonn 
maps. 

Product- Policy Guidelines 

In addition to the description of the spatial distribution of land use and infrastructure 
described above, the Framework will establish a comprehensive policy base to guide new 
gwwth and development. Among these will be the following: 

1. Land Use: policies regarding the type, density, and character of uses to be 
permitted by the directed growth strategy. 

During the process of preparing a land use map and policy guidelines, the 1989 City 
Planning Commission approved land use designations will provide a basis from which to 

. develop urban form prototypes. 
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2. Urban.Form: policies re~arding.the physical for~1 and character of development. 
For example, these may d!lferenuate pedestnan-onented actrvny and nei0hborhood 
serving centers and boulevards from those which are automobile-orientel 

3. Transportation: policies regarding the linkage of the provision of adequate roads 
and transit and transportation management techniques to accommodate the directed 
growth. 

4. Infrastructure and Services: policies regarding the linkage of the provision of 
adequate sewer, water, and other infrastructure and services to accommodate the 
directed growth. 

5. Socio-Economic: strategies to address the socio-economic needs of City residents 
will be defined. These may include incentives to create jobs in areas where the 
normal functions of the market have failed. 

6. Housing: focusing on the means by which housing can be provided to support the 
City's diverse needs especially housing which is affordable to all people. 

7. Open Space and Natural Resources: strategies for the protection of important 
natural resources. 

8. Air Quality: strategies intended to reduce .vehicular emissions, with particular 
emphasis on the manner in which jobs and housing can be more closely located and 
traffic impacts can be mitigated. 

Considerations 

Fonnulation of the land use. urban form, infrastructure, and public services vision and 
policies will involve the following considerations: 

• 

• 

Diversity 

The City consists of a diversity of cultures and lifestyles, which are characterized 
by differing needs and objectives for their quality of life. The Framework will be 
designed to clearly identify and take into account these differences. 

Physical Diversity 

The City is composed of a diversity of centers, boulevards, and neighborhoods 
whose differences have not previously been fully recognized. Though Venice, 
downtown, Boyle Heights, and Warner Center are all depicted as "Centers" on the 
Concept LA map, each differs substantially in their role. physical form, and 
character. At the same time the extensive network of the City's boulevards is 
largely disregarded by the Centers Concept. In many cases, their zoning for 
commercial use may not be supported by near- or long-term market demands, 
representing an unique opportunity for other types of growth, including 
community-serving and mixed-use developments. Consequently, the growth areas 
are anticipated to encompass a variety of forms, functions, and sizes tO meet future 
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needs.3. These will be clearly differentiated by the Framcowork lanJ usc and urban 
form plans and policies. 

Economic Revitalization 

Economic development concerns will be a significant factor in the identification of 
targeted growth areas. The identification of growth areas will form a primary 
element of an economic development strategy for the City. Economic revitalization 
of certain communities has been identified as a primary Framework goal and the 
identification of targeted growth areas can be used to focus growth in these limited 
areas if the proper incentives are provided. Given the timing of the Framework 
project in relation to recovery activities including those of Rebuild LA, the 
opportunities for coordination are substantial. 

• Adequate Services 

The types and densities of land use must reflect the ability to provide adequate 
supporting infrastructure and public services. Through the planning process and 
definition of alternatives, the Framework will link considerations of the locations in 
which new development are to be directed with the ability to provide adequate 
infrastructure and public services through increased capacities and reduced demand. 
The introduction of new regional transit systems provides a unique opportunity to 
locate development in a coordinated manner with their elements. For example, 
transit stations may present an opportunity to direct com·munity growth. By 
understanding where new growth is to be directed, the provision of adequate 
services and infrastructure can be rationally planned. 

• Public Participation 

The choices to be made regarding future growth will be influenced by public input 
regarding their visions for the City, particularly in regard to its livability and 
responsiveness to existing needs (such as jobs and affordable housing). 
Throughout the planning process, public education and input will be necessary to 
facilitate the building of consensus for the Framework's provisions. 

B . l!:rr!_lli~p.J;ltion 

The Directed Growth Strategy's second and third components concern implementation of 
the Framework. A system for coordinating the actions of public and private agencies based 
on up-to-date infmmation generated by a monitoring program will be create.d. Techniques 
for guiding land use decision-making necessary to achieve the vision will be included in a 
comprehensive Toolkit. Implementation will primarily build on existing processes. "Red 
tape" will be cut wherever possible through development of simplified and streamlined 
procedures. 

3 The 1983 Centers Definition Report provides a definition for different types, sizes and 
functions of Centers which can serve as a foundation from which to refine the Targeted 
Growth Areas. 
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1. System 

The objective in creating a system for Framework and vision implementation is to 
ensure that the City's planning for capital expenditures is coordinated with its 
planning for land use. Such a system will provide the link between private 
development and such public services as roads, sewers, and transit to ensure that 
the City's infrastructure systems are adequate to accommodate growth and 
densification. · 

Product- Procedural Innovations 

The system will be developed as a series of procedural innovations and 
enhancements designed to phase growth in coordination with the city's capital 
improvements program. Coordination will be accomplished through preparation 
of an Annual General Plan Report that identifies infrastructure system capacity 
surpluses and deficits. This information will be compared to patterns of projected 
growth so that strategic decisions can be made on either providing new capital 
improvements or delaying entitlements until development and infrastructure 
capacity can be balanced. 

Development of a more effective approach to making capital investment decisions 
is one of the Directed Growth Strategy's most critical components. Thus, the 
Annual General Plan Report will include recommendation for targeting capital 
improvements to avoid service standard reduction and to provide incentives for 
attracting private investment to targeted growth areas. As evidenced by the 

· history of the Centers Concept, private investment and resulting economic 
development will not occur unless the public sector provides adequate support. 

Enhancing the critelia used to evaluate and rank capital projects, in addition to the 
preparation of an Annual General Plan Report, is another way to improve the 
city's process for making capital investment decisions. Current criteria are 
plimalily administrative and are not linked to General Plan policies. The rating 
process could be reformed to help achieve the Vision by assessing projects on 
their ability to enhance such important policy objectives as improving air quality, 
promoting transit use, or generating private sector jobs. 

Product· Growth Monitoring 

The recommended system will work to the extent that a monitoring program is 
developed that provides comprehensive and reliable information on where growth 
is occuning and where infrastrucmre capacity exists so that action can be taken in 
the form of a phased program of public investments. Changes in the physical 
condition of the City must be recorded and tracked. The objective here is to create 
a procedure that enables the City of Los Angeles to link its General Plan policies 
with the process used to make decisions concerning the location and type of 
capital improvements. 

The specific technical components of the growth monitoring progran1 and its 
policy applications will be defined during later stages of the project. At a 
minimum, the growth monitoring program will be based on the project's 
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analytical models and comprehensive land-use, socioeconomic, and tr:msponation 
data bases. · 

2. Toolkit 

A Toolkit of enhanced and simplified tools and techniques necessary to achieve 
the Vision will be developed. These methods will be selectively applied based on 
the policy guidance contained in the Annual General Plan Report. The most 
effective final formulation of these tools and techniques, whether as ordinances, 
administrative guidelines, or procedures, will be evaluated. 

Preliminary, five main approaches to designing the Toolkit have been identified: 

Product- Streamlined and Coordinated Regulations 

Tbe Council on California Competitiveness recommends that the comprehensive 
planning process be enhanced as a way to reduce the economic costs created by 
burdensome and time-consuming project level reviews. Accomplishing such an 
objective is one of the key purposes of the Framework project. 

For example, the Framework's master Environmental Impact Rep01t can serve as 
a basis for speeding up environmental clearances. 'If a project is found to be 
consistent with the General Plan, it may be possible to exempt the project from 
further environmental review or reduce the requirement for the preparation of a 
full EIR to a supplemental or focused EIR. Basic data about the project can be 
entered into the growth monitoring program to determine cumulative citywide 
impacts. Further environmental investigation would only be required to focus on 
site-specific impacts. 

Iri the design of Framework implementation tools and techniques, 
recommendations to reduce the number of steps, eliminate duplication, and 
generally speed up the approval process will be formulated. This will be 
accomplished without sacrificing comprehensive oversight of the cumulative 
impact of development entitlements on the city's infrastructure and service 
systems. 

Product -Incentives for Private Development 

A variety of ways to create real incentives for private development to occur, 
particularly in identified growth areas and economically smgnimt communities will 
be investigated. A key question is how to stimulate development in areas where 
growth is preferable based on policy consideration and available infrastructure 
capacity. 

Some initial ideas for attracting private investment include public/private 
parmerships, cultivation of community-based development corporations, mrgeted 
capital improvement.~. zoning incentives, fast track approvals, and fee waivers 
and reduction. The General Plan Framework will detail the circumstances under 
which these incentives would be triggered. The incentives would be implemented 
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