
Mr. Michael Logrande, Director of Planning
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Public Participation and Deficiencies in City of Los Angeles Housing Element

Matthew Glesne, City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
201 N. Figueroa Street, #4
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Sent via email to matthew.glesne@lacity.gov

Dear Mr. Logrande & Mr. Glesne:

As a follow up to the public comments made by the LA Human Right to Housing Collective (the Collective)
during the July 27 public hearing at Deaton Auditorium, the Collective submits this letter to document our most
pressing concerns with the City of Los Angeles' draft Housing Element ofthe General Plan 2013 - 2021, as
well as comment about the limited and non-transparent public participation process.

Public Participation Process:
We have urged the State Housing and Community Development Department not to review or approve the City
of LA's Housing Element concurrently with or prior to the local public input and approval processes. Local
notices indicated that public comments are due in August and that a public hearing would be held in late July.
Yet, we were informed just after the release ofthe draft Housing Element that the City had requested the State
review and approve the draft at the exact same time the public is reviewing and commenting. This was neither
referenced in the sole notice we received from your office nor during the July 2ih hearing. This is not an
appropriate public comment process, and is likely to limit any changes your department will allow or
recommend based on public comment. We request the full statutory 60-day review period. We fully support the
more detailed comments on the statutory requirements submitted by Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles, who
often advises and represents the Collective on similar issues.

In addition to our concerns with the public participation process, we have additional serious concerns that are
outlined below.

1. Inventory of Adequate Sites. The inventory of adequate sites for affordable housing development is
severely deficient. In a review of just the neighborhood of Downtown LA, there are many sites listed that
are fully occupied rent-stabilized and/or covenanted, affordable housing units. A sample of the most
inappropriate sites include:

a. King Edward Hotel, 121 E. 5thStreet. The City claims there is the potential to add 13 units on this
site, but it is currently a fully-occupied, 150-unit, rent-stabilized building home primarily to seniors
and people with disabilities. This is not a site that should reasonably will be considered for
demolition and replacement with 13 additional units.

b. The Renato Apartments, 531 S. San Julian Street. The City claims there is the potential for 11
additional units here. However, recently a small rental building on this site was demolished and
combined with a parking lot. In 2010, 96 brand new permanent supportive housing units with 55



year covenants were opened at this site. It absolutely should and will not be redeveloped within the
Housing Element period.

c. Rosslyn Hotel, 101-111 W. 5th Street. The City claims 48 units can be gained here. However, this
264-unit site is currently being renovated for the current tenants, with the eventual project having 55
year covenants for approximately 240 units (the number is being reduced slightly to add restrooms
and kitchenettes). All funding has been secured and tenant-in-place construction has already begun.
This site will absolutely not add units within the Housing Element timeframe.

Although fully occupied RSO buildings are included, it does not seem that vacant residentially zoned properties
are included (such as 1130 S. Hope Street). These sites should be included and prioritized for affordable
housing development andlor RSO preservation. With these and other examples we've identified in reviewing
just a portion of the inventory, we believe there is reason to doubt the validity or reasonableness of the
Inventory of Adequate Sites. It does not seem that the City has done its due diligence in identifying sites that
could be reasonable used to increase the housing stock andlor are appropriate in any way for the development of
affordable housing.

Additionally, in this section, the Housing Element states, "For units protected under the Rent Stabilization
Ordinance, the City will enforce the replacement and relocation requirements if and when these units are
redeveloped." The replacement requirement for Rent Stabilized housing is' only that the Rent Stabilization
Ordinance (RSO) applies to new units developed on the same site within a given timeframe. It does nothing to
preserve the affordability ofthe units, as vacancy decontrol applies. Also, ifthe timeframe expires, there is no
replacement requirement. The City should be more detailed about how replacement obligations ensure
continued affordability and, ifthey can't, preservation of currently affordable RSO units should be prioritized
over any redevelopment plans.

2. Policies, Objectives and Programs. There are several substantive policies and programs missing from the
current section. These include, but are not limited to:

a. Housing Production (Objective 1.1): Adopt an affordable housing benefit fee program to generate
local funding for housing. The City has completed a nexus study on this issue, with strong evidence
supporting the need, nexus, and benefits to this program. In an environment of shrinking resources
for affordable housing development, the City must include all viable sources oflo cal funding and
recommend action to adopt and implement this policy.

b. Housing Preservation (Objectives 1.2 and 1.3):
i. There is no reference to the RSO housing stock in this section at all, which provides a

significant portion of affordable housing in the City. The City does not track RSO rents, but
we know anecdotally that RSO housing in many neighborhoods provides rents affordable to
extremely and very low income households. Policies to preserve and expand the RSO
housing stock must be included.

11. There should be a policy that ensures quality of repairs. Sufficient maintenance ofunits is
one of our strongest preservation tools, but enforcement of quality ofrepairs is currently
lacking.

iii. The Tenant Habitability Program should be expanded to non-RSO properties, as it is
effective in promoting preservation and protecting tenant rights.

IV. Policies to study and track RSO rents should be included in the section regarding monitoring
affordable housing preservation. The City needs to know the scope and geography of
currently affordable RSO units so it can create appropriate and targeted programs to preserve
affordable RSO units.

v. Residential Rehabilitation of Obsolete Public Housing. We object to the tenn "obsolete"
public housing as Jordan Downs is currently home to hundreds of families, has not been
classified as severely distressed, and therefore could be renovated and preserved as public
housing. Additionally, this section needs stronger protections, including ensuring continued
public ownership of land and buildings, ensuring 1:1 replacement of all public housing units



as public housing units (not broadly "affordable" units), ensuring current tenants are not
forcibly displaced, and ensuring any replacement properties are made readily available to all
current tenants.

VI. In the program specific to Preservation of Rent Stabilized Housing Units there is no reference
to the Economic Roundtable recommendations submitted to the City to preserve lower rents
and balance benefits between landlords and tenants. There is also no reference to RSO
enforcement, one of the key ways to prevent unjust evictions and rent increases. Both should
be added, at a minimum.

Vll. In the Rent Escrow Account Program (REAP), there should be reference to the technical
fixes needed to close loopholes in the program, such as the problem with permitting
landlords to leave units vacant for a year in order to avoid the prohibition on rent increases,
and the timing ofthe opening of escrow accounts vis-a-vis appeals.

c. Sustainable Neighborhoods (Objective 2.2)
1. There is no discussion of equity or housing preservation in this section, both of which are

crucial to ensuring that mixed-income and/or transit-oriented development doesn't displace
current low-income residents and reflects the full spectrum of housing need. A no net loss
policy should be included to ensure that current housing stock at each affordable level in
TaD zones/districts is preserved. Other concrete and enforceable measures to prevent
displacement in developing TaD areas must also be included.

d. Ending Homelessness (Goal 4)
i. There is no objective addressing homelessness prevention. Homelessness will not be ended

by only housing production and certainly not through outreach. An additional objective
should be included, and policies such as enacting the Economic Roundtable's
recommendations to limit rent increases (eliminating the 3% floor on increases and the
additional 2% increase for those not paying utilities) must be included.

e. Preservation of Ownership Housing (Goal 1, Objective 1.2)
i. There is no discussion of the foreclosure crisis that continues to affect thousands of LA

homeowners every month in this section. In order to preserve ownership ofhousing for
households of all income levels and special needs, the City must curb the staggering loss of
homes through foreclosures. The City has not been effective creating policies that protect and
assist homeowners, and especially low income homeowners, from falling into foreclosure.
This crisis has only continued to exacerbate homelessness. Policies that provide reliefto
homeowners who are struggling with their mortgages, such as a temporary moratorium on
foreclosures, should be included in this section.

The Housing Element programs and policies simply do not reflect the overwhelming need that the Housing
Element data shows. The City admits it will fall far short of production needs, making new sources of funding
for production and preservation of existing affordable housing that much more important. Yet, no substantive
policies or programs are put forward in either category. Our overarching concerns include the inadequate and
misleading inventory of sites available to create affordable housing, as well as the deficiencies in meaningful
objectives, programs and policies to meet the stated goals. There is a particular lack of focus on affordable
housing preservation, which is crucial to meeting the needs of current low-income households and preventing
homelessness. We hope you will correct the deficiencies raised in this letter as well as in the written and verbal
comments made by members ofthe Collective and our partner Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles (LAFLA)
and Disability Rights California in final draft of the Housing Element.

Sincerely,

Becky Dennison
Co-Director, Los Angeles Community Action Network

On behalf of Los Angeles Human Right to Housing Collective



13-/321
I'm Carlyle Hall. I live at 2710 Krim Drive, West LA.

I generally support the proposed 2013 housing element, but 1 vigorously oppose its
draft provisions about second dwelling units in single family areas (often called
"granny flats"). '

The new draft element states (at page 6-1) that "[quote] pursuant to state
law. second dwelling units an~allowed by right.." as long as the AB 1866
standargs are met [unquote]," and it then recites the supposedly applicable
state standards.

This cryptic statement brazenly covers up the ongoing legal quagmire regarding
granny flats in which the City has been mired since May 2010.

Here is a brief summary of the omitted background.

• Since the early 1980s, state law has encouraged cities and counties to adopt,
~v ordinance, local standards regulating granny flats. If a locality does na:
adopt its own local standards, then Draconian state standards apply as a
"default." Because these "default" state standards allow, for example,
extremely large second units without needing to meet any architectural
standards, LA -- like most cities and counties -- amended its Zoning
Ordinance in the early 1980s to establish its own local standards.

• In 2002, AB 1866 required simply that localities must thereafter administer
their ordinance standards on a mjnisterial basis, meaning that they no longer
had the ability to reject granny flat applications that met those standards. As
a result, many cities and counties tightened up those standards in order to
preserve their discretion to approve or disapprove new applications to the
maximum extent possible.

• In 2003, Los Angeles' then-Chief Zoning Administrator, Bob [anovicl,
acknowledged the new state law in his memorandum reiterating the second
dwelling unit standards in the City's Zoning Ordinance that would thereafter
be applied on a ministerial basis.

• For the next 5 years, LAcontinued to implement the second unit standards of
its Zoning Ordinance. The City's 2009 housing element called for the
Planning Department to study possible amendments to those provisions, but
a few months later that study became mired in controversy and was canceled
without any proposed Ordinance changes.

• In May 2010, however, then-Chief Zoning Administrator, Michael LoGrande,
issued a memo unilaterally directing the Departments of Planning and of
Building and Safety to stop using the City's Zoning Ordinance granny flat
standards. Instead, he directed that, from then on, those departments must
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apply the "default" state standards. Mr. LoGrande entirely lacked legal
authority to nullify the City's Zoning Ordinance standards, and his memo
would inappropriately apply the one-size-fits-all Draconian state "default"
standards to all of LA'sdiverse neighborhoods.

While hiding this legal quagmire, the 2013 draft element directs (at page 6-53) that
the Zoning Ordinance should be amended "[quote] to alleviate challenges [unquote]"
to the City's use of the (default) state standards. This obscure statement hardly
informs the general public and the Council of the important planning and legal
issues underlying the proposed Ordinance amendment. Further, the draft would
apparently eliminate the need for a slJJJJJt., before the Ordinance is amended, of the
impacts of the various alternatives by which our City's local granny flat standards
could be changed ~~or even customized for LA'smany different neighborhoods.

* * *

• Perched at the top of a steep slope, the proposed second unit (shown by the
hash markings) is approximately twice the maximum 640 square foot size
that the City's Zoning Ordinance standards allow.

As a last point, I would like to show some photos of the parcel near my own house,
where a developer/homeowner currently proposes to build a second unit at 2723
Anchor Avenue using the "default" state standards improperly authorized by the
2010 LoGrande memo.

• It is also clearly visible from hillh the street above and the street below, in
clear violation of the Zoning Ordinance's architectural standards prohibiting
second units that are visible from a parcel's street frontage.

Under the draft 2013 housing element, this sort of monstrosity is just a zoning
ordinance amendment away from your own neighborhood.
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Disability
Rights
California

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL OFFICE
350 South Bixel Street, Suite 290

Los Angeles, CA 90017
Tel: (213) 213-8000

TTY: (800) 719-5798
Toll Free: (800) 776-5746

Fax: (213) 213-8001
www.disabilityrightsca.org

Via E-mail.U.S.Mail. and In-Person

California's protection and advocacy system

November 5, 2013

Matthew Glesne, City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
201 North Figueroa Street, #4
Los Angeles, CA 90012
E-mail: matthew.glesne@lacity.org

Re: Comments on the Revised 2013-2021 City of Los Angeles Housing
Element Draft Dated September 11, 2013

Councilmember Jose Huizar, Chair
Councilmember Gil Cedillo, Vice Chair
Planning and Land Use Committee
clo City Clerk, Room 395
City Hall, 200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801
E-mails:councilmember.huizar@lacity.org;
councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Glesne and Councilmembers Huizar and Cedillo:

Disability Rights California ("ORC") hereby submits comments on the
Revised 2013-2021 City of Los Angeles Housing Element Draft dated
September 11, 2013 ("Draft" or "September 11th Draft"). DRC is a private,
non-profit disability rights organization federally mandated to advance and
protect the human and legal rights of Californians with disabilities. 42
U.S.C. §15001, et seq., 42 U.S.C. §10801, et seq., 29 U.S.C. § 794(e), 29
U.S.C. § 3011,29 U.S.C. § 3012; see also California Welfare and
Institutions Code §§ 4900-4905. DRC's comments on the Housing



Comments on September 11,2013 Draft of 2013-2021 Housing Element
November 5, 2013
Page 2 of 16

Element Draft pertain to people with disabilities in the City of Los Angeles
CCityll). We incorporate by reference our June 26, 2013 comments on the
May 30, 2013 Draft of the Housing Element, to the extent that they have
not been addressed in the September 11thDraft. We also reserve the right
to submit additional comments at a later date.

We sincerely appreciate the City's many improvements to the Draft to
better address housing needs and barriers for people with disabilities in the
City, in response to our June 26, 2013 comments on the May 30, 2013
Draft. However, the Draft still needs development in a number of places to
adequately address the needs of people with disabilities. We provide the
following comments and changes to assist the City with creating a more
inclusive Housing Element:

I. Housing Needs Assessment for People with Special Needs, §
65583(a)(7)

The September 11thDraft still does not adequately incorporate people with
disabilities into its overarching themes and goals. The City's presentation
of the "Housinq Crisis in Los Angeles" continues to not mention the dearth
of accessible housing in the City, even though it recognizes that people
with "disabling conditions" experience barriers to housing. Draft at c-xiii -
c-xv. Similarly, "Strategically Directing Growth to Meet Housing Needs,"
does not identify any plans to develop affordable, accessible housing for
people with disabilities, especially in conjunction with the $475 million in
federal entitlement resources from HUD it expects to receive. Id. at cxvi -
cxviii.

The language of Goal 1 still makes no reference to "disabilities," alongside
"income levels, races, [and] aqes," and fails to mention people with
disabilities or accessible housing in its discussion. Draft at c-ix. Goal 3's
discussion mentions the facilitation of physical modifications per the Fair
Housing Amendments Act, but fails to discuss any new construction
standards for units with full physical accessibility; it ignores the City's
obligations under federal law, including its obligations under Section 504 of
the Rehabilitation Act CSection 504") and Uniform Federal Accessibility
Standards ("UFAS"), or the new California Building Code effective January
1, 2014. The City should incorporate housing goals for people with



In addition, the Housing Needs Assessment for people with disabilities still
needs development. While the City has expanded its discussion of housing
needs for some populations of people with disabilities, it still does not
adequately address housing needs for others. The following comments
pertain to specific populations of people with disabilities whose housing
needs the City continues to not adequately address as described below:

Comments on Septem ber 11, 2013 Draft of 2013-2021 Housi ng Element
November 5,2013
Page 3 of 16

disabilities from the outset of the 2013-2021 Housing Element to
demonstrate its commitment to housing opportunities for people with
disabi lities.

People with Mental Health Disabilities

The City continues to blur its discussion of people with mental health
disabilities with its discussion of people with developmental disabilities. As
discussed in our June 26,2013 comments on the May 30,2013 Draft,
people with developmental disabilities and people with mental health
disabilities are two largely distinct groups with distinct housing needs.
People with developmental disabilities may sometimes have mental health
disabilities that affect their housing needs, simply because people can have
multiple disabilities. The City should still separately analyze the needs of
people with developmental disabilities and mental health disabilities to best
capture and address housing needs distinct to these disabilities.

The City also still does not create any programs to further housing specific
to people with mental health disabilities outside the context of
homelessness. Many people with mental health disabilities who are not
homeless also require supportive services to maintain stable housing. The
City should separately analyze the housing needs of people with mental
health disabilities beyond individuals who are homeless and create a
program that can address those needs. Those needs include the need for
supported housing, crisis housing, shared housing, and other innovative
housing models.
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People with Vision and Hearing Disabilities 1

The City continues to blend statistics for people with vision and hearing
disabilities as people with "vision and/or hearing disabilities, although the
City acknowledges that modifications necessary to make units accessible
for people with vision disabilities can be different from those for people with
hearing disabilities. Draft at 1-20 to 1-21. Blending statistics for these
populations makes it difficult to estimate the housing needs of each one.
The City still needs separate statistics quantifying each population to
determine to best assess their housing needs and unmet housing stock.

People with Developmental Disabilities

People with Self-Care Disability and Cognitive Disabilities

The City presents statistics on people with self-care disabilities and
cognitive disabilities in the City (Draft at 1-20), and briefly describes their
needs in housing (Id. at 1-21 to 1-22), but needs more information about
their housing needs. While the City touches on an estimate of available
housing, it does not identify unmet housing stock.

1 Of course, people with vision, hearing, cognitive, self-care and developmental disabilities may have
multiple disabilities that require units that meet multiple needs, but the analysis needs to start with the
issues unique to each group of people with special needs.

As described above, this section blurs needs for people with developmental
disabilities and mental health disabilities, and needs to discuss and
address them separately.

People Living with HIV/AIDS: While the City recognizes that a variety of
housing options are necessary for this population, including transitional
housing, shared housing with services, and subsidized independent living,
it still does not quantify available housing or unmet housing stock. Id. at 1-
27.



a. Housing Stock for People with Disabilities

Comments on Septem ber 11, 2013 Draft of 2013-2021 Housi ng Element
November 5, 2013
Page 5 of 16

The City's discussions on particular types of housing for people with
disabilities, or lack thereof, also cause us concern. Overall, the City still
does not quantify unmet accessible housing stock, except for people with
developmental disabilities. The following are comments specific to
particular types of housing for people with disabilities:

Permanent Supportive Housing: The City mentions permanent
supportive housing for people with disabilities (Draft at 1-22), but does not
quantify the number of units or unmet housing stock.

Shared Housing: The City mentions the need for shared housing in Los
Angeles (Draft at 1-22, 1-27), but does not quantify the number of units or
unmet housing stock.

Affordable, Accessible Housing

The City estimates UFAS-compliant housingDraft at 1-22), but does not
quantify adaptable housing, construction that meets other accessibility
standards such as the Fair Housing Act, or universal design standards, nor
does it address how many new accessible units would be needed to meet
affordable, accessible housing needs. While the City creates an important
objective to increase accessible units in the City in Program 11 -
Innovating Housing Design, it fails to create clear timelines to accomplish
this goal or quantify the number of units it intends to create. The City
should also include objectives to track accessibility in the affordable,
accessible units it intends to create.

II. Potential and Actual Governmental Constraints for People
with Disabilities -§ 65583(a)(5), § 65583(c)(3)

The following comments are about the City's discussions of governmental
constraints on people with disabilities in land use and zoning practices,
permits and processing, buildings codes, and reasonable accommodation
procedures.
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Land-Use and Zoning Practices

We value many aspects of the City's work towards removing governmental
constraints in land use and zoning practices, including the City's revision of
the Zoning Code's definition of "family" to comply with fair housing laws
(Draft at 2-38), identification of zones where the City allows boarding
houses (Id._at 2-12), acknowledgement that supportive housing is allowed
by right in single family zones" (Id. at 2-10), and retention of Program 65 -
Amending the Zoning Code to Facilitate Non-Conventional Housing. Draft
at 6-44 to 6-45) .. We also appreciate the City's adoption of Ordinance No.
177325, which establishes reasonable accommodation policies and
procedures for land use and zoning with the City Department of Planning.

We also appreciate that the City has committed to revising its reasonable
accommodation form in 2013-2014 in Program 100; we assume that the
form it mentions is the Department of City Planning, Forms and
Instructions, "Reasonable Accommodation," available at:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/Forms Procedures/7819.pdf. As a reminder,
the City should remove Sections 3C and 3D of this form to alleviate
unlawful constraints on housing accommodations for people with
disabilities. The current discussion of Program 100 does not state that the
City intends to make this change. Id. at 6-61. Sections 3C and 3D
respectively require that the person requesting the accommodation
demonstrate that the requested accommodation "would not impose an
undue financial or administrative burden'! and "will not require a
fundamental alteration of the City's land use and zoning program." Sections
3C and 3D violate federal disability rights laws and establish a barrier in the
City Department of Planning's reasonable accommodation process by
requiring the applicant to produce information that is solely within the City's
purview. See 28 C.F.R. §35.150(b)(7) ("A public entity shall make
reasonable modifications ... unless the public entity can demonstrate that
making the modifications would fundamentally alter the nature of the
service, program, or activity." (emphasis added)); 24 C.F.R. §8.33
("Housing policies that the recipient can demonstrate are essential to the
housing program or activity will not be regarded as discriminatory ... if
modifications to them would result in a fundamental alteration .... or undue
financial and administrative burdens." (emphasis added)). Without these
revisions, the form will have a chilling effect on persons with disabilities
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requiring accommodations; Sections 3C and 3D will deter persons with
disabilities from requesting accommodations because they are unable to
supply information they do not have.

Permits and Processing Procedures

The City still does not have plans to streamline and monitor the process for
accessibility covenants like it does for affordability covenants. According to
the September 11th Draft, "[a]1Iaffordable housing units required by a City
department or agency include the recordation of a covenant to assure that
the required affordable units in a project remain affordable for the required
time period. Covenants are prepared by LAHD and recorded with Los
Angeles County by the applicants, prior to the issuance of a building
permit." Draft at 2-39. The City should similarly: (1) Require that City-
funded developers record covenants for accessible units prior to receiving
a building permit; (2) Assist with preparing and issuing the covenant.
Facilitating the process to record covenants prior to issuing a building
permit would help guarantee accessible units in the City.

Reasonable Accommodation Procedures

In addition to the comments above about the reasonable accommodation
ordinance, the City's plans to ensure reasonable accommodations and
ADA compliance continue to be limited in the September 11th Draft. The
City continues to place the burden for reasonable accommodations and
ADA compliance exclusively on the Department on Disability ("DOD").
Draft at 6-61. Per Program 100, Reasonable Accommodation, the City
designates the DOD to "work with City Departments to coordinate the City's
compliance with the ADA and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Monitor
compliance and ensure reasonable accommodation to people who use all
City programs and facilities. Assess need for amendments to the
reasonable accommodation provision in the Zoning Code which facilitates
modifications to housing units occupied by persons with disabilities.
Develop a staff training program regarding implementation of the
reasonable accommodation provision. Improve application forms, outreach,
advertising and informational materials to increase use of the reasonable
accommodation provision by people with disabilities ..." Id. at 6-61.
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We remain concerned that the DOD has not historically had the resources
to provide such assistance; it also does not have the required expertise in
each City program and facility to provide effective assistance. We
recommend again that the City designate individual ADA compliance
officers and reasonable accommodation procedures for each City
department affecting housing to best ensure meaningful access to its
housing programs, services, and activities.

III. Non-Governmental Constraints on Housing for People with
Disabilities, § 65583(a)(6)

The September 11th Draft leaves out discussion on important non-
governmental constraints on housing for people with disabilities, including
NIMBY~ism and the dearth of accessible housing.

IV. Program Overview and Quantified Objectives §§ 65583(b) and
(c)

We have a number of comments and changes for the City's programs in
Chapter 6, September 11th Draft. We describe these by goal and program
below:

Goal 1: Programs Related to Housing Production and Preservation

Program 9: Housing for Disabled and Senior Persons - This program's
framework continues to be problematic because it blurs housing
considerations for seniors and people with disabilities. Housing
considerations for these groups, while they may have some overlap, are
distinct. Seniors are not always people with disabilities. Likewise, people
with disabilities are frequently not seniors. Combining the two groups in
one housing program, suggests the City can resolve their housing needs
through the same measures. The objectives of the Program as set forth in
Chapter 6, clearly demonstrates the problem of combining housing
considerations for these groups; all of the objectives apply to senior units
and do not appear to take disability into account.
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Program 11: Innovative Housing Unit Design - We value the addition of
program language and objectives about increasing accessible units. Draft
at 6-19.However, the City fails to create clear timelines to accomplish this
goal. The City should also clarify the term "universal design standards;" it is
unclear for example, what specific accessibility standards the City intends
to incorporate. The City should also include objectives to track accessibility
in the affordable, accessible units it intends to create.

In addition, the City removes important program language from the 2006-
2014 Draft to "encourage alternative multi-family design, such as
congregate living and conversion of large homes to multiple independent
housing units or shared housing." 2006-2014 Housing Element at 6-11.
Alternative multi-family housing is an important form of housing for people
with disabilities in the City, especially because accessible, affordable
housing units are scarce. The City should include objectives to preserve
existing, alternative multi-family housing. The City further removes
language from program objectives to create "50 very low income units of
alternative multi-family housing." Id. The City should retain this language in
final Draft.

Program 42: Section 8 Vouchers for Elderly and Disabled Households
- Like Program 9, this program blurs housing considerations for seniors
and people with disabilities-two groups with largely distinct housing
needs. While we appreciate that the Draft quantifies how many vouchers it
will distribute under Program 42, it still does not enumerate vouchers that
are specifically targeted by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development C'HUD") for use by people with disabilities. The City should
create a separate program that tracks the available number and actual
distribution of vouchers for people with disabilities; the City will be better
able to serve their Section 8 needs with specific quantifiers and measures
of progress. The City also fails to address how this program will work
under the sequestration cuts to Section 8.

Program 33: Nuisance Abatement in Residential Buildings and
Program 35: Housing Enforcement (Inter-Agency Slum Housing Task
Force): We encourage the City to explore these programs as an
alternative to amendments to zoning code revisions that will discriminatorily



impede access for people with disabilities to shared housing in the City,
such as the proposed Community Care Facilities Ordinance.

Comments on September 11,2013 Draft of 2013-2021 Housing Element
November 5, 2013
Page 10 of 16

Program 47: Affordable Housing Monitoring - The City should take
measures to ensure that the materials created under this program,
including the database, is available in accessible formats. The City should
establish a similar program or modify this program to create a database
that tracks accessible units, including affordability where relevant; enforce
compliance with accessibility covenants; incorporate covenant information
into ZIMAS; and publish annual reports on the City's accessible housing
inventory. Such a program would significantly help people with disabilities
locate and secure accessible, affordable housing in the City.

Program 48: Citywide Housing Production System - The City should
expand this program to develop reports and facilitate tracking of accessible
housing and any covenants that address accessibility requirements. The
City should also post these reports in accessible formats on LAHD's
website. Such a program will help the City better meet its critical need for
accessible housing.

Program 51: Monitor and Report on Housing Production Goals - The
City should expand this program to include information specific to the
preservation and production of accessible housing. As with Program 48,
such a program will help the City better meet its critical need for accessible
housing.

Program 55: Housing Needs Assessment by Community Plan Area -
The City removed the 'fair share" concept from the 2006-2014 Housing
Element, i.e., "encouraging an equitable distribution of affordable housing
throughout the plan area," but not requiring "explicit affordable housing unit
goals." The City should retain the "fair share concept:" removing it
contravenes the City's obligation to "administer programs and activities
relating to housing and urban development in a manner affirmatively to
further [fair housing]." 42 U.S.C. §3608(e)(5). The City cannot guarantee
that community plans will integrate affordable housing without incorporating
the concept. The City should also extend the "fair share" concept to set
explicit goals for accessible housing units. This will help the City better
comply with its obligations under Title II of the ADA to plan housing for
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people with disabilities in the most integrated setting appropriate to their
needs. See 28 C.F.R. § 35.130(d} ("A public entity shall administer
services, programs, and activities in the most integrated setting appropriate
to the needs of qualified individuals with disabilities.").

Program 56: Database for Evaluating Housing Needs - The database
should specifically track the housing needs of people with disabilities,
income patterns for people with disabilities, and the availability of
accessible housing units and other housing for people with disabilities,
such as supportive housing units. This information should be included in
the City's periodic reports.

Program 63: Development and Design Standards -The development
and design standards the City will create through the six new community
plans should include appropriate accessibility standards.

Program 64: Zoning Code Revision - We commend the City for the
identified changes to the Zoning Code, such as the addition of Ordinance
No. 177325 establishing reasonable accommodation policies and
procedures for zoning and land use, the revision of § 12.03's definition of
family to comply with fair housing laws, and the retention of zoning
principles that support group housing, help increase access to housing for
people with disabilities. Id. at 2-36 to 2-39. We encourage the City to
continue pursuing changes to the Zoning Code, beyond accessible land
use regulations, that will remove impediments to housing opportunities for
people with disabilities.

Program 65: Amend the Zoning Code to Facilitate Non-Conventional
Housing -The program language should clarify that alternative housing
types, including unlicensed shared housing options in lower density
neighborhoods should be available throughout the City. Facilitation of non-
conventional housing, such as unlicensed shared housing, extends
affordability to existing market rate units.
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Goal 2: Programs Related to Safe, Livable. and Sustainable
Neighborhoods

With City Council passage of the Transit-Oriented Consolidated Plan in
February 2012, a significant focus of the Housing Element has turned to
funding and community investment activities along lines of transit. Draft at
c-xvi. However, the City fails to integrate people with disabilities in its plans
for Transit-Oriented Districts, and removes incentives for developers to
create affordable, accessible housing for people with disabilities near
transit: For example:

Program 69: Reduced "Trips" for Housing near Transit and!
or with Affordable Housing Units - The City has expanded this program
to specifically include "trip credits" for affordable housing developments.
The City should further expand "trip credits" to developers with accessible
housing units to incentivize integration of these units in transit-oriented
districts. This is particularly important since people with mobility disabilities
are often public transit-dependent.

Program 70: Transit-Oriented District Studies - This program and
related discussions on pp. c-xvi to c-xviii in the final Housing Element
should reflect the City's commitment to equal access in Transit-Oriented
Districts for people with disabilities, including construction of accessible
housing units and accessible pathways to and from public transportation
compliant with federal access guidelines. According to the Draft, the City
expects to substantially fund transit-oriented districts through federal
entitlement resources. See id. at c-xviii (lilt is projected that the City of Los
Angeles can conservatively receive approximately $475 million over the
next five years in federal entitlement resources from HUD (including
program income). Given additional CDBG and HOME leveraged funds, the
City can expect to boost that investment by approximately $1.8 billion over
the same time period").

As a public entity receiving a significant influx of federal financial assistance
for Transit-Oriented Districts, the City should be mindful of its obligations
under Title II of the ADA and Section 504 to provide equal access to its
programs, services, and activities, which would include Transit-Oriented
Districts. 42 U.S.C. §12132; 29 U.S.C. §794(a). But while the City
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acknowledges the need for accessible housing near transit (Draft at 1-22),
it does not it does not propose any programs to meet this need. Without
accessible housing units and accessible pathways to and from housing and
public transportation, people with disabilities will not have equal access to
Transit-Oriented Districts.

Goal 3: Programs Related to Disability Discrimination in City
Departments Affecting Housing

Program 100: Reasonable Accommodation. In addition to our comments
above regarding Program 100, we include the following: Other than revising
the reasonable accommodation request form, Program 100 still does not
identify clear timetables to accomplish its objectives. In its revision, the
City should create clear timetables for each objective, including timetables
for training, dissemination of materials, and establishing and publicizing
reasonable accommodation procedures in accessible formats, for each
department affecting housing.

Program 100 also does not include planning for ADA Compliance Officers
for City departments affecting housing; the City has removed the program
for ADA Compliance Officers from the 2006-2014 Housing Element. The
City should amend Program 100 to specifically direct all City departments
affecting housing to designate a full-time, internal ADA Compliance Officer.
The ADA Compliance Officer would be responsible for processing
reasonable accommodation requests specific to a department, grievances
related to denials, addressing other disability issues of consumers, and
providing technical assistance to the housing program's internal staff on
disability issues. This will promote equal access for disability consumers to
an individual department's programs, services, and activities.

While it is helpful to have the DOD coordinate ADA and Section 504
implementation and compliance, this is insufficient to ensure equal access
to the City's myriad programs and facilities. The DOD has not historically
had the resources to provide such assistance; it also does not have the
required expertise in each City program and facility to provide effective
assistance.

City departments affecting housing would be better able to fulfill their
obligations under disability rights laws to provide program access, and



Comments on September 11, 2013 Draft of 2013-2021 Housing Element
November 5,2013
Page 14 of 16

avoid liability, with internal ADA Compliance Officers who have expertise in
their specific programs and facilities. Each department should clearly and
publicly advertise the contact information for its ADA Compliance Officer in
accessible formats to ensure equal access for people with disabilities.

Goal 3 - Programs Related to Housing Discrimination by Private
Actors

Program 101: Office of the City Attorney Dispute Resolution Program
(DRP) - The City should expand the program to include an outreach
component to help people with disabilities be aware of the program.

Program 102: Citywide Fair Housing Program - In addition to making
sure that this program has sufficient funding, the City should expand it to
include municipal enforcement of disability rights laws against
discriminatory housing providers. Municipal enforcement should include
monitoring properties for disability accessibility, financial penalties, and
contract suspension and/or revocation, for housing providers who fail to
comply with disability rights laws. As the City acknowledges, "Another
regulatory and practical constraint impacting housing for people with
disabilities is the unwillingness of some landlords to comply with state and
federal fair housing laws by providing reasonable accommodations and

. allow for reasonable modifications." Draft at 2-36. A municipal
enforcement mechanism would greatly alleviate this constraint.

Program 103: Housing Information Services - The City should expand
Program 103's consolidated housing information database of sale and
rental housing to include accessible housing units. This database should
be clearly and publicly available in an accessible format.

Fair Housing Awareness Training Program (Neighborhood Councils) -
The City should not remove this important program from the final Housing
Element, as it has done in the September 11th Draft. Opposition from
residents to living next to people with disabilities in low-density
neighborhoods C'NIMBYism") frequently makes it difficult to site disability
housing. People with disabilities also experience terrible harassment from
neighbors in many low-density residential neighborhoods. The City should
retain this program and pro-actively educate Neighborhood Councils and
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community residents about the fair housing rights of people with disabilities,
so they can learn to respect those rights and enable people with disabilities
to integrate into communities peacefully.

Program 105: Fair Housing Research - We encourage the City to
continue analyzing impediments for people with disabilities, including the
lack of accessible housing stock and limits to shared housing. However,
research cannot replace reductions in important fair housing programs like
the Fair Housing Awareness Program, and taking pro-active to ensure
equal access to housing, including reasonable accommodation processes
and ADA compliance officers in City departments affecting housing, and
municipal enforcement of disability rights violations by housing providers.
The City should take action simultaneous with conducting research.

Goal 5: Prog rams Related to Homelessness

Program 118: HOPWA Supportive Services for Persons Living with
HIV/AIDS; Program 116: Rental Assistance for Homeless Households;
Program 120: Permanent Supportive Housing for Homeless Persons;
Program 119: Resources for Housing Serving the Mentally III;
Program 124: Housing and Services Planning for Persons Living with
HIV/AIDS; Program 133: Computerized Information Center/Information
and Referrals for Persons with Disabilities -While these programs are
beneficial, they reflect a myopic approach to housing for people with
disabilities in the City of Los Angeles. The City concentrates all affirmative
housing development, and most housing resources, around people with
disabilities who are homeless and/or have HIV/AIDS. People with
disabilities beyond those who are homeless and/or have HIV/AIDS also
require permanent housing with supportive services. The City should
continue serving people with disabilities who are homeless and/or have
HIV/AIDS, but include programs to develop and provide resources for
permanent supportive housing beyond these groups. This will better help
the City address its overall inadequate housing stock for people with
disabilities.

Program 129: Outreach and Training for Emergency Preparedness
and Response - The City still fails to identify whether outreach and training
included emergency preparedness for people with disabilities. The City
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should amend the program language to ensure that outreach and training
does include emergency preparedness for people with disabilities.

Program 130: Zoning and Development Standards for Homeless
Housing: The City should expand this program to facilitate by-right siting of
shared housing.

Program 131: Zoning for Health Facilities - In pursuing this program, we
strongly encourage the City to avoid adopting revisions to the Zoning Code
that will impede access to shared housing for people with disabilities,
including discriminatory sections of the proposed Community Care
Facilities Ordinance. Part of the Community Care Facilities Ordinance
would discriminatorily revise the definitions of Boarding and Rooming
House and Family and prohibit Boarding or Rooming Houses in one-family
dwellings in RD zones.... If this part of the Ordinance passed it would
create barriers to important alternative housing types for people with
disabilities, such as unlicensed shared housing and group homes in low-
density residential zones.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our comments. We hope
they will help the City finalize an inclusive 2013-2021 Housing Element that
expands housing opportunities for people with disabilities in the City of Los
Angeles.

Dara Schur, Director of Litigation
Andrew 8erk, Staff Attorney
Sri Panchalam, Staff Attorney
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Attached are my Comments to FEIR Addendum Citywide General Plan Framework due 8.15.2013.

Please do not approve the FEIR Addendum.

There is no substantial evidence gi\len in the documentation that justifies the preparation of a FEIR Addendum as
per Section 15162.

As per Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, the DECISION NOT TO PREPARE A SUBSEQUENT EJR
was prepared based on the following statements:

As discussed in detail in the following sections, the Housing Element Update is consistent
with the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework. As such, it is within the
parameters considered in the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Final EiR that
was certified in December 1996. in eddition, as supported by the following analysis, the
proposed project would have no new significant environmental effects beyond those
identified in the 1996 FEiR. Based on these findings, substantial evidence has been
provided to support the decision not to prepare a subsequent EiR pursuant to Section
15162 and as such this Addendum is the appropriate environmental document under
CEQA. This Addendum will be considered by the decision-making body, in this case the Los
Angeles City Council, along with the 1996 FEiR prior to making a decision on the project,
as required by Sec tion 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

As discussed below, mitigation measures identified in the 1996 FEIR would apply to the
proposed Housing Element Updete, as would the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the 1996 FEiR.



• Elysian Park- Downtown Water Recycling Projects
• Los Angeles Groundwater Replenishment Project

There are substantial facts, in my comments, that the information was not based on current
information and circumstances needed to access environmental impacts.

My comment letter (attached) was not addressed in the Staff Report. Since that letter, the
LADWP plans the following projects:

Earthquake faults are not fully mapped and any additions to that mapping have not been
indentified and included. Hollywood Fault line is only one instance.

This indicates a shortage of water supply.

Fire Department staffing and response times have not been addressed and mitigation measures
have not been stated.

LA Regional Water Quality Control Board ORDER NO. R4-2012-01751NPDES NO. CAS004001 has not
been addressed and mitigation measures have not been stated.

Significant events are more severe than the previous FEIR.

An Environmental Impact Report needs to be prepared.

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031

On Thursday, August 15,20134:29 PM, Joyce Dillard <diUardjoyce@yahoo.com> wrote:
The website for this Update and FEIR Addendum is not a City website. There
is no notice on the City Highlights page of this Update.

Completion of the Comment Period for the Housinq Element Update and the
FEIR Addendum was not circulated before the Public Hearing.

It is not sufficient to add this Addendum without disciosinq the new
siqnificant environmental effects based on current information and regulatory
requirements.

RHNA Reqional Needs Housinq Assessment, issued by SCAGSouthern
California Association of Governments has projections that should be applied.

State Department of Community and Housinq Development requires SCAG1s
methodology and RHNA Plan be consistent with the following objectives:

You do not have current Mitigation Measures based on current information.

(1) increasing the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and
affordability;
(2) promoting intill development and socioeconomic equity/ protecting



environmental and aqricultural resources, and encouraging efficient
development patterns;
(3) promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and
housinq ;
(4) balancing the distribution of households by income category

For instance, the Regional Housinq Needs Assessment Determination
approved a range of Housing Units from 409,060-438,030.

SCAG determined, per their 5th Cycle Reqional Housing Needs Assessment
Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014-10/1/2021 that:

1. Population totals 19,730,980
2. Household (HH) Population totals 19,383,230
3. Total Households total 412,137

Los Anqeles County, including the City of Los Angeles, consists of 179,881
Housing Units or 43.65%.

With those percentages established, the CITY OF LOS ANGELES projections
(19.9%) are:

1. Total Population: 3,926, 465
2. Household Population: 3,857,263

The City of Los Anqeles consists of 82,002 Housinq Units or 19.9%. That
means Los Angeles County without the City of Los Angeles makes up 23.75%

•

Your protected populati on fiqu res do not match. Current information is
available, and current information should be used.

You claim that Teraeted Growth Areas TGA are located in proximity to maier
rail and bus transit corridors and stations; in centers that serve as identifiable
business, service, and social places for the neiqhborhood. community, and
reqion; as reuse of the City's boulevards; and as reuse of the City's industrial
districts to facilitate the development of new jobs generating uses.

Growth is not analyzed in relationship to increased business includinq
industrial businesses. Since this EIR, the US Treasury Department-Community
Development Institutions Fund CDFI offer New Markets Tax Credit NMTC as an
incentive for growth in qualified poverty areas in need of jobs.

This had siqnificant impact because of those tax credit incentives. Any tax
credit incentive should be included as these were not part of the original EIR
and do have effect on growth.

As you state:

The Framework Element also establishes the City's capacity for
residential development, general locations for such development, and



the associated infrastructure necessary to support such development.

Infrastructure has not been addressed to today's needs.

Execution of the Jnteqrated Resource Manaqement Plan for Solid Waste
Biosolid disposal is challenqed by Kern County. Green Acres is used for solid
waste disposal and no alternatives are addressed if that source ceases.

Stormwater compliance as part of the Clean Water Act and the NPDES MS4
permit, requires extensive compliance for TMDL Total Daily Maximum Loads
that did not exist in the oriqinal plan. City of Los Anqeles is involved in the
Greater Los Anqeles County Inteqrated Reqional Watershed Manaqement Plan
IRWMP as well as Enhanced Watershed Management Plans now being required
as part of the MS4 compliance.

The storm drain system for both County and City are not mapped, so capacity
is not verified. These systems are important for outfall identification and
liability issues in the MS4 permit.

Low Impact Development LID ordinance has been passed since this EIR.
Those impacts are important to the infrastructure needs and involve Geology
and Soils related effects.

LADWP electricity contracts for coal are beinq phased out and new
infrastructure and capital is required for replacement baseline enerqv.
Renewable energy is now required by State law and that has associated
capital costs.

Transmission issues have changed.

Delivery of utilities is completely different that in the .original EIR.

Water reliability is a problem with drought and with the proposed Bay Delta
Conservation Plan chances. LADWP no lonqer relies on the LA Aqueduct and
face possibility of shortages if the Metropolitan Water District deliveries
change.

Stormwater capture is beinq addressed by both the Bureau of Sanitation and
the LADWP. Recycled water should be addressed as to infrastructure
improvements needed includinq new treatment plans. They are not part of
the original EIR nor are the stormwater tanks under city parks.

Oil Wells have not been identified, and many were never mapped in the City
of Los Anqeles in prior boom years. Frackinq is an issue as is horizontal
drilling. Subsidence is an issue that was not addressed in the original EIR.

Methane Mitiqation policy is not enforced and should be addressed extensively
in the EIR. It is not. The City of Los Anqeles , unlike most cities, sits on oil
and qas with outqassinq a Public Health and Safety problem. Those pockets
of methane outgasssing have not been mapped with today's current
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technology.

Increased Greenhouse Gas Emission occurs with outgassing.

California Geoloqical Survey now issues reports and maps that were not part
of the oriqinal EIR included fault zones and landslide inventory maps that
include Hollywood. This new technology created was not included in the
original EIR.

Earthquakes near populated transit-oriented districts create more
environmental effects and mitigation measures that in the original EIR.

The Fire Department has been cited by the Los Angeles 2012-2013 Civil Grand
Jury for Response Time Lag.

Air pollution continues to be a problem. The California State Implementation
Plan has not satisfied the 1997 chances in national air qualltv ambient
standards NAAQS. There is also a South Coast 2007 AQMP and the 2007
State Strategy. You mention 1994 standards, which are too old.

Council File 13-1300-51 has a motion titled "Los Anqeles Emerqency Local
Street Safety and Traffic Improvement Measure" for ballot placement for a $3
billion bond measure to repair 8,700 lanes in disrepair.

Council File 12-1711 mentions 4,620 miles of disrepair

There is also a State of the Streets Report-2011 that is not included in the
EIR.

Street and sidewa Ik infrastructure do not meet the needs of the citizens and
residents. There is no compliance for disabled persons to use the sidewalks
to go to work.

Parkinq lots reduction and street parkinq space reduction have not been
addressed as an effect to the environment. Parkinq lots have been converted
from their oriqinal use. Parkinq credit (a derivative) has been established in
the City system that was not in the original EIR.

Bicycle lanes are belnq established that reduce on street parking. Vehicles
lanes have been reduced due to the installation of bicycle lanes. The Bicycle
Plan was not adopted in the original EIR.

FAR Floor Area Ration exchanqes (a derivative) has not been addressed that
was not established in the original EIR. FAR increase density.

The effects on traffic conqestion have not been analyzed in relationship to the
Community Plans and to Land Use.

Streetcar is beinq planned/ which is not included and will have effects on
vehicular and truck traffic.



Charter School Development has not been addressed.

The Recreation Plan is old. Since that time Quimby Funds have been collected
that have not been spent. "Park Poor" is not a result in low income
communities. It occurs in the Hollywood and Wilshire communities. Council
File 12-1178 calls for a new Quimby fee structure and Council File 12-1178-51
wants to remove reference to the Public Recreation Plan.

The last Quimby Fee Quarterly Report issued by the Department of Recreation
and Parks was April 24, 2012 with money available in all Council Districts.

You have no current transit usage statistics.

There is no establishment of an Open Space Network as stated.

You fail to mention the General Plan Amendments made in the interim.

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031

Sharon Gin
City of Los Angeles
Office 01 the City Clerk
213.978.1074
Sharon.Gin@lacity.org


