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FW: Council File 12~0303 .. 54, 3/25/14 PLUM hearing, Agenda item 5 

Beverly Grossman Palmer <bpalmer@strumwooch.com> 
To: "etta.armstrong@lacity .org" <etta.armstrong@lacity .org> 

Dear Ms. Armstrong, 

Mon, Mar 24, 2014 at 12:03 PM 

Since Ms. Gin is out of the office, the Clerk's office suggested that you would be the appropriate person to 
receive the attached correspondence and have it placed in the file and distributed to the PLUM Committee 
members. If you could confirm receipt of this email and the attachment, I would appreciate it. 

Best, 

Beverly Grossman Palmer 

Strumwasser & Woocher LLP 

10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2000 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 

T: 310-576-1233 

F: 310-319-0156 

bpalmer@strumwooch.com 

From: Beverly Grossman Palmer 
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2014 12:00 PM 
To: sharon.gin@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.huizar@lacity.org; councilmember.englander@lacity.org; 'councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org'; 
Mike Eveloff (meveloff@gmail.com); jamesos@aol.com 
Subject: Council File 12-0303-54, 3/25/14 PLUM hearing, Agenda item 5 

Dear Ms. Gin, 
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3/25/2014 City of Los Angeles Mall- FW: Council File 12-0303-84,3/25/14 PLUM hearing, Agenda item 5 

Please place the attached letter and , .i!nclosure (attached as a single PDF file, .to Council File 12-0303-84, in 
advance of the PLUM Committee Hearing on 3/25, and ensure that it is distributed to the Committee members, 
who I have also copied on this email. This is for item 5 on the agenda for the 3/25 meeting. I am sending a hard 
copy by overnight mail as well. 

Please confirm that you have received this email and its attachment. 

Thank you, 

Beverly Grossman Palmer 

Strumwasser & Woocher LLP 

10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2000 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 

T: 310-576-1233 

F: 310-319-0156 

bpal mer@strumwooch. com 

~ 140324letter to PLUM.pdf 
!C:l 1624K 
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March 24,2014 

Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
200 North Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

VIA EMAIL 

RE: March 25, 2014 Agenda Item 5- Council File 12-0303-S4 

Dear Chainnan Huizar, Councilmember Cedillo, and Councilmember Englander: 

TloLEPHONE: 01 0) s 76-1233 
F ACSJMJLE: (31 0) 3 J 9-0 !56 

WWW5lRUI\olWOOCH.COM 

I write on behalf of Fix the City, Inc., a nonprofit corporation that was a petitioner in one 
of the three lawsuits challenging the approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Update. Fix 
the City is deeply dismayed that the City of Los Angeles ("the City") has taken steps to 
dismantle the Framework Element's monitoring and mitigation program in response to the 
Court's ruling in Fix the City v. City of Los Angeles. The so-called "historic" interpretation bears 
no support in the history ofthe Framework Element, its EIR, in the City's arguments in support 
of the Framework Element when challenged in litigation, or in the numerous community plans 
that incorporate the monitoring requirement. Indeed, this "historic" interpretation is blatantly 
revisionist and a transparent attempt to evade commitments the City made to its citizens when it 
adopted the Framework Element in 1996 and again in 2001. 

Fix the City attaches to this letter the comments submitted to the City Planning 
Commission on March 12, 2014, in advance ofthe March 13, 2014 hearing on this item. 
Pursuant to the Planning Commission's newly adopted document submission policy, because this 
letter and its exhibits exceeded 10 pages and was received the day prior to the hearing, the letter 
was deemed non-conforming and was not permitted to be included in the administrative record. 
In spite of the contention that the Planning Commission would not read or respond to this letter, 
it was clear that the modifications made to the General Plan Framework Amendment were in 
direct response to this letter. The Planning Commission's refusal to include the document 
received well in advance of the hearing is contrary to established law regarding the 
administrative record. Fix the City includes its March 12 letter in full herein to ensure that the 
letter is included in the administrative record as required. 
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On the basis of the testimony by Planning staff and the revisions made to the General 
Plan Framework Amendment resolution, Fix the City has revised its own remarks and concerns 
regarding the action before the PLUM Committee. 

The Planning Commission amended the Resolution Amending the General Plan 
Framework Element to extend only to the specific monitoring programs (Program 42 and 43) 
discussed in Saunders v. City of Los Angeles. By this amendment, it is clear that the Resolution 
is not intended to encompass the entirety of Framework Element Policy 3.3.2, nor extend to other 
rponitoring programs that were not at issue in Saunders. Moreover, staff testified that the City 
does and continues to monitor growth, development, and the state of its infrastructure. 
Consistent with the holding of Saunders, Fix the City recognizes that the City has discretion as to 
the time, place, and means of conducting such monitoring and reporting upon it. However, as 
the City affirmatively recognized by revising the Resolution, the Saunders opinion does not 
reach Framework Element Policy 3.3.2, and certainly does not hold that the City has discretion to 
ignore that aspect of the Framework Element. 

Moreover, the Saunders Court did not reach the question of whether CEQA prohibits the 
City from declaring that Framework Element policies that were adopted as mitigation measures 
in the Framework Element EIR are discretionary. For example, Policy 3.3.2 requires that the 
City "monitor population, development, and infrastructure and service capacities within the City 
and each community plan area," in order to determine where improvement is needed or where 
satisfactory performance has been achieved, to determine if additional growth is appropriate, and 
to "consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development," when, after first taking 
steps to provide services, "there remains inadequate public infrastructure or service to support 
land use development." These aspects ofPolicy 3.3.2 are incorporated in the Framework 
Element EIR as mitigation measures in numerous instances. The Courts of Appeal have been 
clear that when something has been required as a mitigation measure for the environmental 
impacts of a project, it cannot simply be deleted upon the will of the government agency. 
"Mitigating conditions are not mere conditions of hope." (Lincoln Place Tenants Assn v. City of 
Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508.) Mitigation measures included in an EIR must 
be carried out through fully enforceable measures; they are not subject to constant discretionary 
determinations but rather serve as fixed requirements. "The purpose of these requirements is to 
ensure that feasible mitigation measures will actually be implemented as a condition of 
development, and not merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded." (Federation of 
Hillside and Canyon Assns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261.) For that 
reason, the City cannot simply declare that Policy 3.3.2 and its required monitoring is 
discretionary. 

The reliance throughout the Framework Element's EIR upon Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation 
measure for the environmental impacts of the growth permitted by the Framework Element is 
plain. In fact, the City promised in response to comments on the Framework Element that the 
EIR proposed "a substantial monitoring program," in which "all facets of the Frameworks' 
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mitigation plan will be monitored carefully." The EIR reflects this assertion by relying 
significantly on monitoring programs as mitigation for impacts of the Framework Element. 

As just two examples of the Framework Element's EIR's reliance on monitoring, relevant 
portions ofthe EIR's discussion of Fire/Emergency Medical Services and Police Services are 
attached as Exhibits B & C. The discussion of Fire/Emergency Medical Services explains that 
implementation of the Framework Element will have a significant impact citywide, as well as in 
31 ofthe 36 community planning areas. However, the EIR concludes that mitigation measures 
required by the Framework Element's policies will mitigate the impacts to both fire services and 
police "Services. For Fire Services, as shown in Exhibit B to the March 12, 2014 letter to 
Planning Commission, the EIR specifically relies on Framework Element Policy 3.3.2 as a 
mitigation measure to ''lessen impacts" to Fire and Emergency Medical Services. The EIR also 
notes that, given the uncertainty in funding for fire services, Policy 3.3.2's monitoring ofthe type 
and location of development could "minimize" the "negative fiscal effects of the Framework 
Plan." (2.10-16.) The same analysis appears in the Framework EIR's discussion ofPolice 
Services, which also specifically includes Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation measure. (See Exhibit C 
to March 12, 2014letter to Planning Commission.) For both Police and Fire services, the 
Framework EIR concludes that "full implementation" of the policies contained in the Framework 
Element would mitigate impacts to a less-than~significant level. Policy 3.3.2 and its monitoring 
requirements are therefore a required mitigation measure to ensure that Fire and Emergency 
Medical Services and'Police Services are not negatively impacted by the growth in population 
and commercial development permitted by the Framework Element. Exhibit D to Fix the City's 
March 12, 2014letter includes a number of other specific instances in which the Framework EIR 
specifically relied upon monitoring policies to mitigate impacts to services or to respond to 
public comments concerned about the impacts of the growth permitted under the Framework 
Element. The City cannot retreat now from the commitment it made in the Framework Element 
EIR to fully implement Framework Element Policy 3.3.2. 

Fix the City intends to carefully evaluate whether the City's response to the Court's order in 
the Hollywood Community Plan cases has jeopardized the City's ability to rely upon the 
Framework EIR's monitoring programs as mitigation measures for the environmental impacts 
identified in that EIR. 

The City improperly relies upon a Notice of Exemption for these actions. The Notice of 
Exemption relies upon Govemment Code section 65759 to exempt the Resolution Amending the 
General Plan from CEQA review. That provision does not justify the absence offmther 
environmental analysis here. 

Government Code section 65759 applies to actions "necessary to bring [a City's] general 
plan ... into compliance with any court order." (Ernphasis added.) The provision exempts 
from CEQA review such actions, but requires the preparation of an "environmental assessment" 
"the content of which conforms substantially to the required content for a draft environmental 
impact report" (Jd, subd. (a)(2).) The Notice of Exemption indicates that the City has 
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determined that the Resolution is both necessary to comply with the judgments in the Hollywood 
Community Plan litigation and that its action will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. Neither premise is correct. 

First, this Amendment to the General Plan is plainly not intended to bring the Framework 
Element into compliance with the Superior Court's order. Indeed, the Resolution Amending the 
General Plan Framework Element expressly attempts to override the Court's orders in the 
Hollywood Community Plan cases, which is not compliant with a judgment but rather 
impermissible revision of a judgment. The City does not appear to understand why the Court 
found the Hollywood Community Plan Update inconsistent with the Framework Element. The 
Court's ruling is not simply that the plan did not contain a monitoring requirement (as more than 
halfofthe City's community plans do). The Hollywood Community Plan Update not only 
contained no monitoring requirement, it actually flipped the monitoring requirement of Policy 
3.3.2 on its head. Instead of requiring monitoring in the plan itself, or, alternatively, deferring to 
the monitoring program already established by Framework Policy 3.3.2, in approving the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update the City made the finding that the plan itself providing 
sufficient assurance of adequate development capacity such that no further monitoring was 
required or necessary. The Court agreed with Fix the City that such an approach was 
inconsistent with Policy 3J.2. It is critical for the City to understand the Court's decision: it is 
not the mere inclusion or exclusion of Policy 3.3.2 from a community plan that is inconsistent 
with the Framework, but the fact the Hollywood Community Plan Update explicitly rejected the 
need for future monitoring of growth and infrastructure in that Plan area that lead the Court to 
determine that the Hollywood Community Plan Update was fatally inconsistent with the 
Framework Element. 

Thus, compliance with the Court's order requires no change to the Framework Element, 
but rather to the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Amendment is clearly not necessary 
to imp1ement an order that finds the Hollywood Community Plan Update inconsistent, especially 
where the City is already taking steps to rescind the document that was inconsistent. Rescission 
of the inconsistent element is all that is needed to comply with the Court's order at this time. 

Second, even if Government Code section 65759 did apply to this action, the City 
improperly omits the requirement environmental analysis by improperly concluding that the 
Amendment has no effect on the environment. Changing the Framework Element's monitoring 
requirement to a "discretionary" one effects the mitigation measures included in the Framework 
Element's EIR, rendering the implementation ofthese measures less-than-certain. The 
environmental effect of the failure to adequately monitor the status ofthe infrastructure is 
already admitted to in the Framework's EIR, which relies directly upon monitoring policies as 
mitigation for the impacts of the build-out of the Framework Element. 

The City cannot proceed to adopt the amendment without environmental review. The 
· exception in Government Code section 65759 is inapplicable, and the Amendment will have an 

effect on the environment. The Notice ofExemption does not withstand scrutiny. 
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Finally, the proposed Resolution wi11 increase inconsistency in the General Plan, rather 
than create it. The mitigation measures established by Policy 3.3.2 have been incorporated 
throughout the General Plan. The Housing Element (2006-2014) adopts the mitigation measures 
of the Framework EIR. More than half of the existing community plans contain monitoring 
requirements similar to Policy 3.3.2. Rather than addressing the problem identified by the 
Superior Court in the Hollywood Community Plan cases, the Amendment compounds it. 

CONCLUSION 

Adoption of the Resolution Amending the General Plan only worsens the inconsistency 
identified by Fix the City in the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. The failure to monitor 
infrastructure, include Fire and Police Services, exposes the citizens of Los Angeles to risk of 
serious hann. The residents of this City should not be treated like pawns in a game where the 
City tries to outsmart its litigation opponents. This issue has real-world implications for millions 
of people who reside here. The Amendment will not resolve the Hollywood Community Plan 
cases, but rather prolong the litigation. I urge you to send this Amendment back to the City 
Planning Department for further analysis and reconsideration. 

Sincerely, 

Beverly Palmer 

ENCLOSURE: March 12, 2014 letter to City Planning Commission 

cc: Mike Eveloff 
James 0' Sullivan 
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March 12,2014 

200 North Main Street, Mail Stop 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
Email: james.williams@lacity.org 

ATTN: James WHliams, Commission Executive Assistant 

RE: March 13, 2014 Agenda Item 9- Case No. CPC-2014-669-CPU 

Dear Members of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission: 

l!!Wl'HONE: (310) 576-1233 
F o\CS!Ml!..E: (31 0) 3 J 9-0 ]56 

WWW.SIRUMWOOCH.CQM 

I write on behalf of Fix the City, Inc., a nonprofit corporation that was a petitioner in one 
of the three lawsuits challenging the approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Update. Fix 
the City is deeply dismayed that the City of Los Angeles ("the City") has taken steps to 
dismantle the Framework Element's monitoring and mitigation program in response to the 
Court's ruling in Fix the City v. City of Los Angeles. The so-called "historic" interpretation beaxs 
no support in the history of the Framework Element, its Environmentallmpact Report ("EIR"), 
in the City's arguments in support of the Framework Element when challenged in litigation, or in 
the numerous community plans and other General Plan elements that incorporate the monitoring 
requirement. Indeed, this "historic" interpretation is blatantly revisionist and a transparent 
attempt to evade commitments the City made under the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") to its citizens when it adopted the Framework Element in 1996 and again in 2001. 

What's even worse, this narrow-minded response jeopardizes life and safety in the City 
by permitting the City to eliminate the monitoring of performance and availability of key 
services such as fire, emergency medical services, and police. This approach, which is totally 
unnecessary in response to the judgment in the :Hollywood Community Plan litigation, a) 
prevents the City's government and residents, including the Planning Commission, from having 
access to up-to-date information regarding the City's infrastructure capabilities, b) removes the 
central mitigation for numerous impacts listed in the General Plan Framework, pursuant to the 
Framework's EIR, c) places the General Plan in a state of inconsistency, d) will subject the City 
to additional litigation and e) increases uncertainty with respect to future development to the 
detriment ofthe City. Fix the City strongly urges that the City Planning Commission 
recommend against approval of the Resolution Amending the General Plan Framework Element. 
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FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2 REQUIRES MONITORING OF POPULATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

The genesis of the monitoring requirement is Framework Element Policy 3.3.2. The full 
text of Framework Element Policy 3.3.2 is attached as Exhibit A. The policy is a part of the 
Framework Element's Land Use provisions. Objective 3.3 ofthe Framework Element is to 
"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 
infrastructure and public services." In support ofth'is goal, Policy 3.3.2 requires that the City 
"monitor population, development, and infrastmcture and service capacities within the City and 
each community plan area," in order to determine where improvement is needed or where 
satisfactory performance has been achieved, to determine if additional growth is appropriate, and 
to "consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development," when, after first taking 
steps to provide services, "there remains inadequate public infi:astructure or service to support 
land use development." Policy 3.3.2 is therefore a sound planning policy, requiring the City to 
regularly review the services it can provide to residents and workers, and ensure that services are 
adequate before permitting additional growth. 

The Staff Report and the proposed Resolution do not con·ectly characterize the decision 
in Saunders v. City of Los Angeles. The holding of Saunders is quite limited, as recognized by 
the Court in the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. The Resolution inaccurately states that 
the Court of Appeal in· saunders ••held that the Framework Element's monitoring programs are 
discretionary and dependent upon the availability of resources and competing policies!' ln fact, 
the Court in Saunders concluded only that the City had discretion to determine the time, manner, 
and place of implementation for the Framework's monitoring programs. Notably, the Court 
stated that the Planning Department did not "e]iminate the monitoring or reporting programs. It 
changed the timing of and manner in which those programs were implemented. As the trial court 
correctly concluded, that fundamental change in format was a matter within the Department's 
discretion and expertise and, as such, was not subject to mandamus, injunctive, or declaratory 
relief." The Court of Appeal did not conclude that the elimination of monitoring programs was 
permissible, nor did it conclude that the City had discretion not to conduct monitoring at all, 
which would now be permitted under the language of the Resolution. Finally, the Court of 
Appeal did not reach the merits of the CEQA claims in that action, but the City's action by 
passing this Resolution would stal1 the clock anew for a CEQA challenge on the failure to 
monitor as required by the Framework Element EIR, discussed in detail below. 

Moreover, the StafJ Report and Resolution do not correctly state why the Superior Court 
found the Hollywood Community Plan Update inconsistent with the Framework Element, an 
issue that it is critical that the City understand if it wishes to adequately respond to the Superior 
Court's determination th~t the Hollywood Community Plan Update is inconsistent with the 
Framework Element. The Court's ruling is not simply that the plan did not contain a monitoring 
requirement (as more than half of the City's community plans do). The Hollywood Community 
Plan Update not only contained no monitoring requirement, it actually flipped the monitoring 
requirement ofPolicy 3.3.2 on its head. Instead of requiring monitoring in the plan itself, or, 
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alternatively, deferring to the monitoring program already established by Framework Policy 
3.3.2, in approving the Hol1ywood Community Plan Update the City made the finding that the 
plan itse(fproviding sufficient assurance of adequate development capacity such that no further 
monitoring was required or necessary. The Court agreed with Fix the City that such an approach 
was inconsistent with Policy 3.3.2. It is critical for the City to understand that with respect to the 
CoUJi's decision, it is not the mere inclusion or exclusion of Policy 3.3.2 from a community plan 
that is inconsistent with the Framework, but the fact the Hollywood Community Plan Update 
explicitly rejected the need for future monitoring of growth and infrastructure in that Plan ·area 
that led the Court to determine that the Hollywood Community Plan Update was fatally 
inconsistent with the Framework Element. 

FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2 Is A MITIGATION MEASURE FOR THE FRAMEWORK EIR AND 

CANNOT BE ABANDONED WITHOUT VIOLATING CEQA 

The Staff Report omits a key fact about Framework Element Policy 3.3.2: lt is a 
mitigation measure required as part of the Framework Element's Environmental Impact Rep01t. 
The Courts of Appeal have been clear that when something has been required as a mitigation 
measure for the environmental impacts of a project, it cannot simply be deleted upon the will of 
the govemment agency. "Mitigating conditions are not mere conditions of hope." (Lincoln 
Place Tenants Assn v. CityofLosAngeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508.) Mitigation 
measures included in an EIR must be carried out through fully enforceable measures; they are 
not subject to constant discretionary determinations but rather serve as fixed requirements. "The 
purpose of these requirements is to ensure that feasible mitigation measures will actually be 
implemented as a condition of development, and not merely adopted and then neglected or 
disregarded." (Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 
Cai.App.4th 1252, 1261.) Yet that is exactly what the City has done with respect to Policy 3.3.2. 

The reliance throughout the Framework Element's EIR upon Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation 
measure for the environmental impacts of the growth permitted by the Framework Element is 
plain. In fact, the City promised in response to comments on the Framework Element that the 
EIR proposed "a substantial monitoring program," in which ''all facets of the Frameworks' 
mitigation plan will be monitored carefully." The EIR reflects this asse1iion by relying 
significantly on monitoring programs as mlt1gation for impacts of the Framework Element. 

As just two examples ofthe Framework Element's ElR's reliance on monitoring, relevant 
portions of the EIR's discussion ofFire and Emergency Medical Services and Police Services are 
aHached as Exhibits B & C. The discussion of Fire/Emergency Medical Services explains that 
implementation of the Framework Element will have a significant impact citywide, as well as in 
3 1 of the 36 community planning areas. However, the EIR concludes that mitigation measures 
required by the Framework Element's policies will mitigate the impacts to fire services. 

Specifically, the ETR notes that Policy 3.3 .2: 
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"directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to determine 
need within each CPA for improvements .... This policy also directs 
determinations of the level of growth that should correlate with the level of 
capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accommodate that 
level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs for 
infrastructure and public service improvements to accommodate development in 
areas the General Plan Framework targets for grO\vth. Lastly, the policy requires 
that type, amount, and location of development be correlated with the provision of 
adequate supporting infrastructure and services." (Exhibit B, p. 2.1 0-15.) 

The EIR specifically relies on this mitigation measure to "lessen impacts" to Fire and 
Emergency Medical Services. The EIR also notes that, given the uncertainty in funding for fire 
services, Policy 3.3.2's monitoring of the type and location of development could "minimize" the 
"negative fiscal effects of the Framework Plan." (Exhibit B, p. 2.1 0-16.) The EIR concludes 
that "full implementation" of the policies contained in the Framework Element would mitigate 
impacts to a less~than-significant leveL Policy 3.3.2 and its monitoring requirements are 
therefore a required mitigation measure to ensure that Fire and Emergency Medical Services are 
not negatively impacted by the growth in population and commercial development permitted by 
the Framework Element. 

Similarly, the Framework EIR's analysis of Police Services shows a likely significant 
impact to police services with a shortfall of near 9,000 sworn officers required to serve the 
projected increased population. The Framework EIR lists Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation measure 
with a statement identical to that quoted above for Fire and Emergency Medical Services. The 
Police Services analysis also includes the statement that Policy 3.3.2 will minimize the negative 
fiscal effect to policy services. The EIR concludes that reliance on the policies in the Framework 
Element will reduce impacts to a level below significance. 

Fire and Emergency Medical Services and Police Services are far from the only portions 
of the Framework EIR that rely upon monhoring policies as mitigation measures. Exhibit D 
contains a partial summary of excerpts from the Framework FEIR regarding monitoring policies. 
The Final EIR for the Framework Element responded to comments about the use of Framework 
policies as mitigation measures and assured the public that such policies were binding on the 
City, indicating a "clear commitment of the local legislative body" to the measures. (Emphasis 
in originaL) In response to another comment, the FElR stated that "the policies defined as 
mitigation measures are assumed by the DEIR to be fully implemented." Moreover, the FElR 
explained that "in the event that budget limitations or other factors prevent their full 
implementation, the failure to effectuate the policy and corresponding implementation 
program(s) may repxesent a significant impact. The proposed project establishes a potential 
mechanism for 'regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development, when ... additional 
infrastructure and services have been provided and there remains inadequate public infrastructure 
or service to support land use development (Policy 3J.2 [d))' to respond to such impacts." Yet 
now the City hns determined that the very policy that is intended to serve as a backstop against 
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possible erosion in other Framework Element policies is itself discretionary. This renders the 
entirety ofthe mitigation program in the Framework's EIR a nullity. 

Indeed, the Resolution may be an even broader violation of CEQA than deleting Policy 
3.3.2, as its sweep appears to be even wider than that policy. To the extent that the Resolution 
applies to all monitoring programs, and not just Policy 3.3.2 (an interpretation suggested by the 
Amendment's placement in Chapter l of the Framework Element), this argument extends to the 
other specific monitoring programs included at mitigation measures in the Framework EIR, such 
as Policy 9.17 .I, which addresses the monitoring and forecasting of demand for future fire 
facilities and service "for the purpose of assuring that every neighborhood would have the 
necessary level of fire protection service and infrastructure." By making all monitoring 
discretionary, the City has stated it may, or may not, conduct any of the monitoring that it 
promised as a mitigation measure in the Framework EIR. This statement is in fact far broader 
than the issue addressed in Saunders and far more sweeping than necessary to comply with the 
judgment in the Hollywood Community Plan cases. 

In this Resolution, for the first time, the City has made express that it considers 
''discretionary" the actual monitoring itself(and not merely the ammal report addressed in 
Saunders), and thus the Resolution establishes a violation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") by inappropriately failing to require and implement a certified ElR's 
mitigation measure without justification or supporting evidence. 

CHANGES TO FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2 ARE NoT EXEMPT FROM CEQA REVJEW BECAUSE 
ELIMINATING THiS POLICY ls LIKELY To HAVE DIRECT AND lNDlRECTENVIRONMENT 

IMPACT 

The Notice of Exemption relies upon Government Code section 65759 to exempt the 
Resolution Amending the General Plan from CEQA review. That provision does not justify the 
absence of further environmental analysis here. 

Government Code section 65759 applies to actions "necessary to bring [a City's] general 
plan ... into compliance with any court order." (Emphasis added.) The provision exempts 
from CEQA review such actions, but requires the preparation of an "environmental assessment" 
"the content of which conforms substantially to the required content for a draft environmental 
impact rep01i." (!d., subd. (a)(2).) The Notice ofExemption indicates that the City has 
determined that the Resolution is both necessary to comply with the judgments in the Hollywood 
Community Plan litigation and that its action will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. Neither premise is correct. 

First, this Amendment to the General Plan is plainly not intended to bring the Framework 
Element into compliance with the Superior Court's order. The Court's order requires no change 
to the Framework Element, but rather to the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The 
Amendment actually contests the Superior Court's order more so than implementing it. The 
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Amendment is clearly not necessary to implement ·an order that finds the Hollywood Community 
Plan Update inconsistent, especially where the City is already taking steps to rescind the 
document that was inconsistent Rescission of the inconsistent element is all that is needed to 
comply with the Coutt's order at this time. 

Second, even if Government Code section 65759 did apply to this action, the City 
improperly omits the requirement environmental analysis by improperly concluding that the 
Amendment has no effect on the environment. Changing the Framework Element's monitoring 
requirement to a "discretionary" one effects the mitigation measures included in the Framework 
Element's EIR, rendering the implementation of these measures less-than-certain. The 
environmental effect of the failure to adequately monitor the status of the infrastructure is 
already admitted to in the Framework's EIR, which reHes directly upon monitoring policies as 
mitigation for the impacts of the building of the Framework Element. 

The City cannot proceed to adopt the amendment without environmental review. The 
exception in Government Code section 65759 is inapplicable, and the Amendment will have an 
effect on the environment. The Notice of Exemption does not withstand scrutiny. 

CHANGING THE STATUS OF THE MONITORING REQUIREMENT MAKES THE GENERAL PLAN 
INTERNALLY INCONSISTENT 

The mitigation measures established by Policy 3.3.2 have been incorporated throughout 
the General Plan. The Housing Element (2006-2014) adopts the mitigation measures of the 
Framework EIR. More than half of the existing community plans contain monitoring 
requirements similar to Policy 3.3.2. Rather than addressing the problem identified by the 
Superior Court in the Hollywood Community Plan cases, the Amendment compounds it. 

CONCLUSION 

Adoption of the Resolution Amending the General Plan only worsens the inconsistency 
identified by Fix the City in the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. The failure to monitor 
infrastructure, include Fire and Police Services, exposes the citizens of Los Angeles to risk of 
serious harm. The residents of this City should not be treated like pawns in a game where the 
City tries to outsmart its litigation opponents. This issue has real"world implications for millions 
of people who reside here. The Amendment will not resolve the Hollywood Community Plan 
cases, but rather prolong the litigation. I urge you to send this Amendment back to the City 
Planning Department for further analysis and reconsideration. 

cc: James O'Sullivan 

~i~cer~~, Mr 
~~/ ,cru--/ 
Beverly Palmer 
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boulevards, and neighborhoods that are differentiated 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 potentially service adjacent 
neighborhoods, and existing or potential public transit corridors and 
stations. (PI, P2, P18, Pl9) 

3.2.2 EstabHsh, 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 of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 
(f_l, P2) 

3.2.3 Provide for the development of land use patterns that emphasize 
pedestrian/bicycle access and use in appropriate locations. a:!, P2, P4) 

3.2.4 Provide for the siting and design of new development that maintains the 
prevailing scale and character ofthe City's stable_ residential 
neighborhoods and enhance the character of commercial and industrial 
districts. C!:L P2, P18) 

o~;ective 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 infrastructure and public services. 

e Figure 3-1 Metro Plan CESRI) 
• Figure 3-2 South L.A. Plan (ESRl) 
• Figure 3-3 West and Coastal Plan (ESRI) 
• Figure 3-4 SFV Plan (ESRJ) 
• Table 3-1 Land Use Standards and Typical Development Characteristics 

Policies 

3.3.1 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 of the community plans and as the basis for the planning for 
and implementation of infrastructure improvements and public services. 
(El, P2, P19, P43) 

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 ofthis monitoring effort will be 
annually reported to the City Council and shall be used in part as a basis 
to: 

a. Determine the need and establish programs for 
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Objective 3.4 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/Jhunwk/chapters/03/03l.htm 

infrastructure and public service investments to 
accommodate development in areas in which economic 
development is desired and for which growth is focused by 
the General Plan Framework Element. 

b. 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 (I) transportation improvements have 
been implemented 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 on 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. If a study is necessary, determine the level of 
growth that should be accommodated and correlate that 
level with the capital, facility, or service improvements 
and/or transportation demand reduction programs that are 
necessary to accommodate 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) 

Encourage new multi-family t·csidcntial, 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 Conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods and lower-

4 of6 31!1/2014 3:48PM 
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2,10 FIRE/EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

The desirable response distance for ambulance service is two miles. In addition, 
most ambulances are paramedic trained to provide additional service other than 
only transport. These standards of desirable response distances are considered 
acceptable per National standards. 

Existing conditions indicate that both engine and truck company service availability 
experiences an overall shortage within the City. As indicated by the LAFD, EMS is 
considered adequate. 

2.10.4 Project Impacts 

Implementation of the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework would result 
in the introduction or designation of Targeted Growth Areas (TGAs) within CPAs of 
the City. The introduction or designation of TGAs would result in -a need for 
increased levels of service availability by the LAFD in relation to the present 
distribution of service availability per existing General Plan planning standards. 

Since all CPAs are designated for reception of a TGA, CPAs that also have existing 
engine and/ or truck company service availability shortages would result in a 
significant impact in regard to the first significance threshold. As listed in Table F-2, 
28 CPAs have an existing shortage of engine and/or truck cpmpany service 
availabilityi therefore, a significant impact would occur within those CPAs in 
relation to the first threshold. · 

In addition to the 28 CP As that would experience a significant impact in regard to 
the first threshold of significance, four other CP As presently contain hlgh fire risk 
areas. The inclusion of a high fire risk area within a CPA in conjunction with the 
implementation of a TGA would exceed the second part of the threshold of 
significance section above. Therefore, these four additional CP As that do not have a 
significant impact in regard to the first threshold would experience a significant 
impact in relation to the second threshold listed in the above sect1_on. 

In relation to both thresholds of significance, 31 of 36 CPAs exceed either.or both 
thresholds; thus, a significant impact within these CPAs would result relative to 

-fire/EMS as seen in Table F-3. 

At the citywide level, the existing shortage of both engine and truck company 
service availability in conjunction with proposed TGA locations would result in an 
increase for truck/engine company service avail<1bllity need. This effect would 
exceed the first threshold and therefore result in a significant impact citywide in 
relative to fjre/EMS. 

LOS ANGELES ClTYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK EIR 
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TABLEFw3 
Impact Significance for Project Bui1dout 

-
Threshold #1 Criteria Threo~hold #l Cr:i teria 

CPA Existing Fire ~om pany servke "vall.;l:>iWy shorbge Contains.; high iire risk area? Sig:nific~nl Impact? 

i[nglne/TrucJ4 Engine Truck noshott:age yes Yes No 
'ARLETA-PACOIMA • • • I 
BEL AlR-BEVERl Y CREST 

l 
• I • . 

BOYLE HEIGHTS . • • 
"SRtNTWOOD· PACiFIC PALISADES • • • 
CANOGA PARK-W!NNETi':A.WOODLANO HILLS . . • 

, CE!'-'fRA L CITY I • . . 
I 

jCEN'TRALCITY NORTH • . 
CHA TSWORTH·POR"'fER RANCH • • . I 
ENCINO-TARZANA • ' • . ! 
GRANADA HlLLS-KNOLLWOOD • I • • 
P.ARBOR GATEWAY I • 1 • 
HOLLYWOOD • • • 
MISSION HILLS-PANORAMA CITY-SEPULVEDA (NORTH HJLLS) • • ~ I 
NORTH HOLLY\NOOD • • • I 
NORTHEAST LOS ANGELES • • • 

'NORTHRIDGE • • 
PAU .. 1S·MAR VISTA·DELREY • • • 
PORT OF LOS ANGELES • I • • 

1 RESEDA-WEST VAN N1JYS • • • 
SAN PEDRO • . • 
SHERMAN OAKS-STUDIO CITY-TOLUCA LAKE • • • 
isll.VER U.KE-ECHOPARK + 0 " 
SOUTH CE"''TRAL LOS ANGELES • • • 
SOt..'THEAST LOS ANGELES • .. 

' ~UN VALLEY . • . 
~UNl.AND-TUJliNGA-LAKE VIEW TERRACE-SHADOW HILLS • • • ' 
SYLMAR • • • 
VAN NUYS-NORTH SHER..'AA..N OAKS • • " 
!vENICE • . 
1~T ADAMS-BALDWIN HILLS-LE!'.1ERT . • • 
[Wl::sT LOS ANGELES • " . I 
iW£sTCHESTER-PlJ\. YA DEL REY . i • • I 
[m:.sru.KE I ~ l . 
!WESTWOOD I • • • I 
' . I, ~l..MlNGTON-HARBOR CITY • • I 

- ! ! • • 0 l 

' .~· 



2.10 FIRE/EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

2.10.5 Mitigation Measures 

2.10.5.1 Mitigation through Fr~mework Policy 

Policies 3.3.2, 7.10.1, 9.17.1, 9.18.1 through 9.18.4, 9.19.1, 9.20.1 through 9.20.3 
contained in the General Plan Framework represent measures thflt would serve to 
lessen impacts relative to fire/EMS. 
Policy 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to 
determine need within each CPA for· 1mprovements based upon planning 
standards. This polic;:y also ditects determinations of the leve1 of growth that should 
correlate with the level of. capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary 
to accommodate that level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the 
establislunent of programs for infrastructure and public service improvements to 
accommodate development in areas the General Plan Framework targets for 
growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, and location of development 
be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services. 
Policy 7.10.1 focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or 
"communities in need." Policy 9.17.1 addresses the monitoring and forecasting· of 
demand for existing and future fire facilities and service for the purpose of assuring 
that every neighborhood would have the necessary level of fire protection ·service 
and infrastructure. 

Policies 9.18.1 through 9.18.4 and 9.19.1 address the issue of achieving a goal for the 
highest level of service at the lowest possible cost to meet existing and future 
demand. Specific issues covered in this set of policies include; completion of 
current fire service capital improvements; identifying and prioritizing areas of 
insufficient fire facilities; land acquisition fol' fire station sites in areas deficient in 
these facilities; ordinance related actions pertaining to fire protection services; and 
advance planning for fire station site funding and construction. 

Policies 9.20.1 through 9.20.3 address issues related to the LAFD's ability to assure 
public safety in emergency situations. Specific issues covered by these policies 
include: mutual aid and assistance agreements; special fire-fighting units for unique 
situations; and preparation of contingency plans for emergendes and disasters. 

Public services are either funded entirely or partially by the General Fund and/or by 
Special Funds. The General Fund is composed of property tax, sales tax and other 
general taxes that can vary according to economic conditions. Speda1 funds .are 
those fees and charges_ that are associated wit-h specific services or products such as 
sewers, public parking, gasoline and parks. Moneys generated by these specifk fees 
go entirely to the service which generated them. Even though revenues from these 
fees can vary according to economic conditions, they can be considered a more 
reliable source of revenue than those in the General Fund. 

Fire services are funded entirely by General Fund moneys. Consequently, the 
budget available to this department can vary according to the priorities of the City. 

-------~----=------- ----------------·---=--=-=--
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2.10 FIRE/EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

As discussed in Appendix B, the fiscal impacts of the Framework Plan result in a 
slight net surplus of funds. Preliminary work from the Development Reform 
Committee indicates that additional funds may be necessary. However, the 
Framework fiscal analysis assumes: 

1) Current expenditure levels are maintained through year 2010 (i.e. no 
expf;\nsion of services); 

2) Economic conditions result in full utilization of commercial and industrial 
areas. 

Given the limited surplus of funds, it is unlikely that fire services could be 
expanded to the Jevels identified in this analysis. Furthermore, if economic 
conditions do not result in full utilization of commercial and industrial designated 
areas, th~re may be insufficient revenue to maintain, let alone expand, fire services 
to serve the buildout population. 

However, because the Framework Plan contains Policy 3.3.2 which considers 
monitoring the type and location of development and population the negative fiscal 
effects of the Framework Plan could be minimized. 

2.10.5.2 Additional Recommended Mitigation 

Full implementation of these policies would reduce signifi<:ant impacts to a less 
than significant level so that no additional mitig<~tion measures would be required. 

2.10.6 Level of Impact Signijica11ce 

Although the Plan would generate increased land use density in CPAs that already 
have shortages of service availability or high fire risk areas, with full 
implementation of the policies contained in the Plan, overall impacts would be 
reduced to a less than significant level (Class lll). 

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK EIR 
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2.11 POLICE 

Based on the existing (1990) Los Angeles total average day /night population of 
3,599,588, the existing need for sworn officers and non-swmn support personnel is 
14,398 and 3,600 respectively. The existing Citywide total of 8,817 sworn offkersl and 
2,754 non-sworn civilians falls short of the existing need, creating a deficit of 5,581 
for sworn officers and 845 for non-sworn support personneL 

Table P-2 also identifies the existing needs and shortages for both sworn officers and 
non-sworn support persopnel at the Community Planning Area (CPA) level. 
Sworn officer shortages occur in all 36 CP As and range from the largest shortage in 
the Wilshire CPA of 645 to the smallest shortage in the Port of Los Angeles CPA of 
13. Non-sworn support personnel shortages occur in each of the 36 CP As and range 
from the largest in the Wilshire CPA of 238 to the smallest in the Port of Los 
Angeles CPA of 2. 

Based upon national and local_planning standards, the existing police system is 
severely deficient in personnel at the CPA level and at· the broader citywide level of 
both sworn officers and non-sworn support personnel. 

In order for police personnel to complete reports and other paper work associated 
with their duties, police stations need to consist of an appropriate amount of square 
footage. Although not quantified in this analysis, the City has indicated that police 
station square footage per person is not at a desirable level overall. Any additional 
personne\ would be adverse at a citywide level. 

2.11.4 Project Impact$ 

Implementation of the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework would result 
in an increased demand for police services. As listed in Table P-3, the projected 
Project Buildout average day /night population under the General Plan Framework 
for the year 2010 is 4,418,298 persons. This represents an increase of approximately 
818,710 persons, or 23 percent, above the existing (1990) average day /night 
population. Based on the planning ratio standard used to determine sworn officer 
supply adequacy, a total demand for approximately 17,673 sworn officers would be 
generated to adequately accommodate the City's 2010 average day/night population 
under Project Buildout. 

The 2010 Project Buildout demand for sworn police officers compared to the existing 
condition supply of 8,817 sworn officers yields a shortfall of 8,856 sworn officers 
citywide. At the CPA level1 the disparity between Project Buildout sworn officer 
demand surplus and shortage ranges from a shortage of 923 sworn officers in the 
Wilshire CPA to a surplus of 13 sworn officers in the Port of Los Angeles CPA A 
total of 35 CP As have sworn officer supply shortages. 

1 The number of total sworn officers does not reflect task forte units (i.e., CRASH units, homicide 
detectives) as they are not corrununity serving in n11ture, but rather citywide :>erving units. 
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2.11 . POLICE 

There is not an appropriate threshold by which to quantify impacts relative to police · 
station square footage adequacy, therefore it is not analyzed quantitatively in the 
Project condition. However,. additional personnel would worsen the existing 
conditjon. 

The Project Buildout of the General Plan Framework would result in the 
introduction of additional population that would necessitate an increase in the 
number of sworn officers. which can not be provided for;.therefore, this would result 
in a significant impact relative to police services. 

2.11.5 Mitigation Measures 

2.11.5.1 Mitigation through Framework Policy 

Policies 3.3.2, 5.4.2, 9.14.1 through 9.16.2, and 7.10.1 contained in the General Plan 
Framework represent measures that would serve to lessen impacts relative to police 
services. 

Policy 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to 
determine need within each CPA for improvements based upon planning 
standards. This policy also directs determinations of the level of growth that should 
correlate with the level of capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary 
to accommodate that level of growth. In addition, the policy. directs the 
establishment of programs for infrastructure and public service improvements to 
a·ccommodate development in areas the General Plan Framework targets for 
growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, and location of development 
be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastruch.tre and serviCes. 
Policy 5.4.2 directs the location of police sub-station facilities in the ground floor of 
mixed use buildings (not including maintenance or jail facilities). Policy 7.10.1 
focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or "communities in 
need." 

Policies 9.14.1 through 9.15.7 address the need to identify and monitor conditions 
that would require additiona! police servkes and facilities. These policies also 
address the issue of completing all funded capital facilities projects in as short a time 
as possible and minimize the time required to establish needed facilities and modify 
existing facilities. Policies 9.15.4 address the design of police facilities to facilitMe the 
needs of law enforcement. PoHcies 9.i6.1 and 9.16.2 nddress public safety and 
emergency situations through maintaining established mutual assistance 
agreements with other law enforcement services and ensuring the LAPD's 
continuation in emergency planning. 

Public services are either funded entirely or partially by the General Fund and/ or by 
Special Funds. The General Fund is composed of property tax, sales tax and other 
general taxes that can vary according to economic conditions. Special funds are 
those fees and charges that are associated with specifjc services or products such as 
sewers, public parking, gasoline.and parks. Moneys generated by these specific fees 
Los AN c E LE s c11:-.y-vi'TD :E-c'Ii·N·E·ixL·· ri·;,:·N· F R P. MEw oR K EI R 
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go entirely to the service which genewted them. Even though revenues from these 
fees can vary according to economic conditions, they cnn be considered a more 

. reliable source of revenue than those in the General Fund. 

Police servkes are funded entirely by General Fund moneys. Consequently, the 
budget available to this department can vary according to the priorities of the City. · 

As discussed in Appendix B, the fiscal impacts of the Framework Plan result in a 
slight net surplus of funds. However, the fiscal analysis assumes: 

1) Current expenditure levels are maintained through year 2010 (i.e. no 
expansion of services); 

2) Economic conditions result in full utilization of commercial and industrial 
areas. 

Given the limited surplus of funds, it is unlikely that police services could be 
·expanded to the levels identified in this analysis. Furthermore, if economic 
conditions do not result in full utilization of commercial and industrial designated 
areas, there may be insufficient revenue to maintain, let alone expand,, police 
services to serve the buildout population. 

However, because the Framework Plan contains Policy 3.3.2 which considers the 
regulatiQn of the type, location, and/ or timing of development, as necessary, in the 
event that there is inadequate public infrastructure or service to support land use 
development, the negative fiscal effects of the Framework Plan could be minimized. 

Given that these policies do not address the provision of additional sworn police 
officers, the impact on Police in regard to population increases under Project 
Buildout would be significant. 

2.11.6 Level of Impact Significance 

Although the Plan would generate additional population within the City that 
would generate additional demand for police services, full implementation of the 
policies contained in the Framework Plan in conjunction with the additional 
mitigation measures wouJd reduce impacts to a level below significant (Class II). 
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General Plan Framework EIR 

Section 21081.5 of the California. Envi.ronrnenta1 QunBty Ad (CEQA) states the 
following regarding the :role nnd enforcement of mitigr.diqn 1Y1e~1sur~s pre~.>erib<;•d by an 
EIR (note: ita1i.t,t; fmiicate M!<h~d emphasiO!s). 

"(a) When making the findings ... tbe public .:\gene)' shall fldopt a reporting or 
monitoring progrtlm for the changes to the projec1 \Vhic.h it has adopted or 
made a condition of project flpprov<:ll in order io m!Hgate or avoid slgnifJcant 
effects on !he environrnent. The r~.>.pol'llng or n'l(mi to ring program sl1fl1l be 
designed lo e11sure complftmce during project implementation. Por those 
changes which hr~ve be~n requi:r{?d or incorporated. intt> lhl' proje-ct .. ,th~ lead 
or responslb1~; 1tgency (t.hnll) prl.?.par.e tu'u:l: submit a proposed repotling or. 
m()nhoring program ... " 

ConsequenHy, the St<lte shttut~s direct th\'\t !he deH:ned :n·liHgatl<n1 W~Bf!Sutes and th~ir 
~ffectiveness in les:>iming ~nvironmentat !tnpflcts musl be monitored and reported. 
PoHcy 3.3-21 of the Drnft Geneml Plan Framework (Pn.g~~s 3-23 to 3·24) specifies that the 
MonHoting Progr.am \Nill be usQd ;;t$ the basis to ~x.r(~nd infrastructure and St;!rvk:es to 
S\lppO~'t populatkm and developm12nt (subsedlon "a") <lnd to " .... regulf.!le the type, 
location, and/or timing of dfmelopment·, when all preceding steps have been completed~ 
additi.ona.l infrasb:uctme f\rl.d services have not been, provided, and there remains 
inadequate puUic injm.stmctmv or Mndce to supp9~·t land f.lse drwelopmtllf" (s·~tbse:ction 
'/cf'). 

P~tgc 2.0.2 ,_..Third buHet 'Mitigation Measures• shall be revised to read:: 
The Mitigation Measures defined oy this ElR in. many instt'lnces encomp:ass the 

. policies contained. in the pr-oposed General .Plan Framework. This fulfills the 
legislative intent .for genetal plans ar\d \he CEQA process stipulating that 'mitigation 
measures developed through the environmental review process can and shouJd se.rve 
as the b~sis fot policies and hnplementaHon m~asures.' The inclusion of policies a.<; 
env.ironmen.talmiti.gat~on measUJ;es acknowledge the role that has beilen defined by 
the State specifying that a general plan's policies represent a 'dear commitrnen t of the 
Iocallegisl;;dive·lrody"for implementation/·· For· these. reasons; the· policies defined as 
m.itiga.tion .r:n.enstu:es. are assumed by the DEIR to be fully implemented. 

I.n i:he event that budg-et limitations: or other factors prevent the.ir full implementation, 
the failuJ.:e to effectuate the policy and corresponding imp1emenlation progr-am(s) 
may repr€!~nt a significant impact The proposed project establishes a pot.ential 
mechanism for ( ... regulating the type, location, and/ or tirn.ing of developm.;:nt, 
when ... additional infrnstructure and services have been provided, <Jnd there remains 
inadeguate public infrastructure or service to support land use development (Policy 
3.3.2fd]V to respond to such irnpr-1cts. 



D-.37 Th(! prop{)!>C!d pmjJKt provld\!S ft)r the~ ~n:p;msion 1>f infm~tructure to support thr. ne~~ds of 
popula!i(m ;md t~mploym('nf growth {t'•>Jklm> ~-::t2 !hrough 9.2.5, ~;?.1, 9.1t).6, \}.ll.C 
9J3.l, i}rtd 9.i.9.1 throuf!}l 9.2~~.3). In addition, l)ollcy 3.~.?.1 (tm Page 3.24 of tl•e Orrin 
Gen~ml l'IM F.rnmework) e:;lnblishes a mechanhrn lo t.Olilrol dt'!V(~Jopmenl .in llw 
<~VS<:n<.'e of Jn,1ch.NJ~Wt(! infr;n:m.J.~turv: "(d} Cnn~lder NguJ.--ting ttw "typo, I<H~<~lion, 
:and/Or timh1g <>i <hn·elopm(!nl, when ... there tt:m\\lll$ in<Jd.eqttO:t!l' infrMtrudur!,l or 
~{O'rllf<:H t1) ;uppoTt l.;nd ~J$B d~vdl'>pm~'t\t." 

rolky ~.3:2 ol' thl;l Fmrn\~Work PIM1 r<!<]\\ir!i!'i- tll;H type, (ll"lW\Ult, -.a~\~t :_Jocatitm· ()f 
d<~Vt'Jr;::;p1m~nt bet. rmrdat•.>d wHh th1~ pnwbioo \'1( a{!~,>,qu<llc inf.r,l!l_ll;ltl;l\m: an(\ $~rVicl)$. 
13as~d l)l1 !.his fN>lky, Willer pr<>.ssm~ w0~1Id be mt1ui red h1 Ml~quu!~!y_ m~-~~~_uhe M_tt(hn-.,f 
thtHypn, ilmotm!, (W \(lcflH<m e>i de·,,~lopmenr . 

. J>l~<~s~~ :refer tiJ P.0lky 3.3.2,j S\1bsecti0n (d) ~·.thkh ;~llo•.vs· fot the llml!afion ofd~f.l:sd!y. 
lmlil surh in!r.1stnKtun;- i~ in p!l'tce, · · 

Thcim. is no ~l<~tern~ni jn tlw l~mm~•·.·orkPlan that iiddtC!Mtt:l> th:e· 'dis\:ri.hutlO<n- o/.1f 
\1-tfordable t)m .. sing. Ttwrt~for~, nn an·;~tyl1is ~(hliessing thi$:i;ii·tl(ds ~ot:iridude(U,.'r.the · EfR, . . . . .. ... .. .. . .· .. 

Jn a'ldltio.n1 Poli.cy 3.:~.2 d the Plan require~ ~hal· the t)ipe, aiuouri·li _at)d]q~a.tlO~l 0t 
de-vcloprilent be corrcl<ll~d ·wl th the pnw lslol"' <if Mhtqilate: $Up}io.t'iing)n.:e~·~$.t:tu.tturo:)il)d . 
~e~;vi~e;s, lhe•··~hy, i'1cldre~$in~ th~ ~omrn~J'lh~r!s is$;u~ df lli3dP.q'ti.h'iili, !:Ner~~6,~d~-.d 
f(IC:i)J.ti()S, . . . . 

Plc~tte t·ei¢J' ![) the resp6nse to rommcnl· AD~3 n:l-lntlye t~ H~~·.:;._f!~rqn~l~),:o~!"Sing; 
(l~il,i:stioo. Helative t(> pmvkling Incentives f(,lt e:;t(l~lishinu_ p:timiuy. ten.ter~. ~'i~itl)l.n 
<lf!ordnble hon~ii1g ptt'lji'Cl$, this is Mt <In mR lSS\1e, . HO:Wi?Vet',_ roli~y $.3;2 "¢f the 
Frai)H!WHI'k Plim {!;)~~ requlr!? th;H lh8 pmvlslon nf adequa!~ )hfmSh'U!~hmr im~ "ptlb)ic 
s~~rvkes b-e cnrreln!Ni wi-th typt', loc111ion, 11nd Mn1.lunt ()( den\l6p1nt'n~. · 



Housing Element EIR 

NO\V, THTtRl<:FORE~ BElT RRSOLVJi~DJ that the H.ousing Element (2006··2014) be 
i)dopted to replace the 1998-2005 Housing Elen:tent' of the General Plan and tl1at it be 
submitted to tl1e California Depm1.m.ent of Housing and Community Development. for a 
detenninntion of compliance with State law. 

BE lT FlJR.TllitR RKSOL VED~ that the City Council: 

1, Has considered the information h1 the Framework Blement FEIR including conunems 
received during the revie'i'l period and responses to those- comments; 

2 .. Finds the Framework Element FEIR L$ adequate fo:t the H<illSing Element (2006-
2014); 

3. Finds that none ofthe conditions described inCEQA Guidelin.es section 15162 to 
require a subsequent or supplement ElR to the Framework Elem.ent FElR apply~ 

4. (a) Certifies that the Fran)ework Blen::u;;ut T·'l~IR for the Housing Element (2006·2014) 
has been. completed in compliance with CEQ.A.; (b) Has reviewed tmJ considered, the 
infom1ation in the Frani.ework Elem.ent FEJR fur the· Rousing Element (200&.2014 ); and 
(c) Finds thnt the Fx:amework Element FBIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014) 
reflects tbe City Council's independentjudgrnent Rl"lU analysis; 

:.~~~~~~i~k~~~lt~~~~Wi~~~~,i~~~ . :t~~~~tff~~t~o~of:ih.e .. 
. :subs~an_tial}y: leS!}ell Jhe.;:sjiiili~§~t.i**-·;., .. • ,.,, 1 .. ,, . ·.'.' .•• ' .• ·::·;·:'·'.' •.. ·.~.:'.'.·:.·:_ .• ·,·[,· •. • .• :·' .. '·::,~ .. • .• ·.:.,',·.··.~.:.:_.:!··.;·.·' .• ·.·.~:· •.. '.,,::._(:·'.,' .. :_.,·.·'.::··.·.·.:.·:•.·.•.'_,t:i.: .. ·.;:·J··.' ..• ,;,'·t .•.... ':,.:.··.:·a, ... :: .... _,.~_.:_m.·,~.· .. ·.·.:.:,: ... ··:·:·~.:·_:. e)?rnqJ.CWQI'k FEIR as. speci!ied in the Fi'a~~WoT,K~M{?}~i:;;i:iy~\iilr,;;{;: : . . · 

Opposition brief of COLA Case# BS042967 

,,....., ... -· ~-- ........... ~-- ~ .......... '""' ......... ,.._ .... ...,.: ... ___ .• \"""_"-~"_""""...._t 

Wh .. t b«WJe de~r w:u that :l_<;:~~f~.J~ffl~~~;:~f~:i;~"'·· .,,~~~:.W:1-~~~~~:::%~-:~?~tiin«fln the GPF · 

lh. pr~r~m for ti:minz ~Uow~bJ~· ik\/ef~BW~#t~'%~~.?~Y~~~~~~l~·l~If~:~:~~f~ ;jnd fr91J~nt upd~r ing of iu 

dm. ;.long with;~ formll monitbring prottlttl'l. F~r th& r~n. [ht: City mndu<kd :h~r [he GPF '1-VJ.l. 

the cnvironmt'nUlly ck~itJcble ~hem~tive, !:-tc:~usc it h~ the b¢-st ~;ombln~tion oF J~d ·~ ~iid~·,j«.J 
to mi[_it;J.tion mc.uum tii!d t'> .uH1Ui111"cporiing ~~}~i~~:.~H¥niLn~!l~~ 9f(ommiJrihy pb.m; only 

.;.,heri coruincnt wid1 the GPF po.lki~,. (I A R 77~78 [find.ing:s adop.-ed by City Council i.':xpl.Uning why 

GPf w.._, cnvlronrrvnui!y $up-rnor ;~lu:nu.:tn'l!'], 



3125/2014 CityoflosAngeles Mail-12-0303-54 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity .org> 
To: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 

---- Forwarded message ---
From: Jillian Reyes <Jillian@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 24, 2014 at 2:25 PM 

Tue, Mar 25, 2014 at 8:18AM 

Subject: Council File 12-0303~S4, CPC-2014-669-CPU, ENV-2014~670~SE (Hollywood Community Plan Update 
Rescission, General Plan Framework Element Amendment, and Related Actions) 
To: sharon.gin@lacity.org 
Cc: Siegmund Shyu <Siegmund.Shyu@lacity.org>, holly.wolcott@lacity.org., Brad Torgan 
<Brad@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 

Ms. Gin: 

Good afternoon. Attached please find La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association of Hollywood's objections to 
the Hollywood Community Plan Rescission and related actions. Please distribute this letter to the PLUM 
Committee members in advance of the hearing on March 25, 2014. Thank you. 

Jillian Reyes 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Jillian@RobertSilversteinlaw .com 
Website: www .RobertSilversteinlaw .com 
================~================== 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 

Sharon Gin 
City of Los Angeles 
Office of the City Clerk 
213.978.1074 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=efee67dbd5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=144f9d3de8c2ad01&s1ml=144f9d3de8c2ad01 1/2 
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m 3-24-14 Objection Letter re Hollywood Community Plan Update Rescission.pdf 
. 171K 
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THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

March 24, 20 14 

VIA EMAIL 

Los Angeles City Council 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Attn: Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant 
200 North Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 

215 NOR Til. MARENGO A VENUE, 3RD FloOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101·1504 

PHONE! (626) 4494200 FAXI (626) 4494205 

ROBERT@ROBERTSILVERSTElNl.A W.COM 

WWW.ROBERTSILVERSTEINl.AW.COM 

Re: Council File 12-0303-84, CPC~20 14-669-CPU, ENV-2014-670-SE 
(Hollywood Community Plan Update Rescission, General Plan Framework 
Element Amendment, and Related Actions) 

Hon. Chairman Huizar and members of the PLUM Committee: 

This firm and the undersigned represent the La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood 
Association ofHolJywood. We submit these comments and objections on its behalf. 

All objections, including those regarding proper notice and due process, are 
expressly reserved. We also reserve the right to further comment on the Project. Please 
also ensure that notice of all hearings, actions, events and decisions related to the Project 
are timely provided to this office. 

We do not object to the rescission of the Hollywood Community Plan Update 
("HCPU") and, in fact, welcome it as necessary to comply with the Court's order in La 
Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association of Hollyvvood v. City of Los Angeles. Upon 
further review we also do not object to a determination that this specific rescission action 
is exempt from CEQA. 

By treating the rescission ofthe HCPU and the adoption of an amendment to the 
Framework Element as a unitary project exempt from CEQA, however, the City has 
doomed them both. Use of a single Notice ofExemption for these two distinct and 
independent actions and the failure to conduct further environmental review is improper. 
We encourage the City to treat them independently in order to properly comply with the 
Court's order. 



STRUMW ASSER & WOOCHER LLP 

FREDRIC D. Woonn:R 

MICHAEL}, STRIJMW.'\SSER 
GREGORY G. LUKE ·j·t 
BRYCE A. GEE 

BEVERLY GROSSiiMN PALMER 

RACHEL A. DEUTSCH 

PATRICIA T. PEl 
AI)RIENNA WONG 

tAiso admiUed lo practice in New York 
:!:Also admi!led 10 practice in Massachusetts 

Sharon Gin, Legislative Assistant 

ATTORNEYSATLAW 

10940 WJLSHlRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 2000 
LOS ANGELES, CALiFORNIA 90024 

March 24, 2014 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
200 Nmih Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

VIA EMAIL 

RE: March 25, 2014 Agenda Item 5- Council File 12-0303-84 

Dear Chairman Huizar, Councilmember Cedillo, and Councilmember Englander: 

TELEPHONE: (310)576-1233 
FACSIMILE: (310) 319·0156 

WWW.STRUMWOOCH,COM 

I write on behalf of Fix the City, Inc., a nonprofit corporation that was a petitioner in one 
of the three lawsuits challenging the approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Update. Fix 
the City is deeply dismayed that the City of Los Angeles ("the City") has taken steps to 
dismantle the Framework Element's monitoring and mitigation program in response to the 
Court's ruling in Fix the City v. City of Los Angeles. The so-called "historic" interpretation bears 
no support in the history ofthe Framework Element, its EIR, in the City's arguments in supp01i 
of the Framework Element when challenged in litigation, or in the numerous community plans 
that incorporate the monitoring requirement. Indeed, this "historic" interpretation is blatantly 
revisionist and a transparent attempt to evade commitments the City made to its citizens when it 
adopted the Framework Element in 1996 and again in 2001. 

Fix the City attaches to this letter the comments submitted to the City Planning 
Commission on March 12,2014, in advance ofthe March 13,2014 hearing on this item. 
Pursuant to the Planning Commission's newly adopted document submission policy, because this 
letter and its exhibits exceeded 10 pages and was received the day prior to the hearing, the letter 
was deemed non-conforming and was not permitted to be included in the administrative record. 
In spite of the contention that the Planning Commission would not read or respond to this letter, 
it was clear that the ri1odificatiops made to the General Plan Framework Amendment were in 
direct response to this letter. The Planning Commission's refusal to include the document 
received well in advance of the hefiring is .. cpntrary to established law regarding the 
administrative recor'q~ Fix'th¢ City;indudes its March 12 letter in full herein to ensure that the 
letter is included in the administrative record as required. 
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On the basis of the testimony by Planning staff and the revisions made to the General 
Plan Framework Amendment resolution, Fix the City has revised its own remarks and concerns 
regarding the action before the PLUM Committee. 

The Planning Commission amended the Resolution Amending the General Plan 
Framework Element to extend only to the specific monitoring programs (Program 42 and 43) 
discussed in Saunders v. City of Los Angeles. By this amendment, it is clear that the Resolution 
is not intended to encompass the entirety of Framework Element Policy 3.3.2, nor extend to other 
monitoring programs that were not at issue in Saunders. Moreover, staff testified that the City 
does and continues to monitor growth, development, and the state of its infrastructure. 
Consistent with the holding of Saunders, Fix the City recognizes that the City has discretion as to 
the time, place, and means of conducting such monitoring and reporting upon it However, as 
the City affirmatively recognized by revising the Resolution, the Saunders opinion does not 
reach Framework Element Policy 3.3.2, and certainly does not hold that the·City has discretion to 
ignore that aspect of the Framework Element. 

Moreover, the Saunders Court did not reach the question of whether CEQA prohibits the 
City from declaring that Framework Element policies that were adopted as mitigation measures 
in the Framework Element EIR are discretionary. For example, Policy 3.3.2 requires that the 
City "monitor population, development, and infrastructure and service capacities within the City 
and each community plan area," in order to determine where improvement is needed or where 
satisfactory performance has been achieved, to determine if additional growth is appropriate, and 
to "consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development," when, after first taking 
steps to provide services, "there remains inadequate public infi·astructure or service to support 
land use development." These aspects of Policy 3.3.2 are incorporated in the Framework 
Element EIR as mitigation measures in numerous instances. The Courts of Appeal have been 
clear that when something has been required as a mitigation measure for the environmental 
impacts of a project, it cannot simply be deleted upon the will of the government agency. 
"Mitigating conditions are not mere conditions of hope." (Lincoln Place Tenants Assn v. City of 
Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508.) Mitigation measures included in an EIR must 
be carried out through fully enforceable measures; they are not subject to constant discretionary 
determinations but rather serve as fixed requirements. "The purpose of these requirements is to 
ensure that feasible mitigation measures will actually be implemented as a condition of 
development, and not merely adopted and then neglected or disregarded." (Federation of 
Hillside and Canyon Assns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261.) For that 
reason, the City cannot simply declare that Policy 3.3.2 and its required monitoring is 
discretionary. 

The reliance throughout the Framework Element's EIR upon Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation 
measure for the environmental impacts of the growth permitted by the Framework Element is 
plain. In fact, the City promised in response to comments on the Framework Element that the 
EIR proposed "a substantial monitoring program," in which "all facets of the Frameworks' 
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March 24, 2014 
Page 3 

mitigation plan will be monitored carefully." The EIR reflects this assertion by relying 
significantly on monitoring programs as mitigation for impacts of the Framework Element. 

As just two examples ofthe Framework Element's EIR's reliance on monitoring, relevant 
portions of the EIR's discussion of Fire/Emergency Medical Services and Police Services are 
attached as Exhibits B & C. The discussion of Fire/Emergency Medical Services explains that 
implementation of the Framework Element will have a significant impact citywide, as well as in 
31 ofthe 36 community planning areas. However, the EIR concludes that mitigation measures 
required by the Framework Element's policies will mitigate the impacts to both fire services and 
police services. For Fire Services, as shown in Exhibit B to the March 12, 2014 letter to 
Planning Commission, the EIR specifically relies on Framework Element Policy 3.3.2 as a 
mitigation measure to "lessen impacts" to Fire and Emergency Medical Services. The EIR also 
notes that, given the uncertainty in funding for fire services, Policy 3.3.2's monitoring of the type 
and location of development could "minimize" the "negative fiscal effects of the Framework 
Plan." (2.1 0-16.) The same analysis appears in the Framework EIR's discussion of Police 
Services, which also specifically includes Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation measure. (See Exhibit C 
to March 12, 2014 letter to Planning Commission.) For both Police and Fire services, the 
Framework EIR concludes that "full implementation" ofthe policies contained in the Framework 
Element would mitigate impacts to a less-than-significant level. Policy 3.3.2 and its monitoring 
requirements are therefore a required mitigation measure to ensure that Fire and Emergency 
Medical Services and·Police Services are not negatively impacted by the growth in population 
and commercial development permitted by the Framework Element. Exhibit D to Fix the City's 
March 12, 2014letter includes a number of other specific instances in which the Framework EIR 
specifically relied upon monitoring policies to mitigate impacts to services or to respond to 
public comments concerned about the impacts of the growth permitted under the Framework 
Element. The City cannot retreat now from the commitment it made in the Framework Element 
EIR to fully implement Framework Element Policy 3.3.2. 

Fix the City intends to carefully evaluate whether the City's response to the Court's order in 
the Hollywood Community Plan cases has jeopardized the City's ability to rely upon the 
Framework EIR's monitoring programs as mitigation measures for the environmental impacts 
identified in that EIR. 

The City improperly relies upon a Notice of Exemption for these actions. The Notice of 
Exemption relies upon Government Code section 65759 to exempt the Resolution Amending the 
General Plan from CEQA review. That provision does notjustify the absence of further 
environmental analysis here. 

Government Code section 65759 applies to actions "necessary to bring [a City's] general 
plan ... into compliance with any court order." (Emphasis added.) The provision exempts 
from CEQA review such actions, but requires the preparation of an "environmental assessment" 
"the content of which conforms substantially to the required content for a draft environmental 
impact report." (Jd., subd. (a)(2).) The Not1ce of Exemption indicates that the City has 
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determined that the Resolution is both necessary to comply with the judgments in the Hollywood 
Community Plan litigation and that its action will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. Neither premise is correct. 

First, this Amendment to the General Plan is plainly not intended to bring the Framework 
Element into compliance with the Superior Court's order. Indeed, the Resolution Amending the 
General Plan Framework Element expressly attempts to override the Court's orders in the 
Hollywood Community Plan cases, which is not compliant with a judgment but rather 
impermissible revision of a judgment. The City does not appear to understand why the Court 
found the Hollywood Community Plan Update inconsistent with the Framework Element. The 
Court's ruling is not simply that the plan did not contain a monitoring requirement (as more than 
half ofthe City's community plans do). The Hollywood Community Plan Update not only 
contained no monitoring requirement, it actually flipped the monitoring requirement of Policy 
3.3.2 on its head. Instead of requiring monitoring in the plan itself, or, alternatively, deferring to 
the monitoring program already established by Framework Policy 3.3.2, in approving the 
Hollywood Community Plan Update the City made the finding that the plan itself providing 
sufficient assurance of adequate development capacity such that no fu1iher monitoring was 
required or necessary. The Court agreed with Fix the City that such an approach was 
inconsistent with Policy 3.3.2. It is critical for the City to understand the Court's decision: it is 
not the mere inclusion or exclusion of Policy 3.3.2 from a community plan that is inconsistent 
with the Framework, but the fact the Hollywood Community Plan Update explicitly rejected the 
need for future monitoring of growth and infrastructure in that Plan area that lead the Court to 
determine that the Hollywood Community Plan Update was fatally inconsistent with the 
Framework Element. 

Thus, compliance with the Court's order requires no change to the Framework Element, 
but rather to the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Amendment is clearly not necessary 
to implement an order that finds the Hollywood Community Plan Update inconsistent, especially 
where the City is already taking steps to rescind the document that was inconsistent. Rescission 
of the inconsistent element is all that is needed to comply with the Court's order at this time. 

Second, even if Government Code section 65759 did apply to this action, the City 
improperly omits the requirement environmental analysis by improperly concluding that the 
Amendment has no effect on the environment. Changing the Framework Element's monitoring 
requirement to a "discretionary" one effects the mitigation measures included in the Framework 
Element's EIR, rendering the implementation of these measures less-than-certain. The 
environmental effect of the failure to adequately monitor the status of the infrastructure is 
already admitted to in the Framework's EIR, which relies directly upon monitoring policies as 
mitigation for the impacts of the build-out of the Framework Element. 

The City cannot proceed to adopt the amendment without environmental review. The 
exception in Govemment Code section 65759 is inapplicable, and the Amendment will have an 
effect on the environment. The Notice of Exemption does not withstand scrutiny. 
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Finally, the proposed Resolution will increase inconsistency in the General Plan, rather 
than create it. The mitigation measures established by Policy 3.3.2 have been incorporated 
throughout the General Plan. The Housing Element (2006-2014) adopts the mitigation measures 
of the Framework EIR. More than half of the existing community plans contain monitoring 
requirements similar to Policy 3.3.2. Rather than addressing the problem identified by the 
Superior Court in the Hollywood Community Plan cases, the Amendment compounds it. 

CONCLUSION 

Adoption of the Resolution Amending the General Plan only worsens the inconsistency 
identified by Fix the City in the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. The failure to monitor 
infrastructure, include Fire and Police Services, exposes the citizens of Los Angeles to risk of 
serious harm. The residents of this City should not be treated like pawns in a game where the 
City tries to outsmart its litigation opponents. This issue has real-world implications for millions 
of people who reside here. The Amendment will not resolve the Hollywood Community Plan 
cases, but rather prolong the litigation. I urge you to send this Amendment back to the City 
Planning Department for further analysis and reconsideration. 

Sincerely, 

Beverly Palmer 

ENCLOSURE: March 12, 2014 letter to City Planning Commission 

cc: Mike Eveloff 
James O'Sullivan 
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Dear Members of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission: 

TELEI'liONE: (310) 576-1233 
FACSIMILE: (3 1 0) 319-0156 

WWW.STRUMWOOCH.COM 

I write on behalf of Fix the City, Inc., a nonprofit corporation that was a petitioner in one 
of the three lawsuits challenging the approval of the Hollywood Community Plan Update. Fix 
the City is deeply dismayed that the City of Los Angeles ("the City") has taken steps to 
dismantle the Framework Element's monitoring and mitigation program in response to the 
Court's ruling in Fix the City v. City of Los Angeles. The so-called "historic" interpretation bears 
no support in the history ofthe Framework Element, its Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"), 
in the City's arguments in support of the Framework Element when challenged in litigation, or in 
the numerous community plans and other General Plan elements that incorporate the monitoring 
requirement. Indeed, this "historic" interpretation is blatantly revisionist and a transparent 
attempt to evade commitments the City made under the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") to its citizens when it adopted the Framework Element in 1996 and again in 2001. 

What's even worse, this narrow-minded response jeopardizes life and safely in the City 
by permitting the City to eliminate the monitoring of performance and availability of key 
services such as fire, emergency medical services, and police. This approach, which is totally 
unnecessary in response to the judgment in the .Hollywood Community Plan litigation, a) 
prevents the City's government and residents, including the Planning Commission, from having 
access to up-to-date information regarding the City's infrastructure capabilities, b) removes the 
central mitigation for numerous impacts listed in the General Plan Framework, pursuant to the 
Framework's EIR, c) places the General Plan in a state of inconsistency, d) will subject the City 
to additional litigation and e) increases uncertainty with respect to future development to the 
detriment ofthe City. Fix the City strongly urges that the City Planning Commission 
recommend against approval of the Resolution Amending the General Plan Framework Element. 
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FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2 REQUIRES MONITORING OF POPULATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

The genesis of the monitoring requirement is Framework Element Policy 3.3.2. The full 
text of Framework Element Policy 3.3.2 is attached as Exhibit A. The policy is a part of the 
Framework Element's Land Use provisions. Objective 3.3 ofthe Framework Element is to 
"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 
infrastructure and public services." In support oftliis goal, Policy 3.3.2 requires that the City 
"monitor population, development, and infrastructure and service capacities within the City and 
each community plan area," in order to determine where improvement is needed or where 
satisfactory performance has been achieved, to determine if additional growth is appropriate, and 
to "consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development," when, after first taking 
steps to provide services, "there remains inadequate public infrastructure or service to support 
land use development." Policy 3.3.2 is therefore a sound planning policy, requiring the City to 
regularly review the services it can provide to residents and workers, and ensure that services are 
adequate before permitting additional growth. 

The Staff Report and the proposed Resolution do not conectly characterize the decision 
in Saunders v. City of Los Angeles. The holding of Saunders is quite limited, as recognized by 
the Court in the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. The Resolution inaccurately states that 
the Court of Appeal in· saunders "held that the Framework Element's monitoring programs are 
discretionary and dependent upon the availability of resources and competing policies." In fact, 
the Couti in Saunders concluded only that the City had discretion to determine the time, manner, 
and place of implementation for the Framework's monitoring programs. Notably, the Court 
stated that the Planning Department did not "eliminate the monitoring or reporting programs. It 
changed the timing of and manner in which those programs were implemented. As the trial court 
correctly concluded, that fundamental change in format was a matter within the Depmiment's 
discretion and expertise and, as such, was not subject to mandamus, injunctive, or declaratory 
relief." The Cou1i of Appeal did not conclude that the elimination of monitoring programs was 
permissible, nor did it conclude that the City had discretion not to conduct monitoring at all, 
which would now be permitted under the language of the Resolution. Finally, the Court of 
Appeal did not reach the merits of the CEQA claims in that action, but the City's action by 
passing this Resolution would start the clock anew for a CEQA challenge on the failure to 
monitor as required by the Framework Element EIR, discussed in detail below. 

Moreover, the Staff Report and Resolution do not correctly state why the Superior Court 
found the Hollywood Community Plan Update inconsistent with the Framework Element, an 
issue that it is critical that the City understand if it wishes to adequately respond to the Superior 
Court's determination that the Hollywood Community Plan Update is inconsistent with the 
Framework Element. The Court's ruling is not simply that the plan did not contain a monitoring 
requirement (as more than half of the City's community plans do). The Hollywood Community 
Plan Update not only contained no monitoring requirement, it actually flipped the monitoring 
requirement of Policy 3.3.2 on its head. Instead of requiring monitoring in the plan itself, or, 
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alternatively, deferring to the monitoring program already established by Framework Policy 
3.3.2, in approving the Hollywood Community Plan Update the City made the finding that the 
plan itse(f providing sufficient assurance of adequate development capacity such that no further 
monitoring was required or necessary. The Court agreed with Fix the City that such an approach 
was inconsistent with Policy 3.3.2. It is critical for the City to understand that with respect to the 
Court's decision, it is not the mere inclusion or exclusion of Policy 3.3.2 from a community plan 
that is inconsistent with the Framework, but the fact the Hollywood Community Plan Update 
explicitly rejected the need for future monitoring of growth and infrastructure in that Plan area 
that led the Court to determine that the Hollywood Community Plan Update was fatally 
inconsistent with the Framework Element. 

FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2 Is A MITIGATION MEASURE FOR THE FRAMEWORK Em AND 
CANNOT BE ABANDONED WITHOUT VIOLATING CEQA 

The Staff Report omits a key fact about Framework Element Policy 3.3.2: Jt is a 
mitigation measure required as part of the Framework Element's Environmental Impact Report 
The Courts of Appeal have been clear that when something has been required as a mitigation 
measure for the environmental impacts of a project, it cannot simply be deleted upon the will of 
the government agency. "Mitigating conditions are not mere conditions of hope." (Lincoln 
Place Tenants Assn v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508.) Mitigation 
measures included in an EIR must be carried out through fully enforceable measures; they are 
not subject to constant discretionary determinations but rather serve as fixed requirements. "The 
purpose of these requirements is to ensure that feasible mitigation measures will actually be 
implemented as a condition of development, and not merely adopted and then neglected or 
disregarded." (Federation of Hillside and Canyon Assns v. City o.lLos Angeles (2000) 83 
Cai.App.4th 1252, 1261.) Yet that is exactly what the City has done with respect to Policy 3.3.2. 

The reliance throughout the Framework Element's EIR upon Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation 
measure for the environmental impacts of the growth permitted by the Framework Element is 
plain. In fact, the City promised in response to comments on the Framework Element that the 
ElR proposed "a substantial monitoring program," in which "all facets of the Frameworks' 
mitigation plan will be monitored carefully." The EIR reflects this assertion by relying 
significantly on monitoring programs as mitigation for impacts of the Framework Element. 

As just two examples ofthe Framework Element's EIR's reliance on monitoring, relevant 
portions of the Em's discussion of Fire and Emergency Medical Services and Police Services are 
attached as Exhibits B & C. The discussion ofFire/Emergency Medical Services explains that 
implementation of the Framework Element will have a significant impact citywide, as well as in 
31 of the 36 community planning areas. However, the EIR concludes that mitigation measures 
required by the Framework Element's policies will mitigate the impacts to fire services. 

Specifically, the ElR notes that Policy 3.3.2: 
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"directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to determine 
need within each CPA for improvements .... This policy also directs 
determinations of the level of growth that should correlate with the level of 
capital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary to accommodate that 
level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the establishment of programs for 
infrastructure and public service improvements to accommodate development in 
areas the General Plan Framework targets for growth. Lastly, the policy requires 
that type, amount, and location of development be correlated with the provision of 
adequate supporting infrastructure and services." (Exhibit B, p. 2.1 0-15.) 

The EIR specifically relies on this mitigation measure to "lessen impacts" to Fire and 
Emergency Medical Services. The EIR also notes that, given the uncertainty in funding for fire 
services, Policy 3.3.2's monitoring of the type and location of development could "minimize" the 
"negative fiscal effects of the Framework Plan." (Exhibit B, p. 2.1 0-16.) The EIR concludes 
that "full implementation" of the policies contained in the Framework Element would mitigate 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Policy 3.3.2 and its monitoring requirements are 
therefore a required mitigation measure to ensure that Fire and Emergency Medical Services are 
not negatively impacted by the growth in population and commercial development permitted by 
the Framework Element. 

Similarly, the Framework EIR' s analysis of Police Services shows a likely significant 
impact to police services with a shortfall of near 9,000 sworn officers required to serve the 
projected increased population. The Framework EIR lists Policy 3.3.2 as a mitigation measure 
with a statement identical to that quoted above for Fire and Emergency Medical Services. The 
Police Services analysis also includes the statement that Policy 3.3 .2 will minimize the negative 
fiscal effect to policy services. The EIR concludes that reliance on the policies in the Framework 
Element will reduce impacts to a level below significance. 

Fire and Emergency Medical Services and Police Services are far from the only portions 
of the Framework EIR that rely upon monitoring policies as mitigation measures. Exhibit D 
contains a partial summary of excerpts from the Framework FEJR regarding monitoring policies. 
The Final EIR for the Framework Element responded to comments about the use of Framework 
policies as mitigation measures and assured the public that such policies were binding on the 
City, indicating a "clear commitment of the local legislative body" to the measures. (Emphasis 
in originaL) In response to another comment, the FEIR stated that "the policies defined as 
mitigation measures are assumed by the DEIR to be fully implemented." Moreover, the FEIR 
explained that "in the event that budget limitations or other factors prevent their full 
implementation, the failure to effectuate the policy and corresponding implementation 
program(s) may represent a significant impact. The proposed project establishes a potential 
mechanism for 'regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development, when ... additional 
infrastructure and services have been provided and there remains inadequate public infrastructure 
or service to support land use development (Policy 3.3.2 [d))' to respond to such impacts." Yet 
now the City has determined that the very policy that is intended to serve as a backstop against 
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possible erosion in other Framework Element policies is itself discretionary. This renders the 
entirety of the mitigation program in the Framework's EIR a nullity. 

Indeed, the Resolution may be an even broader violation of CEQA than deleting Policy 
3.3.2, as its sweep appears to be even wider than that policy. To the extent that the Resolution 
applies to all monitoring programs, and not just Policy 3.3.2 (an interpretation suggested by the 
Amendment's placement in Chapter 1 of the Framework Element), this argument extends to the 
other specific monitoring programs included at mitigation measures in the Framework EIR, such 
as Policy 9.17 .1, which addresses the monitoring and forecasting of demand for future fire 
facilities and service "for the purpose of assuring that every neighborhood would have the 
necessary level of fire protection service and infrastructure." By making all monitoring 
discretionary, the City has stated it may, or may not, conduct any of the monitoring that it 
promised as a mitigation measure in the Framework EIR. This statement is in fact far broader 
than the issue addressed in Saunders and far more sweeping than necessary to comply with the 
judgment in the Hollywood Community Plan cases. 

In this Resolution, for the first time, the City has made express that it considers 
''discretionary" the actual monitoring itself(and not merely the annual report addressed in 
Saunders), and thus the Resolution establishes a violation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") by inappropriately failing to require and implement a ce1iified EIR's 
mitigation measure without justification or supporting evidence. 

CHANGES To :FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2 ARE NOT EXEMPT FROM CEQA REVIEW BECAUSE 

ELIMINATING THiS POLICY Is LIKELY To HAVE DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENT 

IMPACT 

The Notice of Exemption relies upon Government Code section 65759 to exempt the 
Resolution Amending the General Plan from CEQA review. That provision does not justify the 
absence of further environmental analysis here. 

Government Code section 65759 applies to actions "necessary to bring [a City's] general 
plan . . . into compliance with any court order." (Emphasis added.) The provision exempts 
from CEQA review such actions, but requires the preparation of an "environmental assessment" 
"the content of which conforms substanti~llly to the required content for a draft environmental 
impact report." (!d., subcl. (a)(2).) The Notice of Exemption indicates that the City has 
determined that the Resolution is both necessary to comply with the judgments in the Hollywood 
Community Plan litigation and that its action will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. Neither premise is correct. 

First, this Amendment to the General Plan is plainly not intended to bring the Framework 
Element into compliance with the Superior Cmirt's order. The Court's order requires no change 
to the Framework Element, but rather to the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The 
Amendment actually contests the Superior Court's order more so than implementing it The 
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Amendment is clearly not necessary to implement an order that finds the Hollywood Community 
Plan Update inconsistent, especially where the City is already taking steps to rescind the 
document that was inconsistent. Rescission of the inconsistent clement is all that is needed to 
comply with the Court's order at this time. 

Second, even if Government Code section 65759 did apply to this action, the City 
improperly omits the requirement environmental analysis by improperly concluding that the 
Amendment has no effect on the environment. Changing the Framework Element's monitoring 
requirement to a "discretionary" one effects the mitigation measures included in the Framework 
Element's EIR, rendering the implementation of these measures less-than-ce11ain. The 
environmental effect of the failure to adequately monitor the status of the infrastructure is 
already admitted to in the Framework's EIR, which relies directly upon monitoring policies as 
mitigation for the impacts of the building of the Framework Element. 

The City cannot proceed to adopt the amendment without environmental review. The 
exception in Government Code section 65759 is inapplicable, and the Amendment will have an 
effect on the environment. The Notice of Exemption does not withstand scrutiny. 

CHANGING THE STATUS OF THE MONITORING REQUIREMENT MAKES THE GENERAL PLAN 

INTERNALLY }NCONS1STENT 

The mitigation measures establlshed by Policy 3.3.2 have been incorporated throughout 
the General Plan. The Housing Element (2006-2014) adopts the mitigation measures of the 
Framework ElR. More than half of the existing community plans contain monitoring 
requirements similar to Policy 3.3.2. Rather than addressing the problem identified by the 
Superior Court in the Hollywood Community Plan cases, the Amendment compounds it. 

CONCLUSION 

Adoption of the Resolution Amending the General Plan only worsens the inconsistency 
identified by Fix the City in the Hollywood Community Plan litigation. The failure to monitor 
infrastructure, include Fire and Police Services, exposes the citizens of Los Angeles to risk of 
serious harm. The residents of this City should not be treated like pawns in a game where the 
City tries to outsmm1 its litigation opponents. This issue has real-world implications for millions 
of people who reside here. The Amendment will not resolve the Hollywood Community Plan 
cases, but rather prolong the litigation. I urge you to send this Amendment back to the City 
Planning Department for further analysis and reconsideration. 

~i;cer~~· Mr 
r_r~ / J fJ-t---" 
Beverly Palmer 

cc: James O'Sullivan 
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boulevards, and neighborhoods that are differentiated 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 potentially service adjacent 
neighborhoods, and existing or potential public transit corridors and 
stations. (PJ, P2, Pl8, Pl9) 

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 of public services and various densities of 
residential development within neighborhoods at appropriate locations. 
(Pl, P2) 

3.2.3 Provide for the development of land use patterns that emphasize 
pedestrian/bicycle access and use in appropriate locations. (El, P2, P4) 

3.2.4 Provide for the siting and design of new development that maintains the 
prevailing scale and character ofthe City's stable.residential 
neighborhoods and enhance the character of commercial and industrial 
districts. (£]_, P2, Pl8) 

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 infrastructure and public services. 

• Figure 3-1 Metro PlauJE.S.BD. 
• figure 3-2 South L.A. Plan (ESRJ) 
• Figure 3-3 West and Coastal ~illJL(f:SRI) 
• Eigure 3-4..SFY Plan (ESRJ) 
• Table 3-1 Land Use Standards and Typiyal Development Characteristics 

Policies 

3.3.1 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 of the community plans and as the basis for the planning for 
and implementation of infrastructure improvements and public services. 
(.E_L P2, P_l2, ?41) 

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. Determine the need and establish programs for 

3111/2014 3:48PM 
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Objective 3.4 
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infrastructure and public service investments to 
accommodate development in areas in which economic 
development is desired and for which grovvth is focused by 
the General Plan Framework Element. 

b. Change or increase the development forecast within the 
City and/or community plan area as specified in Iablt 2-,£ 
(see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) when it can be 
demonstrated that (1) transportation improvements have 
been implemented 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 on the community plans. 

c. Initiate a study to consider whether additional growth 
should be accommodated, when 75 percent ofthe 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. If a study is necessary, determine the level of 
growth that should be accommodated and correlate that 
level with the capital, facility, or service improvements 
and/or transportation demand reduction programs that are 
necessary to accommodate 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 rema1ns inadequate public infrastructure 
or service to support land use development. (P42, P43) 

Encourage new multi-family residential, retail commercial, and office development in 
the City's neighborhood distdcts~ 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 Conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods and lower-

4 of6 3/ll/20!4 3:48PM 
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2.10 .FII?.E/EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 
------------------------------------------~-------

The desirable response distance for ambulance service is two miles. In addition, 
most ambulances are paramedic trained to provide additjonal service other than 
only transport. These standards of desirable response distances are considered 
acceptable per National standards. 

Existing conditions indicate that both engine and truck company service availability 
experiences an overall shortage within the City. As indicated by the LAFD, EMS is 
considered adequate. 

2.10.4 Project Impacts 

Implementation of the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework would result 
in the introduction or desjgnation of Targeted Growth Areas (TGAs) within CPAs of 
the City. The introduction or designation of TGAs would result in a need for 
increased levels of service availability by the LAFD in relation to the present 
distribution of service availability per existing General Plan planning standards. 

Since all CPAs are designated for reception of a TGA, CPAs that also have existing 
engine and/or truck company service availability shortages would result in a 
significant impact in regard to the first significance threshold. As listed in Table F-2, 
28 CP As have an existing shortage of engine and/ or truck cpmpany service 
availability; therefore~" a significant impact would occur within those CPAs in 
relation to the first threshold. · 

In addition to the 28 CPAs that would experience a significant impact in regard to 
the first threshold of significance, four other CP As presently contain hlgh fire risk 
areas. The inclusion of a high fire risk area within a CPA in conjunction with the 
implementation of a TGA would exceed the second part of the threshold of 
significance section above. Therefore, these four additional CP As that do not have a 
significant impact in regard to the first threshold would experience a significant 
impact in relation to the second threshold listed in the above sectipn. 

In relation to both thresholds of significance, 31 of 36 CPAs exceed either or both 
thresholds; thus, a significant impact within these CPAs would result relative to 
fire/EMS as seen in Table F-3. 

At the citywide level, the existing shortage of both engine r~nd truck company 
service avallability in conjunction with proposed TGA locations would result in an 
increase for truck/ engine company service <IVa Hnbility need. This effect would 
exceed the first threshold and therefore result in a significant impact citywide in 
relative to fire/EMS. 

LOS ANGELES CITYWIDE GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK EIR 
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TABLE F-3 
Impact Significance for Project Buildout 

FA 
Threshold #1 Crl terla Thre9hold 112 Crl ~eri a 

Existing Flte company service availa!>lmy shortage Contains a high fire risk area 1 Significant Impact? 

!Engine/l <uciq Engine Truck no shortage yes Yes I No 
jARLETA-PACO!M.A i • • • I 
i BEL AlR-BEVERL y CREST II • • . 
i BOYLE HEIGHTS . i • . 
BRI=:NTIVOOD·PACTFlC PALISADES • • . 
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I . • . 
1 CE!'<!RA L CITY . . 
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I • . 
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' 
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2.10 FIRE/EMERGENCY MEDiCAL SEJ{VJCES 
·-------------------------~ 

2.10.5 Mitigation Measures 

2.10.5.1 Mitigation through Framework Policy 

Policies 3.3.2, 7.10.1, 9.17.1, 9.18.1 through 9.18.4, 9.19.1, 9.20.1 through 9.20.3 
contained in the General Plan Framework represent measures that would serve to 
lessen impacts relative to fire/EMS. 
Policy 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to 
determine need within each CPA for improvements based upon planning 
standards. This poli~y also directs determinations of the level of growth that should 
correlate with the level ofcapital, facility, or service improvement that are necessary 
to accommodate that level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the 
establishment of programs for infrastructure and public service improvements to 
accommodate development in areas the General Plan Framework targets for 
growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type, amount, and location of development 
be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services. 
Policy 7.10.1 focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or 
"communities in need." Policy 9.17.1 addresses the monitoring and forecasting· of 
demand for existing and future fire facilities and service for the purpose of assuring 
that every neighborhood would have the necessary level of fire protection ·service 
and infrastructure. 

Policies 9.18.1 through 9.18.4 and 9.19.1 address the issue of achieving a goal for the 
highest level of service at the lowest possible cost to meet existing and future 
demand. Specific issues covered in this set of policies include: completion of 
current fire service capital improvements; identifying and prioritizing areas of 
insufficient fire facilities; land acquisition for fire station sites in areas deficient in 
these facilities; ordinance related actions pertaining to fire protection services; and 
advance planning for fire station site funding and construction. 

Policies 9.20.1 through 9.20,3 address issues related to the LAf;D's ability to assure 
public safety in emergency situations. Specific issues covered by these policies 
include: mutual aid and assistance agreements; special fire-fighting units for unique 
situations; and preparation of contingency plans for emergencies and disasters. 

Public servkes are either funded entirely or partially by the General Fund and/or by 
Special Funds. The General Fund is composed of property tax, sales tax and other 
general taxes that can vary according to economic conditions. Special funds _are 
those fees and charges that are associated with speciflc services or products such as 
sewers, public parking, gasoline and parks. Moneys generoted by these specific fees 
go entirely to the service which generated them. Even though revenues from these 
fees can vary according to economic conditions, they can be considered a more 
reliable source of revenue than tl•ose in the General Fund. 

Fire services are funded entirely by Genera] Fund moneys. Consequently, the 
budget available to this depnrtment can vary according to the priorities of the City. 

~--·-· 
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2.10 FIRE/EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES -------------------------- -

As discussed in Appendix B, the fiscal impacts of the Framework Plan result in a 
slight net surplus of funds. Preliminary work from the Development Reform 
Committee indicates that addit1onal funds may be necessary. However, the 
Framework Hscal analysis assumes: 

1) Current expenditure levels are maintained through year 2010 (i.e. no 
expc:tnsion of services); 

2) Economic conditions result in full utilization of commercial and industrial 
areas. 

Given the limited surplus of funds, it is unlikely that fire services could be 
expanded to the Jeve.ls identified in this analysis. Furthermore, if economic 
conditions do not result in full utilization of commercial and industrial designated 
areas, th~re may be insufficient revenue to maintain, let alone expand, fire services 
to serve the buildout population. 

However, because the Framework Plan contains Policy 3.3.2 which considers 
monitoring the type and location of development and population the negative fiscal 
effects of the Framework Plan could be minimized. 

2.10.5.2 Additional Recommended Mitigation 

Full implementation of these policies would reduce significant impacts to a less 
than sig:n.ificant 1ev€d so that no additional mitigation measures would be required. 

2.10,6 Level of Impact Significance 

Although the Plan would generate increased land use density in CPAs that already 
have shortages of service availability or high fire risk areas, with full 
implementation of the policies contained in the Plan, overall impacts would be 
reduced to a less than signifkant level (Class III). 
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2.11 POLICE 

Based on the existing (1990) Los Angeles total avernge day /night population of 
3,599,588, the existing need for sworn officers and non-sworn support personnel is 
14,398 and 3,600 respectively. The existing Citywide total of 8,817 sworn officersl and 
2,754 non-sworn civilians falls short of the existing need, creating a deficit of 5,581 
for sworn officers and 845 for non-sworn support personnel. 

Table P~2 also identifies the existing needs and shortages for both sworn officers and 
non-sworn support perso~nel at the Community Planning Area (CPA) level. 
Sworn officer shortages occur in all 36 CP As and range from the largest shortage in 
the Wilshire CPA of 645 to the smallest shortage in the Port of Los Angeles CPA of 
13. Non-sworn support personnel shortages occur in each of the 36 CPAs and range 
from the largest in the Wilshire CPA of 238 to the smallest in the Port of Los 
Angeles CPA of 2. 

Based upon national and local_planning standards, the existing police system is 
severely deficient in personnel at the CPA level and at" the broader citywide level of 
both sworn officers and non-sworn support personnel. 

In order for police personnel to complete reports and other paper work associated 
with their duties, police stations need to consist of an appropriate amount of square 
footage. Although not quantified in this analysis, the City has indicated that police 
station square footage per person is not at a desirable level overall. Any additional 
personne~ would be adverse at a citywide level. 

2.11.4 Project Impacts 

Implementation of the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework would result 
in an increased demand for police services. As listed in Table P-3, the projected 
Project Buildout average day /night population under the General Plan Framework 
for the year 2010 is 4,418,298 persons. This represents an increase of approximately 
818,710 persons, or 23 percent, above the existing (1990) average day /night 
population. Based on the planning ratio standard used to determine sworn officer 
supply adequacy, a total demand for approximately 17,673 sworn officers would be 
generated to adequately accommodate the City's 2010 average day /night population 
under Project Buildout. 

The 2010 Project Buildout demand for sworn police officers compared to the existing 
condition supply of 8,817 sworn officers yields a shor~fall of 8,856 sworn officers 
citywide. At the CPA level, the disparity between Project Buildout sworn officer 
demand surplus and shortage ranges from a shortage of 923 sworn officers in the 
Wilshire CPA to a surplus of 13 sworn officers in the Port of Los Angeles CPA A 
total of 35 CP As have sworn officer supply shortages. 

1 TI1e number of total sworn officers does not reflect task force units (i.e., CRASH units, homicide 
detectives) as they are not community servi~g in nature, but rather citywide serving units. ···- ·-~-·-
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2.11 POLICE 

There is not an appropriate threshold by which to quantify impacts relative to police 
station square footage adequacy, therefore it is not analyzed quantitatively in the 
Project condition. However,. additional personnel would worsen the existjng 
condition. 

The Project Buildout of the General Plan Framework would result in the 
introduction of additional population that would necessitate an increase in the 
number of sworn officers. whkh can not be provided for;.therefore, this would result 
in a significant impact relative to police services. 

2.11.5 Mitigation Measures 

2.11.5.1 Mitigation through Framework Policy 

Policies 3.3.2, 5.4.2; 9.14.1 through 9.16.2, and 7.10.1 contained in the General Plan 
Framework represent measures that would serve to lessen impacts relative to police 
services. 

Policy 3.3.2 directs monitoring of infrastructure and public service capacities to 
determine need within each CPA for improvements based upon planning 
standards. This policy also directs determinations of the level of growth that should 
correlate with the level of capital, facility, or service 1mprovement th<1t are necessary 
to accommodate that level of growth. In addition, the policy directs the 
establishment of programs for infrastructure and public service improvements to 
accommodate development in areas the General Plan Framework targets for \ 
growth. Lastly, the policy requires that type~ amount, and location of development 
be correlated with the provision of adequate supporting infrastructure and services. 
Policy 5.4.2 directs the location of police sub-station facilities in the ground floor of 
mixed use buildings (not including maintenance or jail facilities). Policy 7.10.1 
focuses available implementation resources in targeted areas or "communities in 
need." 

Policies 9.14.1 through 9.15.7 address the need to identify and monitor conditions 
that would require additional police services and facilities. These policies also 
address the issue of completing all funded capital facilities projects in as short a time 
as possible and minimize the time required to establish needed facilities and modify 
existing facilities. Policies 9.15.4 address the design of police facilities to facilitate the 
needs of law enforcement. Policies 9.i6.1 and 9.16.2 address public safety and 
emergency situations through maintaining established mutual assistance 
agreements with other law enforcement services and ensuring the LAPD's 
continuation in emergency planning. 

Public services are either funded entirely or partially by the General Fund and/ or by 
Special Funds. The General Fund is composed of property tax, sales tax and other 
general taxes that can vary according to economic conditions. Special funds are 
those fees and charges that are associated with specific services or products such as 
sewets, public parking, gasoline. and parks. Moneys generated by these specific fees 
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2.11 POLICE 

go entirely to the service which generated them. Even though revenues from these 
fees can vary according to economic conditions, they can be considered a more 
reliable source of revenue than those in the General Fund. 

Police services are funded entirely by General Fund moneys. Consequently, the 
budget available to this department can vary according to the priorities of the City. 

As discussed in Appendix B, the fiscal impacts of the Framework Plan result in a 
slight net surplus of funds. However, the fiscal analysis assumes: 

1) Current expenditure levels are maintained through year 2010 (i.e. no 
expansion of services); 

2) Economic conditions result in full utilization of commercial and industrial 
areas. 

Given the limited surplus of funds, it is unlikely that police services could be 
-expanded to the levels identified in this analysis. Furthermore, if economic 
conditions do not result in full utilization of commercial and industrial designated 
areas, there may be insufficient revenue to maintain, let alone expand, police 
services to serve the buildout population. 

However, because the Framework Plan contains Policy 3.3.2 which considers the 
regulation of the type, location, and/ or timing of development, as necessary, in the 
event that there is inadequate public infrastructure or service to support land use 
development, the negative fiscal effects of the Framework Plan could be minimized. 

Given that these policies do not address the provision of additional sworn police 
officers, the impact on Police in regard to population increases under Project 
Buildout would be significant. 

2.11.6 Level of Impact Significance 

Although the Plan would generate additional population within the City that 
would generate additional demand for police services, fuH implementation of the 
policies contained in the Framework Plan in conjunction with the additional 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a level below significant (Class II). 

-------c>.~,_,__,_...----•-Y"H'-'o'c-..-.......,...,.,..,_,_•••.-•••---•••••••••' •-··~~~·~·---·-• ----~·--
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General Plan Framework EIR 

Section 21081..5 of the California Envirom':rlent<'!J Qmdiry Act (CEQA) states the 
follovving regarding the ro.le i'lnd enforcement of mitigation lWW>ures prescriht:;d by an 
EJR (11ote: Ha1ks indicate added emphases). 

"(a) When making the findings . .,the pubUc agency shaH adopt a. reporting or 
monltoring progr!'lm for the changes !o the project which it has <~dopted or 
made a conditi.on of project approvt1l in order to rnlngate or nvoid slgnHkant 
effects on the environtnent. The n~p0l'ling or moni t<)ring: program shnll VB 
designed ~o wsute compliance during project implementation. .For those 
J;}umgcs which hnve been required or incorportded into liw project ... th.e lead 
or responsibl~ ngency {t.hl'lll) pr\?parc ;u1d submit a proposed reporting or 
rtl()f'li torittg pmgmm ... " 

ConsequenHy, the- State sttitllt~s di.rect thai !he d~fined rniHgoJiMl me~>fmtes and th~~.r 
effectiveness In less\?ning environmental itnpncts must ite monitored and reported. 
Policy 3.3.21 of the Draft Gtmeral Plan Framework (Pag(~s 3-23 to 3"24) specifies that the 
MonHoting J>rogram wm be us~d fl.S the basis to expand infrastructure and s€rvices to 
support population and development (subse<:Uon "a''} ;rnd to " ... regulate the type, 
locatlmr, and/or timing of det~efopment, when aH prec:eding steps have been completed1 

additi.on~'ll infrastructure «nd services h.ave not been provided, iHtd there remains 
inadequate p1Mic b!ftYlSH'uctute or Mtvicr.; to support land use developm1~11f" (subsectlon 
(/d"). 

Page 2.0.2- Third bullet 'M.itigation Measures' tthall be revised to read: 
The Mitigation Measures defined by this ElR jn many instrmces encompass the 
polide.s contained in the proposed General Plan Framework. This fulfiUs th¢ 
legislative intent for gen.exal pla:ns and the CEQA process stipulating that 'mitigation 
measures developed thrmtgh the environmental review process can and should serve 
as the basis for polide.s and implementation measures.' The inclusion of polides a<> 
environmental mitl.gat~on t:neasw;es acknowledge the role that has been defined by 
the State sp(?dfying that a g~.neral plan's policies represent a 'clear conunitmen t of the 
Io~;£d legis:i~tive·lrodyJor hn:plenrentati:pn/· F{lr these reasons; the' :polidt;;<; dc:.>.fined as 
mltiga.tion me~sures. are assumed by the DUIR to be fully implemented. 

In !:he event that budget limitations or other factors prevent their full implementation, 
the failure to effectuate the policy and corresponding imp1ementil tion program(s) 
may represent a slgnifka!'l.t impact The propnsed project estabHsheB- a potential 
mechanism for ' ... regulating the type, location, and/ or Urning of developm~nt1 
when ... addi!ionol inf:r.lsh"it<;ture and services have been provided, and there remains 
inadeguate public infra.struc.ture or service to support land use development (Policy 
3.3.2{d]).1 t.o resp()nd to snch impacts. 
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Th<l prop-t)st~d pmjen pmvidm for 1hc (.':xp;msion Df infn$truttme to support lht~ ne1eds of 
popnbtion 11nd t!mpluyment growth {f'o}idl!S: 9.2.2 !hnmgh 9.2.5, 9;6.1, 9.](}.6, 9.i1.1, 
9J3.1, imd 9.29.1 throurJl 9.29.3). ln ;hk!ition, Policy 3.3.21 {on Page 3.2'1 of the DrMt 
Gen.eml Pl11n Fmmewnrk) e:;tahli3iWs ,, nwch<misrn lo control development .h\ th-:1 
<lllSt:nct> of Jn,1dt·{:jUi"H(~ inft;1struduru: '"{d} Con$ider r>J}jtl),1ting thl) type, loc;Hlon, 
and/or timing of development, \'lhen ... thcr~ tt:m<~io::t in<Jt!~tqtrnte infmstrudu:rt! or 
.$t'l"Yk<'~ h'l :;upport l;.nd ~~.~B di?vdoprm'nt." 

Polity 3.3.2 of tlw fmmt~work PIM~ C€<p.:ire.~ tllat lype, {Hl'H)Unt, a~td location. (,( 
dt~vv)r.:>pim~nl .b(;: c.or.rdali.cd wHh the pfovl$\on M ad~~qui!IJ.:> in(r;u<tl;m::hmj· af"ld se.rilc~s. 
Based on lhl5 p)licy, w<~1N l*'%m(~ w~)tdd h(~ rPqllir~lto fld~(!uilldy. m1~H !he tl~\~d:i of 
lhf. .lype:, OJt\OtJriJ, c;r lncntit>n d deve-lopment. 

PlefiS<~ refer 10 Polley 3.3.2,1 Subsection ld) whkh allo'.vs· for the limitation of _del)sily 
· tJr)tn sw;h infr,lstrucnm: is rn pi11cc, · · 

There is no ~latt?ment :in lhH FmmewMk Plt~n th>'!t nMt~ss~s th:¢, ili~lrlhutio;n of 
ai(ordable hnuslng. Th(>mfoN, .m an~)!ysi~; C!d<lr.essing thl$l!>su~~ ls notiJ)duded iJHhe 
ntR. · · · · · · · · 

ln additio.n1 Policy 3.~~-'Z of lhc I"! an requires that .the type, ain_oupl); and]o{catlop. of 
d.¢velopriwnt be corrt!l<ttN! with the pr(wision ,of ndequate s:uppl5rting,iri!~·~~ll"\.1Cturepnd 
services, th~!Tby, <)cldtes$ing_ the Wmi'neflti'r(s iSS,He-. o"f lnl)deqt.l_i~i~, bVOrc:ro;,ydi;'ii 
fM~iJHi{)~. . 

PIM,;e refe1' to thJ:: r<'sponse lo c.ommtnt A b:-3 re1(1tiV~ t;:; th¢ .<'!ffol:dn~Ji!' ho~1sing · 
q~•~stior1. !~elatiw t9 pmviding incefltivE'.s fj)f. e\>li\bll$hh\g: pr,ln1ary r,~nt<~rs.~.;~ithi.n 
;,ffo!'dable honslng projects:, thls is not <Hl EJR Issue, Ho•;irGVet', PtJli~y 3.3.2 of the 
Fram~wurk i>l~n Jn~t:> require that the provision l)( adequate hlihlS!rut:tnr11.' anq ·public 
s.ervkes b~ cmrel<~led with typc•, lo(D.lion, <~nd Mn<)tmt (lf deve.lopmeri~.. · 



Housing Element EIR 

NO\V, THKRI:<~FO RE, BE lT RKSOLV}t~])> that the Housing Elemen\ (2006··20 1'1) be 
adopted to replaee the 1998-2005 Housing Elem.ent of the General Plan and tl1at it be 
submitted to tl1e California Department of Housing and Comm.unity Development for a 
detem1inaUon of compliance wi1h State law. 

BI!: .IT F1JH..TBKR RESOL VF,D, that the City Cotmcll: 

I. Has cousidered the information in the Framework Element FEIR including commems 
received during tbe revie'\v 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 E1R to the Framework Element FEIR apply; 

4. (a) Ccrtjfies that the f.'ratxlewotk Element FE!R fo:tthe Housing Element (2006-2014) 
has been completed in compliance with. CEQA; (b) Has reviewed and considered, the 
infom1ation in the Frmne'i?,rork Ele.m,ent FEJR fot the Honsing Element (2006~2014 ); and 
(c) Finds that the Framework Element FEIR for the Housing Element (2006-2014) 
reflects tl;e City Council's jndependentjudgrnent and analysis; 

Opposition brief of COLA Case# BS042967 

,,_.~ ....,.. ~-·• ~ • ...,_,_- .. ~ ....... ._.~ -~~--~-..rv·t \,VY--.--.-1 

;u· prosr~m r or •imi nz :tUow~ble ~#~~km~n~·:.~:~~p:~~?!.!,~~I~~':':~tf~J~.f:l'WE~ Jnd fr~~nt u pd~~ ing of itJ 

d;a;~. .Uong with ;1 brnnf monitoring ptog,t~m. For th13 fe-.tron, the Ciry condudt-d t h.n the GPF w;u 

rhe cnvironm('nuJJy tbit,.ble ~hem:uive, ~~u.s¢ it hi>v.J 'h~ ~l combin:uion oO~d,llM! ~iid~·~iro 
to tnitit.tfion ffiCJ.SUf6 titd t() .u'li)~ t~)??=ii.n3~ ~.~..~~*~'~en4n-ent~ ~f<:q,mmunity pl;m$ only 

when ton,:im·m with th~ GPF'pe1kier;. (I AR 77·78 [finding:~ adoptl:'d by City Couoci! expl.:a.ining why 

GPF w.u cnviron~,..,-,uJ!y nrp{'nor ;~;hem~sv'tD, 



3/25/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail· 12-0303-54 

12-0303-84 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
To: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 

------- FonNarded message----------
From: Jillian Reyes <Jillian@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 
Date: Mon, Mar 24, 2014 at 2:25 PM 

Tue, Mar 25, 2014 at 8:18AM 

Subject: Council File 12-0303-84, CPC-2014-669-CPU, ENV-2014-670-SE (Hollywood Community Plan Update 
Rescission, General Plan Framework Element Amendment, and Related Actions) 
To: sharon.gin@lacity.org 
Cc: Siegmund Shyu <Siegmund.Shyu@lacity.org>, holly.wolcott@lacity.org., Brad Torgan 
<Brad@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com> 

Ms. Gin: 

Good afternoon. Attached please find La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association of Hollywood's objections to 
the Hollywood Community Plan Rescission and related actions. Please distribute this letter to the PLUM 
Committee members in advance of the hearing on March 25, 2014. Thank you. 

Jillian Reyes 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Jillian@RobertSilv~rsteinlaw.com 
Website: www. RobertSilversteinLaw .com 
=~~~=============================== 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 

Sharon Gin 
City of Los Angeles 
Office of the City Clerk 
213.978.1074 

https://mai l.g oog !e.com/mail/u/0/?ui = 2&i k:::efee67dbd5&\Aew== pt&search"'i nbox&tho:: 144f9d3de8c2ad01 &simi= 144f9d3de8c2ad01 &simi= 144fa3ba7267911 b 1/3 



3/25/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail· 12-0303-84 

~ 3-24~14 Objection Letter re Hollywood Community Plan Update Rescission.pdf 
171K 

Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 
To: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org> 

------~- Forwarded message --~~------
From: Dick Platkin <rhplatkin@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tue, Mar 25, 2014 at 10:10 AM 
Subject: Testimony for Item 5 for the March 25, 2014 PLUM meeting 
To: Sharon Gin <sharon.gin@lacity.org> 

Dear Sharon, 

Tue, Mar 25, 2014 at 10:12 AM 

Could you please add the attached to Council File 12-0303-84, the Hollywood Community Plan Update? 
It is Item Number 5 on the March 25, 2014, PLUM agenda. It is attached in both Word and PDF 

formats. 

Richard (Dick) H. P!atkin, AICP 

E·Mail rhplatkin@yahoo.combrad 

Tel. +1·213-308·6354 

Sharon Gin 
City of Los Angeles 
Office of the City Clerk 
213.978.1074 

https:/fmail.google.comlmail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=efee67dbd5&\.ieW"'pt&search=inbox&ih=144f9d3de8c2ad01&siml=144f9d3de8c2ad01&siml=144fa3ba7267911b 2/3 



3/2512014 City of Los Angeles Mail- 12-0303-84 

2 attachments 

~ PLUM Public Testimony for Hollywood CPU staff report 032414 PDF. pdf 
166K 

~ PLUM Public Testimony for Hollywood CPU staff report 032414.doc 
130K 

https:l/mail.g oog I e. com'mai 1/u/0/?ui = 2&ik=efee67dbd5&'view= pt&search= i nbox&th"' 144f9d3de8c2ad01 &simi"' 144f9d3de8c2ad01 &simi"' 144fa3ba7267911 b 3/3 



DATE: MARCH 25, 2014 

TO: PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

RE: TESTIMONY FOR ITEM 5, TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 2014, 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING. 

FILE: ITEM 5: COUNCIL FILE 12-0303-S4 

(CPC-2014-669-CPU, ENV-2014-670-SE) 

FROM: RICHARD H. PLATKIN 

EAST HOLLYWOOD NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL PLANNING COMMITTEE 

6400 W. 5TH STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90048 

9i915J2Iatkin@gmail.com, 213-308-6354 

Critical Comments on Item 5- CPC Actions 5, 7, and CPC Recommendation 3 to 
the City Council: It is certainly possible to legally amend the General Plan Framework 

Element, and the procedures are explained in detail in Charter section 555. All 
Framework references to General Plan monitoring programs and annual reports- which 

the Department of City Planning has overlooked since 1999- could be excised from the 
citywide General Plan Framework Element. Likewise all the sections related to 
monitoring could be rewritten- 20 years after they were drafted- to (mis)represent them 
as discretionary provisions of the General Plan, contingent on sufficient staff and 
financial resources. 

But it is incorrect that these monitoring provisions were originally intended to be 
discretionary, not mandatory. As a City Planning staff person who participated in the 
preparation of the General Plan Framework Element, I can confirm that there was never 
any internal discussion or public written documentation that portrayed the Framework's 
monitoring program and the required annual monitoring report as discretionary. In fact, 
after the City Council adopted the General Plan Framework Element in 1996, I was 
assigned to a Framework Monitoring Unit that produced three annual monitoring reports 
in the late 1990s. At that time, approximately 1996 to 1999, this was the sole 
responsibility of one Planning Assistant, Scott Rittenhouse, and one supervising City 
Planner, Bob Mullens, for a period of three years. 

Furthermore, the General Plan Framework Element's monitoring requirements that they 
implemented are also discussed in detail in the Framework Element's Final 
Environmental Report, where Monitoring is clearly described as a detailed, mandatory, 
and on-going aspect of the General Plan Framework Element, not a discretionary 
feature contingent on available staffing. 

To clarify this point, I have copied the exact wording fro the Framework Element's Final 
Environmental Impact Report. As certified by the Los Angeles City Council, it makes no 
reference to a discretionary monitoring program and to discretionary monitoring reports. 

1 



In fact, the Framework's FEIR is clear that the monitoring program and reports will not 
only review the implementation of the Framework's policies and programs, but also 
include all other General Plan Elements, including the seven mandatory elements. This 
means that the Frameworks intended monitoring program also included the Land Use 
Element (Le., one of seven elements mandates by the State of California), which 
explains why each Community Plan adopted after 1996 includes an (unimplemented) 
monitoring program. 

9.3 Periodic R.f~1iew 

The D<:'partmcnt of Cit)' Planning: &hat! periodicaH.v revi1rw the ne~d to either revise 
or update the citywide ¢lements, induding the Citywide Gem'ral Plan Framework 
Element, and the Community Plans. The rnsults of this perindk· n)view, v,rhen 
conduch?:d, shnH be n1ported t() the City Pi;utning Con:lh1ission, the City Council, and 
the Mayor through tho AmYlJ.'ll Growth Report. The A.nnual Growth Report shall 
recommend ·which citv>vide element or Cmmrnmitv Plans should b€ .1numd~~o and 
why. These rccoml{lend~tjons shall b~B based 'on nn evaluation (1f dH1t1ging 
dr~um:;;tances, lrends, ;ll1d cth<~r information provided by the DepatLn:wnr of City 
Plannhtg's monitoring system. 

Thi~ monitoring sysi<Wl shall br.~ kept up to dah~ by City staff through .Input!; from 
the applic<lble departments within the: City of Los Angt•Ies. Contributing 
departmentshgencies indude: Department of Water and Powm:, Solid vVaste 
Management Department, Mdropolitan "!,.Vater Distri<.:~, Los Ang~les Un.i.fkd Schot>l 
District, Los Angeles Fin~ Department, Los Angeles Police Departmm,t, Lt)il Angeles 
Public Ubnuies., Los Angeh.>s City <'!nd County health depnrtments, Los Angeles. 
Departtnent' ()!' Pnrk.s and Recreation, Caiiforni<~ Department of fljsh and Game, Citj' 
of Los Ang:l:'ks Bureilu of EnglJ1eering, Southnrn California Gas Company, County 
SanHation, SCA.G, Los Angeles County Metn>politan Transit District, and 
n~partment of Public Works, 

This also explains why the General Plan's monitoring program was subsequently 
incorporated into Community Plans that were prepared and adopted subsequent to 
1996, the Framework's initial adoption date. For example, this is the language in the 
Wilshire Community Plan, adopted in 2001, regarding its particular monitoring program 
and monitoring report. If the General Plan Framework Element's monitoring provisions 
were removed through the amendments proposed in this staff report, then much of the 
Land Use Element (i.e., 35 community plans) would become inconsistent with the 
amended General Plan Framework Element, and they, too, would require General Plan 
amendments per Charter provision 555. As the amendment process cascaded through 
many other EIR's, including the Frameworks FEIR (quoted above) and Community 
Plans, eventually Los Angeles's 3,800,000 residents, as well as day time commuting 
employees and visitors, would be heavily impacted by removing all references to 
monitoring, such as the following provisions from the Wilshire Plan: 

2 



In order m a:ccommadate changes in antf:dpa~ed population gro:wili, The 
Wilsn~re Community P~an has a ~heoreticaH maximum nand use and 
population capacttty greater than the projected developn11:ent !ike1y to occur 
during the Coo'fimUnt'ty Pl:ali per:ioo, The Framewoi!i!;. E~ement of the 
Genera! Pli:an commits the Oepart:n1ent of City Plannb1g to develop a 
n1:onimnng system and prepare an annual report on gro~£th and 
infrastrucrure, to be submitted to the Cit·y Pranning Commis.ston. Mayo.r 
and C~~i CounciL 

tn the fiffil year fol~owing pian adoption (and every fi've years tnereafterL 
the D1rector of Planning shall report to the commiss;Jon on the re~ationship 
between populaJiiOn, eTnptoyment, liouslng gro\!ith and plan capacities .. 
If grO?Wth has occturred faster than projected, a revised en:vironr.rrentm 
impact analysis wil! be prepared and appropriate ch:enges reoon1rt1tende,d 
to the rommun(ty' p~an. These pfan and zoning changes sl1an be 
submitted to the Planning; Commission, Mayor and Crty Cooncf:l as 
spe,c!fted in: ~he Los Angeles Munidpal Cooe. 

Ge_I}QI&.£QJ!t1Jlents on how the Hollywood ComrrrynJjyJ~lan should be updated i_IJ. 

resQQnse to Judge Alan Goodman's decision J.Q . .QYE:J:rturn the Update: The 
methodological problems of the Hollywood Community Plan are far more extensive than 
its decision to use old census data in its Draft Environmental Impact Report. These 
other methodological problems, many mentioned by Judge Alan Goodman in his 
decision include the following: 

1) The use of a two-iteration old SCAG model, without any explanation of why it was 
selected. SCAG has subsequently updated this regional model two times, and the 
Department of City Planning must first explain why it has selected any SCAG model, and 
it must then utilize the most current SCAG model for any revisions of the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, its DEIR, and its implementing zoning ordinances. 

2) The use of old census data from 1990 and 2000, when new 2010 census data was 
readily available for free on-line when the original DEIR and FEIR were prepared. 

3) Failure to calculate population buildout for the existing zoning in the Hollywood 
Community Plan area in preparation of the Update and its DEIR. 

4) Failure to calculate population buildout for the proposed zoning in the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update area, including its DEIR. 

5) Failure to analyze the plan area's infrastructure and social services capacity for the 
Update's horizon year, presumably 2035. 

3 



6) Failure to include a program to actively monitor infrastructure conditions, public 
services, population, housing, employment, and status of the Update's goals and 
policies, as required by the General Plan Framework Element and its companion 
Environmental Impact Report. 

7) Failure to present DEJR alternatives of downzoning or an environmentally preferred 
alternative. 

8) Failure to update the General Plan Framework Element or the seven mandatory 
General Plan citywide elements to be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's 
base and horizon years, presumably 2010 and 2035. The Framework is still an outdated 
General Plan Element, as are all of the other required General Plan elements. None of 
them have the same base or horizon year as the Hollywood Community Plan Update, or 
other Updates under preparation, so they are all internally inconsistent with each other. 
This means that none of them comply with the requirements of the State of California's 
General Plan Guidelines. 

9) Failure to incorporate accurate seismic data in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

10) Failure to comply with the State of California's climate change legislation, AB 32 and 
SB 375, which were ignored in the FEIR's Statement of Overriding Consideration. It 
rejected findings that the Hollywood Community Plan Update would result in the 
generation of unmitigatable levels of the Green House Gases responsible for climate 
change and global warming. 

4 



DATE: MARCH 25, 2014 

TO: PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

RE: TESTIMONY FOR ITEM 5, TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 2014, 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING. 

FILE: ITEM 5: COUNCIL FILE 12~0303~S4 

{CPC~2014~669-CPU, ENV-2014~670-SE) 

FROM: RICHARD H. PLATKIN 

EAST HOLLYWOOD NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL PLANNING COMMITTEE 

6400 W. 5TH STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90048 

dickplatkin@gmail.com, 213~308-6354 

Critical Comments on Item 5- CPC Actions 5, 7, and CPC Recommendation 
3 to the City Council: It is certainly possible to legally amend the General Plan 
Framework Element, and the procedures are explained in detail in Charter section 555. 
All Framework references to General Plan monitoring programs and annual reports -
which the Department of City Planning has overlooked since 1999- could be excised 
from the citywide General Plan Framework Element. Likewise all the sections related 
to monitoring could be rewritten- 20 years after they were drafted- to (mis)represent 
them as discretionary provisions of the General Plan, contingent on sufficient staff and 
financial resources. 

But it is incorrect that these monitoring provisions were originally intended to be 
discretionary, not mandatory. As a City Planning staff person who participated in the 
preparation of the General Plan Framework Element, I can confirm that there was never 
any internal discussion or public written documentation that portrayed the Framework's 
monitoring program and the required annual monitoring report as discretionary. In 
fact, after the City Council adopted the General Plan Framework Element in 1996, 1 
was assigned to a Framework Monitoring Unit that produced three annual monitoring 
reports in the late 1990s. At that time, approximately 1996 to 1999, this was the sole 
responsibility of one Planning Assistant, Scott Rittenhouse, and one supervising City 
Planner, Bob Mullens, for a period of three years. 

Furthermore, the General Plan Framework Element's monitoring requirements that 
they implemented are also discussed in detail in the Framework Element's Final 
Environmental Report, where Monitoring is clearly described as a detailed, mandatory, 
and on~going aspect of the General Plan Framework Element, not a discretionary 
feature contingent on available staffing. 

To clarify this point, I have copied the exact wording fro the Framework Element's Final 
Environmental Impact Report. As certified by the Los Angeles City Council, it makes 
no reference to a discretionary monitoring program and to discretionary monitoring 



reports. In fact, the Framework's FEIR is clear that the monitoring program and reports 
will not only review the implementation of the Framework's policies and programs, but 
also include all other General Plan Elements, including the seven mandatory elements. 
This means that the Frameworks intended monitoring program also included the Land 
Use Element (i.e., one of seven elements mandates by the State of California), which 
explains why each Community Plan adopted after 1996 includes an (unimplemented) 
monitoring program. 

Th& Dl.!p'<!rl.mcnt uf Chy Plni'lt.ing shllH pt!il~iodicO!U)•· ri:va~~··~· th¢ ru:cd to. ·Dither .revh~e 
<n:' upih.:;;oo. th:.e citywi'Lt{~ t\ll;!~itl.:til1t$, ~~1ci~H,'Jins ~hi? Citywt::it> (~ll!l!li1Ir.11~ l;~~i1 Fr¥~mewr~ik 
Hlernt!'nt, and the C(~mmm~Hy l"l>~rw;. Th.~i; lr(::Hllts of t!hiis p~hricrcl:k te\•hnv .• wh.;~f! 
<'4:1!\<hl¢t~d .. $:h11U bl~ tcptvf1€d to t~~ll' City 'f)l;~ttli~~n~~ Conu1~h;$i~)n,. lhe (Jly 0)4<rKM, ;f!J~d 
ttw Maym th:rou;g:h ~'h~' A~m:t&j Gftl>i.'th H.eporL t!w A~~.-l4tn:l Growth R~qmrt :+h<'laj 
recorn;rAen,;d whkh d~yw!di(~ *~t?rt1£<nl c•t CcnnmuJ'l!H:t' l1 ~;~t!lfi $l1(tl.ilt, bl) .r.:rmmd>!!d and 
lvhy, Ti1Jese :recD:ltlrr,.;md:MiM1$ s~~:liB bt:': b;H;~d Q[T; •. ~~1 tl'tt'ilhta,tibn (~f e:na:,:s.l~,f; 
<;~t~u&tt$!~U:'iCll!'iSJ tre:r.ois., <tndi othmr hi.fonmuJtiort pr~wkli!!d by !hl' fJ.::q;tJrrl(ilt}f\t <.)~ Clt)>' 
:f>lM1tth1og's monitttring sr,J>tPm, 

Tbii$ gW"~i}:il~~od:fl£; :$i.Ji:>'lii'"'m shad! he kept up h~ ~Jill:{• by C~t:Y Bti'11f througlt )nput(; fr~>m 
the 1!.ppH.till~i<J i;l¢p;l1ttmeH~s .,N~~hin the CH)t t?f l.o,s Angc1t;',5, Cvntdlt~Jhr~g 
U!I'p;~;rt:rm£!t~t$<h~g¢(~<::l¢:J h~,;;huie: ~p;:u•tJ:nr:~mt ~Jr tii'Jhtti~:r ·i'll\d Powcx;, SDHd WaMt 
Manage:rn~mt :rft;:!pll!r~mi!nt., Me~:r;:,>fPO~L!i'itli T•>li<~·J:.er Diskict, .l-om!_ l\:tt:i,."'.lk:s th:;ifil•;:;J &!h01:hl 
I.J1sttk~, Los Angtt;hz:>. FJrt\ Ll•:tpodm<::~'lt;, ]~l':i.f> l1.flfl,dJ?s PoJJ.;;;iz Di1'p.tlrU:iiJh:>;.!tlft, tt~ Afig!l'loes. 
PuhHc Libmll'~!iiHI {,.O:)S Ar!i.p;C'kt·.::. CH}t o;>il'ld cc~l.li:'tl:y i'"w:!·JJlih depmtrr!t(~~~~~$, 1,(¥; ,'\J'ig.frlil!S. 
l)i!~*r'tmi!fl,t: of Pa.rks ·l'l!!:l;d, R~~cr~~P11i~)l\ .. C.'IUfi'()t'nJa 1}\epi!irtnHN:J.t of Fi;!O;h i:!i~~(l Gn.rne., Ctty 
(l:f l,..,rys Arr;g;~fcci> ~htr:•thllt of J3j)gim!edn;g, S,..;uihl:\1'~~~ •C;tJlfm:nii'l G11s ·Ci:Jm~n1l\}', C<.i?~Jj~ty 
5:<'u'Lit<ltk1~~. SCf.j,G. Lns An:<lJ?[!?:i OJulrHy .1.v[Q~lrE)F}(~lH.az1i TrrufllsH Dl$d:rict,,. ~.nd 
fA:!partmen.t nf P\t'bH~C' W1:m'~:;:;. • 

This also explains why the General Plan's monitoring program was subsequently 
incorporated into Community Plans that were prepared and adopted subsequent to 
1996, the Framework's initial adoption date. For example, this is the language in the 
Wilshire Community Plan, adopted in 2001, regarding its particular monitoring program 
and monitoring report. If the General Plan Framework Element's monitoring provisions 
were removed through the amendments proposed in this staff report, then much of 
the Land Use Element {i.e., 35 community plans) would become inconsistent with the 
amended General Plan Framework Element, and they, too, would require General Plan 
amendments per Charter provision 555. As the amendment process cascaded through 
many other EIR's, including the Frameworks FEIR (quoted above} and Community 
Plans, eventually Los Angeles's 3,800,000 residents, as well as day time commuting 
employees and visitors, would be heavily impacted by removing all references to 
monitoring, such as the following provisions frorn the Wllshire Plan: 



In order to ac:cornmodate c:hang:es in amr'c~pa!ed papulation ·groVilth, The 
WU:shure GommtJnity PYa:n has a U'teoreticali maximum !:and use and 
population c~pacity greater than the prorec.tetl deveiopmernt like1~l to oc:cur 
during the CommunFty Pl£an peF.iooL The Frnmevtofk Bement Df the 
General Plan commits me nepartm:ent of Cfrty Pla.nnl:ng to develop a 
n'li<mirorfng systen1 and prepare an annuar report on grormh and 
irrfr.astructure, to be submitted to the City PHannang Commi:sskm, Mayor 
and CRy CounciL 

In the fifth year fomowiing p!an adoption (;and eveif)' fit'ie years thereafter), 
the Director of Planning: shanl report ro the commissaon on the re1ationslcJ~P 
beuNeen populauion, empl!oymen.t, hm.1sung gro\\rth and plan capacities. 
If grO'wl:h has oc:c:urrr:ed faster than projeded!,, a rr:evised envtronrna:ntaf 
impi:iict analysis lwijll be prepar·ed ancl appropriate chang,es reoomn1ended 
to the community' p~arn. These plan and zoning changes shaf:l be 
submfl:ted to the PliaJllrl~ng: Commi:ss1on, Mayor and City Council as 
specmea rn the Los Angeles MunldpaJ Code. 

General Comments on how the Hollywood Community Plan should be updated 
in response to Judge Alan Goodman's decision to overturn the Update: The 
methodological problems of the Hollywood Community Plan are far more extensive 
than its decision to use old census data in its Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
These other methodological problems, many mentioned by Judge Alan Goodman in his 
decision include the following: 

1) The use of a two-iteration old SCAG model, without any explanation of why it was 
selected. SCAG has subsequently updated this regional model two times, and the 
Department of City Planning must first explain why it has selected any SCAG model, 
and it must then utilize the most current SCAG model for any revisions of the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update, its DEIR, and its implementing zoning ordinances. 

2) The use of old census data from 1990 and 2000, when new 2010 census data was 
readily available for free on-line when the original DEIR and FEIR were prepared. 

3) Failure to calculate population buildout for the existing zoning in the Hollywood 
Community Plan area in preparation of the Update and its DEIR. 

4) Failure to calculate population buildout for the proposed zoning in the Hollywood 
Community Plan Update area, including its DEIR. 

5) Failure to analyze the plan area's infrastructure and social services capacity for the 
Update's horizon year, presumably 2035. 



6) Failure to include a program to actively monitor infrastructure conditions, public 
services, population, housing, employment, and status of the Update's goals and 
policies, as required by the General Plan Framework Element and its companion 
Environmental Impact Report. 

7) Failure to present DEIR alternatives of downzoning or an environmentally preferred 
alternative. 

8) Failure to update the General Plan Framework Element or the seven mandatory 
General Plan citywide elements to be consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan's 
base and horizon years, presumably 201 0 and 2035. The Framework is still an outdated 
General Plan Element, as are all of the other required General Plan elements. None of 
them have the same base o.r horizon year as the Hollywood Community Plan Update, or 
other Updates under preparation, so they are all internally inconsistent with each other. 
This means that none of them comply with the requirements of the State of California's 
General Plan Guidelines. 

9) Failure to incorporate accurate seismic data in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

1 0) Failure to comply with the State of California's climate change legislation, AB 32 
and SB 375, which were ignored in the FEIR's Statement of Overriding Consideration. 
It rejected findings that the Hollywood Community Plan Update would result in the 
generation of unmitigatable levels of the Green House Gases responsible for climate 
change and global warming. 


