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The Honorable Jose Huizar, Marqueece Harris-Dawson, Gilbert Cedillo, Mitchell Englander, and 
Felipe Fuentes
Los Angeles City Council Planning and Land Use Management Committee
200 North Spring Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Via email to Sharon.dickinson@lacity.orE'LA- * >

RE: Council File 15-0455-Sl (805-823 S. Catalina Street; 806-820 S. Kenmore Ave.)
February 2, 2016, PLUM Committee Hearing, Agenda Item No. 4

Dear Chair Huizar and Councilmembers Harris-Dawson, Cedillo, Englander, and Fuentes,

1 write on behalf of Fix the City, Inc., a non-profit organization whose mission is to advocate for 
improved infrastructure and to ensure that the City of Los Angeles follows sound planning 
principles in permitting increased development projects in the City. The project at 805 S.
Catalina Street is a poster-child for spot-zoning and ultra vires approvals by the City Council. In 
brief:

• There is no evidence in the record that the General Plan Amendment was initiated by the 
City as required by law (Charter § 555 and Municipal Code § 11.5.6);

• In the absence of an appeal of the Planning Commission’s January 16, 2015 
Determination Letter denying the GPA as well as Height District change, Zone Change, 
Site Plan Review, the Conditional Use and the Zoning Adjustment, and rejecting the 
MND, the project could not come before the City Council for approval (Charter § 558, 
Municipal Code § 11.5 8); and

• Since the City Council had no jurisdiction to approve the GPA or the related approvals, 
the Resolution and implementing ordinances are also invalid.

This project was straight-out rejected by the City Planning Commission and Mayor Villaraigosa 
alike in 2009. The City Planning Commission has resoundingly rejected this project three times. 
Although the City Council requested that planning staff prepare ordinances and resolutions for 
the requested entitlements, Council lacks jurisdiction to approve this appeal for the reasons stated 
above.
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The process that this project has followed through the City’s entitlement process is so irregular 
and improper, and the project’s inconsistency with governing law is so profound that it is 
difficult to imagine how the approvals would be upheld if they were challenged in court. Indeed, 
just last year the City was found in dereliction of its duty to enforce zoning requirements because 
of the “strong public policy in favor of enforcing the substantive and procedural requirements for 
land use approvals.” (Schafer v. City of Los Angeles (2015) 237 Cal.App.4th 1250. 1264.) “The 
public has a strong and vital interest in the enforcement of the land use law s enacted by its 
elected representatives . . . .” (Id. at p. 1265.) Do not let this be yet another instance of failed 
and improper action by the City of Los Angeles.

The proposed project is so out-of-scale and inappropriate for its setting that it strains credulity 
that it is being seriously considered for approval. Indeed, one Planning Commissioner was 
quoted in the LA Times as calling this project a “tumor.” The project proposes a 27-story tower 
(over 300 feet tall) containing 269 units (with no affordable housing whatsoever) and 7,500 
square feet of commercial space and 562 parking spaces. The project is not located on any major 
streets and there are no commercially-zoned on either street on which the properties front. Those 
streets are designated as local streets. Regional Centers are not permitted on local streets.

The Buildings on Kenmore and Catalina arc all 1- to 6- stories in height. The proposed project 
will loom over all properties on these blocks and many, many adjacent blocks. The nearest 
buildings in similar scale are several blocks away on Wilshire Boulevard. The only 
environmental review conducted for this project has been a short mitigated negative declaration.

To start with the procedural errors, the project was “dead on arrival” w’hen City Council first 
considered it in May and June of 2015. The project requested a General Plan Amendment, a 
Zone Change, and a Conditional Use Permit, among other entitlements. The City Planning 
Commission denied all of the requested entitlements in December 2014. The applicant never 
appealed the City Planning Commission’s denial. The failure to appeal the Planning 
Commission’s denial means that the project was not properly before the City Council Charter 
section 558 governs-

“the adoption, amendment or repeal of ordinances, orders or resolutions by the Council 
concerning the creation or change of any zones or districts for the purpose of regulating 
the use of land . ” (Id., at subd. (a).) Such an ordinance may be initiated by the
Council, the City Planning Commission, the Director of Planning, or by the owner of 
affected property. (Id., at subd. (b)(1).) The City Planning Commission must be make a 
recommendation whether the proposed ordinance “will be in conformity with public 
necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.” (Id. at subd. (b)(2).)
If the Planning Commission recommends approval of a proposed zone change, the 
Council may adopt the ordinance by majority vote. (Id., at subd. (b)(3)(A).) “If the City 
Planning Commission recommends against approval of the proposed ordinance . . . and 
the matter has been initiated by the filing of an application, the City Planning 
Commission action shall be final, subject to appeal to the Council. . .. The Council shall 
revie w the action of the Commission appealed from and may adopt an ordinance .. .
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contrary to the recommendation of the Commission only by a two-thirds vote.” (Id., at 
subd (b)(3)(B).)

Here, the City Planning Commission recommended denial on January 16. 2015, and as the City’s 
records clearly show, no appeal was filed.

In fact, the applicant concedes that an appeal is required “so that [the project] will be properly 
put before the City Council.” But no appeal was filed originally, so the City Planning 
Commission’s denial of the zone change and other entitlements effectively terminated the 
approval process for this project back in January. The Council’s belated attempt to revive the 
2009 project, after “recei ving and filing” it, does not save this project from its procedural 
invalidity.

Moreover, the General Plan amendment has never been properly before the City. The City 
Charter provides that a General Plan amendment may be initiated only by the City Council, the 
City Planning Commission, or the Director of Planning. (Charter § 555(b).) Staff contended at 
the October 8, 2015 City Planning Commission hearing that the General Plan had either been 
initiated by the Planning Director or the Planning Commission. The evidentiary record does not 
support that assertion. As set forth in the attached Declaration of Laura Lake, Ph.D., a 
comprehensive review of the project’s application file reveals that the applicant requested that 
the City initiate a General Plan amendment, but that no action was ever taken by the City to 
initiate it. The form remains unsigned in the file. Further, the applicant requested a General Plan 
amendment to “Community Commercial,” not “Regional Center,” as he now seeks. There is not 
a single document in the file indicating that any city official with authority to do so initiated 
the General Plan amendment that the developer seeks here. The General Plan amendment was 
never properly before the City Council so any actions taken to approve the General Plan 
amendment are ultra vires and outside of the City Council’s authority.1

Substantively, the General Plan amendment is improper spot zoning. The applicant’s appeal 
acknowledges and concedes that the project does not conform to the Wilshire Community Plan. 
Instead, the applicant argues that the “community plan is outdared and is in need of revision in 
order to accurately address the dynamic and fast changing nature of real situation as they 
presently exist.” This admission defeats the applicant’s entire proposal. It highlights that this is 
an isolated small number of lots in an area that contains no properties with such high-rise 
development. It highlights that rather than to comprehensively consider the updating of the 
Wilshire Community Plan, the City is approaching the area on a lot-by-lot, project-by-project 
basis, permitting developers to ask for whatever entitlements they desire without any 
comprehensive plan for the region, other than to accede to whatever development comes along. 
The same can be said for the applicant’s support letter, which states that the project is needed “to

1 Even if the General Plan amendment were properly before the City, the failure to act on the 
City Planning Commission’s recommendations on the General Plan amendment within 75 days 
means that the General Plan amendment is deemed denied, and the City altered the General Plan 
amendment more than 75 days from the City Planning Commission’s recommendation. 
(Municipal Code, § 11.5.6 E.)



jump start a revitalization process based on a whole new paradigm along this corridor.” That is 
the antithesis of the purpose of a General Plan. Nothing in the Resolution before the City 
Council contains the required findings for a General Plan amendment under these circumstances.

The General Plan amendment does not meet the legal requirements of the Charter for a General 
Plan Amendment: “The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by subject elements or 
parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, provided that the part or area involved has 
significant social, economic or physical identity.” (Charter, § 555. (emphasis added), see also 
Municipal Code § 11.5.6.) The eight lots that are the subject of the requested General Plan 
Amendment will effectively create a “Regional Commercial” island within an area otherwise 
designated as Neighborhood Commercial and High Medium Residential. In addition, Regional 
Centers may not be located on streets designated in the Community Plan as “local.” Both 
Catalina and Kenmore are local streets that cannot accommodate the intensity of the 
development proposed by the Applicant.

The requirement that General Plan amendments have a significant social, economic, or physical 
identity has been part of the Charter since the 1969 version of the Charter, which included a note 
that reflected the intent of the drafting committee: “It would be entirely inconsistent with the 
comprehensive nature and coordinating purpose of the General Plan for it to be adopted and 
amended in small bits and pieces. In order to prevent such piecemeal consideration, a limitation 
must be placed upon the extent to which the Plan can be divided up for purposes of adoption or 
amendment.” The area is not contiguous with any other area designated Regional Commercial, 
and only is 53,857 square feet, an area not large enough to comprise a significant social, 
economic or physical identity. Indeed, the findings contain no evidence that there is any shared 
identity in these eight parcels with the Wilshire Regional Center two blocks away, or that there is 
any connection between these eight parcels other than the fact that they are owned by the 
developer who is proposing this project. Indeed, the eight parcels have much more in common 
with all of the parcels immediately to the south, east, and west of the site that are all designated 
High Medium Residential in the Wilshire Community Plan and all developed with low-rise 1-6 
story buildings. The General Plan Amendment will create an isolated island on two local streets 
with extremely high density and commercial activity, without any physical nexus to any other 
similarly designated area. The General Plan Amendment violates the City Charter’s rule on 
amending the General Plan and must be rejected.

The project also should be denied because its environmental impacts have not been analyzed as 
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). CEQA advances a policy that 
projects that have environmental impacts cannot be approved unless those impacts have been 
mitigated or the local government specifically finds that there are compelling reasons to approve 
the project in spite of those impacts. The proposed project has not been reviewed in an EIR, but 
rather in a truncated Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). CEQA does not allow the use of 
an MND where there is a fair argument that the project will have unmitigated impacts on the 
environment. The materials before the Planning Commission provide clear evidence that there 
will be unmitigated impacts to the environment if the proposed project is constructed.
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First, the project will have impacts on traffic which have not been addressed, according to the 
analysis of Tom Brohard, PE, which was provided to the City Planning Commission as well as to 
the City Council in July 2015. Mr. Brohard observed that the original traffic study for the larger 
project (with nearly the same number of units and half the commercial area) proposed in 2009 
had impacts on Kenmore Street south of 8 h Street. This project will generate more trips than the 
revised project because of the additional retail usage The increase of traffic on Kenmore Street 
is well over the required increase under the City’s thresholds for a significant impact. The 
updated traffic study looks only at intersections and not at neighborhood street segments, so it 
entirely fails to analyze an important traffic Impact. Moreover, most of the traffic data relied 
upon is not recent, so the accuracy of any traffic analysis is seriously questionable.

As the Planning Commission recognized, this project will have significant adverse impacts on 
land use. The project seeks a General Plan Amendment and zone and height district changes, 
both of which will permit what the findings themselves admit are the construction of buildings 
that are not compatible with the existing pattern of development, the land use impact of this 
proposed project is clear.

The findings also concede that approving the project will permit a development that is higher in 
development intensity and scale than the surrounding properties. The findings also acknowledge 
that the project is directly adjacent to low density uses immediately to the south. The new 
zoning would permit twice the residential density permitted by the R4 zoning. Moreover, the 
project would introduce an inconsistency in the General Plan by creating a Regional Center on 
streets designated in the plan as Local streets, a direct conflict in the planning documents. All of 
these factors point to a clear land use impact that is unmitigated by the proposed project.

Other potential impacts have been previously identified in letters from KIWA and Fix the City 
and raised to the Planning Commission and City Council, including air quality and noise impacts 
from construction, particularly on the sensitive receptors at Robert F. Kennedy High School 
directly across 8‘ Street, aesthetic impacts from the wildly out-of-scale construction on a block 
where the structures are no greater than 1-6 stories; reliance on out-of-date information regarding 
provision of public safety services like police and fire; and the failure to examine the cumulative 
impact of area development. The failure to analyze the cumulative impact is particularly notable 
where the project’s land use changes will likely inspire other property owners on the same blocks 
to seek similar entitlements and significantly change the density of a much larger area. This kind 
of piecemeal, incremental change without evaluation of the significant impact is anathema to 
CEQA’s requirement of informed decision-making.

All of the requested entitlements and the General Plan amendment should be denied. The record 
does not support these approvals and the evidence is clear that there will be environmental 
impacts as a result of the project which have not been adequately analyzed. If the Council thinks 
that the Koreatown area should be more densely built up, it must engage in a more 
comprehensive analysis of the impacts of that density.
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This project is an example of land use planning at its worst and ugliest; don’t let this become yet 
another opportunity for the courts to rule against the City for disregarding its own iaws.
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Cordially,

Beverly Grossman Palmer



DECLARATION OF LAURA LAKE, PH.D.

1 I, Laura Lake, Ph.D., am an expert on land-use approvals and CEQA compliance My 
testimony has been cited by Los Angeles Superior Court as substantial evidence. Prior to 
joining the UCLA faculty in 1976,1 served as an Assistant Program Officer of the Ford 
Foundation in New York City in the Office of Resources and the Environment. I am now 
retired from UCLA faculty, where my focus was environmental policy implementation 
and public participation in implementation. In that capacity, I have published several 
books and articles on environmental policy implementation and dispute resolution. I 
have testified before Congress on Super Fund clean-up, nuclear waste disposal hazards 
in California, and water quality and quantity issues in Sacramento.

2. This Declaration discusses information that I obtained and reviewed in the City of Los 
Angeles's Department of City Planning ("Planning Department"}, relating to the 
application file for a development project at 805 S. Catalina Street, in the City of Los 
Angeles. I have personal knowledge of the statements contained herein and if called 
upon to testify, could and would testify competently thereto.

3. On December 2, 2015,1 emailed a request under the California Public Records Act to 
Beatrice Pacheco of the Planning Department for documents showing who initiated the 
General Plan Amendment for CPC 2006-8689-ZC-FiD-CUZAA-SPR at 805 S. Catalina 
Street in the City of Los Angeles. Ms. Pacheco forwarded my email to Debbie Lawrence, 
the planner assigned to this case.

4. On December 8, 2015, Ms. Lawrence emailed to me the only documents which she 
could find: "Request for Initiation of an Amendment to the City's General Plan," dated 
September 28, 2006, and signed by K. Nicole Smith, the representative of the Applicant, 
Mike Hakim. This application is attached, along with the email threads requesting and 
following up on Ms. Lawrence's search of the case file, as Exhibit 1. Attached as Exhibit 
2 is the December 11, 2015 letter from Beatrice Pacheco to me, confirming that all 
responsive documents had been provided to me by Debbie Lawrence on December 8, 
2015.

5. The request to amend the General Plan shows a line for a signature by a Planning 
Department Deputy Director, Robert Sutton, and also a line for the date of approval. 
Neither line was completed by any city official. Nothing in the file showed that the City 
Planning Director had initiated this general plan amendment.

6. On the basis of the form, I asked Ms. Lawrence if there was any other form showing that 
the Planning Director, Planning Commission, or City Council had initiated the General 
Plan. She replied that she could not find such a document, but that I was welcome to 
come to Room 621 in City Hall and review the file myself. I therefore arranged to review 
the file on December 17, 2015 at approximately 11:30 pm in Room 621.



7. I reviewed the file, which is organized chronologically. My search, as with Ms. 
Lawrence's, found that there was no other document showing that the Planning 
Director, CPC or City Council had authorized initiation of this General Plan Amendment.

8. Based on Ms. Lawrence's search and my independent search, there is no evidence that 
any of the city entities authorized to initiate a General Plan Amendment did so.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on January j£*, 2016 at Los Angeles, California

Laura Laice, Kn.u\
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CrC 2 006 8 6 89
Executive Office

City Hall * .200 N. Spring Street, Room 525 * Los Angeles, CA 90012 PLANNING

REQUEST FOR INITIATION OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY’S GENERAL PLAN

PERIODIC PLAN REVIEW (PPR)
AND MAJOR.PLAN REVIEW (MPR)

l hereby request that the Director of Planning initiate a General Plan Amendment from 
C cCijfmzrroZ of fit .. Cnm r/\ z. /hi i A /-/- m&whrt v eS'i'Pca/TiA   .......

/* f) yy)yy) UN t'TxJ Crnr a m gRti/LkZ-

on property located at l-f'/V/V 3t.^ 'AOLq - fb'cRl RbRMORB A V F,.
'hi °iDt USt2Id. ^ St. 1 Lgs CA ... _. i_....................

within the iJji L%'il A-fT______
District/Com muni ty.E^lan.

dCMA %£.„
(Signed) Applicant/Representative

%&ka:2£±±M.US.

STAFF USE ONLY:. WINDOW NO. . ........... CPC CASE NO,

To insure a comprehensive review of the request and to avoid the introduction of any "spot" planned land 
use, staff recommends that the Director of Planning consider initiating additional properties (ADDED 
AREAS) within the immediate area for a similar change of the plan from____ _______________________

to

Location

Pursuant to the City Charter and the Los-Angeles Municipal Code, I hereby initiate the plan amendment(s) 
as requested by the Applicant/Representative and the "Added Areas" as recommended by staff

CON HOWE
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

Robert Hf "Sutton
Deputy Director 
Project Planning

CP-7750.1 (9/21/01) P:\WORDPROC\CPFORMS\CP7000\7750.1. wpd
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SCREEN FORM (Continued)

(1) CRITERIA (2) ANSWER YES GR NO (3) ANSWER YES OR NO

Please refer to ZIMAS 
maps to determine
Hillside areas, CRA areas, 
Specific Plan areas.
Open Space areas.

Any YES answer requires 
consultation with Batching 
Section head prior to 
filing. A complete plan 
restudy or other type of 
planning approval may 
be required.

Any YES answer 
requires Major Plan
Review.
To be eligible for
Periodic Plan Review, 
all answers must 
be "NO".

IS (DOES) THE PROJECT: IS THE PROJECT:

Project area in acres 200 acres , t
or more /N. Q

100 acres
or more rJo .... _ ..

New dwelling units 
in project

1 300 units ,i
or more 0

More than
400 units hib

New r.on-residential 
square footaye

1.000,000
sq. ft or more N,

More than
500,000 sq. ft. hit

Acreage within 
"hillside” areas

50 acres , j
or more j\

..........

Id
More than
20 acres it

Acreage for projects 
located in whole or in 
part in a CRA area

50 acres
or more

It,

More tnan
20 acres

Mixed use combining 
residential and
commercial uses

500,000 sq. ft.
or more

tl.b

More than
250,000 sq. ft.

it

Specific Plans In a Specific V
Plan area /

Highway Designat.on Require change j
to Hwy. Desig.

Change Plan text 
and/or legend

Require change 
to text /legend jio

Coen Space
Designation

In an Open
Space area

CP-7723 (12/22/05)



CPC
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

PERIODIC PLAN REVIEW (PPR) 
AND MAJOR PLAN REVIEW (MPR)

INITIATION REQUEST 
AND TIME EXTENSION AUTHORIZATION

nitiation. By law only the City may initiate a P'an Amendment. Your application is technically for a Zone 
Change only. Therefore you must request that the City initiate the corresponding Plan Amendment by checking 
he box below

P Thereby request that the City Planning Commission initiate a Plan Amendment consistent with my 
requested zone change.

Fime extensions. The City Planning Commission will hear MHR/PPR cases In a timely manner, consistent with 
Ordinance No. 160,862 The maximum authorized processing time for MPR/PPR cases, from the Fee Payment 
date to Commission action date, is 180 days. In complex or controversial cases, it may be necessary to utilize 
all o{ this time and to exercise an additional extension of up to three months. By authorizing the maximum 
allowable processing time and the extension, you may avoid having your case delayed until the next window, 
ar denied due to lack of time to resolve controversial issues You should therefore check the following boxes, 
agreeing: to these potential extensions:

I hereby consent to the maximum 180-day time limitations pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32 C 6

I hereby consent to a 3-month extension of time pursuant to lamc Section 12.32 C 6, if required.

Applicant or Representative

CP-7750 (12-16-05)



Beverly Grossman Palmer

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Laura Lake <laura.teke@gmail.com> 
Thursday, January 28, 2016 5:11 PM 
Bcveriy Grossman Palmer 
Fwd: Re: PRA Response

--------- Forwarded message-----------
From: ''Debbie Lawrence" <debbie.lawrence@lacity.org>
Date: Dec 11,2015 1:42 PM 
Subject: Re: PRA Response
To: "Beatrice Pacheco" <beatrice.pacheco@,lacity.org>
Cc: "Laura Lake" <laura.lake@gmail.com>

yes, that is correct. It is available any day of the week until 4:30 p.m., in room 621. You can come in priorto the 
17th.

On Fri, Dec 11,2015 at 12:51 PM, Beatrice Pacheco <beatrice.pacheco@lac;tv.org> wrote:
Yes, room 621. I am copying her here as well.

On Fri, Dec 11, 2015 at 12:48 PM, Laura Lake <laura.lake@gmail.com> wrote:

Hi Beatrice,
I need to review addituonal documents in the file. Debbie said it would be available for me on December 
17. Where should i go? Room 621?
Laura

On Dec 11, 2015 8:02 AM, "Beatrice Pacheco" <beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org> wrote:
Hello, Laura:

Attached please find our response from the Dept, of City Planning, thank you.

Beatrice Pacheco 
Chief Clerk
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 675 
213-978-1260

Beatrice Pacheco 
Chief Clerk
City Planning/Auto Records, Rm. 575 
213-978-1260

i
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mailto:laura.lake@gmail.com
mailto:laura.lake@gmail.com
mailto:beatrice.pacheco@lacity.org


Debbie Lawrence, AIGr 
City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division, Metro Unit 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1163

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the 
Development Service Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact 
information: http://www.planning.Iacity.org/PublicCounter.html

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a variety of information - Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides 
a property’s zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor’s data, and economic development 
incentives among other information. It can be accessed at zimas.lacity.org. PCTS provides a summary of 
information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be accessed at 
olncts.lacitv.org/cts internet/



Beverly Grossman Palmer

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Laura Lake <Iaura.lake@5mail.c0m> 
Thursday, January 28, 2016 5:09 PM 
Beverly Grossman Palmer 
Fwd: Re: Fwd: Message from Room621

--------- Forwarded message-----------
From: "Laura Lake" <laura.lake@gmaii.com>
Date: Dec 8,2015 1:04 PM
Subject Re: Fwd: Message from Room621
To: "Debbie Lawrence" <debbie.lawrence@lacitv org>
Cc:

Thanks!

On Tue, Dec 8, 2015 at 1:01 PM, Debbie Lawrence <debbie.lawrence@lacit\ ,org> wrote, 
you can just ask for the file,

On Tue, Dec 8, 2015 at 1:00 PM, Laura Lake <laura.lake@gmail.com> wrote:

Okay. I 2ill be in City Flail on Dec. 17. Shall i ask for you or the file?

On Dec 8, 2015 12:59 PM, "Debbie Lawrence" <debbie.lawrence@lacity.org> wrote:
I know that, 1 was just asking if there were signatures on the pages. The case file is here so you are welcome to 
look through it whenever you would like

On Tue, Dec 8, 2015 at 12:41 PM, Laura Lake <Jaura.lake@gmail.com> wrote:
Not by the Director of Planning, only the applicant. Applicants cannot initiate a GPA, only DP, CPC or City 
Council.

On Tue, Dec 8, 2015 at 12:39 PM, Debbie Lawrence <debbie. lawrence@lacity.org> wrote:
I sent you 2 documents that were in the case file and at the time of case filing these were the forms that were 
being used. Were they signed?

On Tue, Dec 8, 2015 at 12:30 PM, Laura Lake <laura.lake@ginail.com> wrote:

Debbie, was this appkication signed by the Durcctor of Planning? Is there a documwnt from DP or CPC 
initiating the GPA?

On Dec 8, 2015 11:12 AM, "Debbie Lawrence" <debbie.lawrence@lacitv.org> wrote:

--------- Forwarded message..............
From: <c554e@lacitv.org>
Date: 2015-12-08 12:07 GMT-08:00 
Subject: Message from Room621 
To: debbie.lawrence@lacity.org

1
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Debbie Lawrence, AICP 
City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division, Metro Unit 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1163

* Year first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the 
Development Service Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact 
information: http://www.planning.lacity.orR/PublicCounter.html

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a variety of information — Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides 
a property’s zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor’s data, and economic development 
incentives among other information. It can be accessed at zimas.laciTv.org. PCTS provides a summary of 
information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be accessed at 
plncts.lacitv.org cts internet/

Debbie Lawrence, AICP 
City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division, Metro Unit 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213)971-1163

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the 
Development Service Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact 
information: http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html

In addition, two City Planning Depa rtment on-line systems can provide a variety of information - Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides 
a property’s zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor’s data, and economic development 
incentives among other information. It can be accessed at zimasdacity.org. PCTS provides a summary of 
information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be accessed at 
nlncts.laci: y.org/cts internet/

Laura Lake, Ph.D. 
Cell 310-497-5550

http://www.planning
http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter


Debbie Lawrence, AICP 
City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division, Metro Unit 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(2131978-1163

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the 
Development Service Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact 
information: http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a variety of information - Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides 
a property’s zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor’s data, and economic development 
incentives among other information. It can be accessed at zimas.lacity.org. PCTS provides a summary of 
information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be accessed at 
plncts lacity.org/cts internet/

Debbie Lawrence, AICP 
City Planner
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Plan Implementation Division, Metro Unit 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1163

* Your first stop for most City Planning questions regarding your property will usually begin at the 
Development Service Center (DSC). Click the following link for DSC contact 
information: http://www.planning.lacitv.org/PublicCounter.html

In addition, two City Planning Department on-line systems can provide a variety of information - Zoning 
Information and Map Access Systems (ZIMAS) and Planning Case Tracking System (PCTS). ZIMAS provides 
a property’s zoning designation, potential hazard zones, County Assessor’s data, and economic development 
incentives among other information. It can be accessed at zimas.lacity.org. PCTS provides a summary of 
information regarding cases that were submitted to the Planning Department and can be accessed at 
plncts.lacity.org/cts internet/

Laura Lake, Ph. D 
Cell 310- 497-5550

http://www.planning.lacity.org/PublicCounter.html
http://www.planning.lacitv.org/PublicCounter.htm
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December 11, 2015

SENT VIA EMAIL TO LAURA.LAKL@GMAIL.COM, NOT FOLLOWED BY U.S MAIL 

Ms. Lake,

RE: Public Records Act Request For Catalina Tower

This letter is in response to your request dated December 2, 2015, seeking records from the 
Department of City Planning pursuant to the California Public Records Act (CPRA) regarding 
the above.

The Department of City Planning’s staff member, Debbie Lawrence, has provided you with the 
documents you were requesting electronically this past Tuesday, Dee. 8. Please let us know if 
you have any further questions or concerns regarding your request by calling me at 213-978
1260.

Sincerely,

£>jlLa R - 
Beatrice Pacheco 
Custodian of Records

BP:bp



2/2/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fwd: 805-833 Catanna Street Genera: Plan Amendment and Zone Change

LA Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org>

Fwd: 805-833 Catalina Street General Plan Amendment and Zone Change
1 message

Sharon Dickinson <sharon.dickinson@lacity.org> Tue, Feb 2, 2016 at 9:07 AM
To: Etta Armstrong <etta.armstrong@lacity.org>

Sharon Dickinson, Legislative Assistant 
Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
Office of the City Clerk, Council and Public Services
Ph. (213) 978-1074 
Tax (213) 978-1040 
sharon.dickinson@lacity.org

Try the mobile version of LACityCierk Connect - Search Council Files Ordinances and Contracts

With MyLA3l 1, City of los Angeles information ana services are just a few taps away Available for aownloaa from Google Flay and App 
Store.

--------- Forwarded message-----------
From: Cynthia Strathmann <cstrathmann@saje.net>
Date Tue, Feb 2, 2016 at 9:02 AM
Subject: 805-833 Catalina Street General Plan Amendment and Zone Change
To: Sharon.Dickinson@lacity.org
Cc: clare.eberle@lacity.org, shawn.kuk@iacity.org, Sara.Hernandez@lacity.org, michael.bai@lacity.org

February 1, 2016

City Clerk, Room 395 

City Mali

200 North Spring Street 

Los Angeies, CA 90012

Atxn: Sharon Dickinson, Legislative Assistant

Re: 805-833 South Catalina Street General Plan Amendment and Zone Change

https://'m ai I google.com/mai l/u/0/?ui = 2&i k- etee67cbd5&vi ew=pt&search= i nocx&th= 152a2l4b37bafa7d&si m I=152a2f4b37bafa7d 1/3
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2/2/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fwd: 805-833 Catalina Street General Plan Amendment and Zone Change

Dear Ms. Dickinson,

I am writing to express the grave concerns SAJE (Strategic Actions for a Just Economy) has about the 
proposed project at 805-833 South Catalina Street. This project exemplifies exactly the type of “spot zoning” that 
subverts productive planning solutions to urban problems. There are appropriate planning processes through 
which we can increase density, and a mayoral override of a City Planning Commission decision is not one of 
them.

This is an inappropriate development for the area given the neighborhood’s current residential character. Also, 
the lack of substantial public benefits concurrent with the proposed increase in density amount to a City give 
away of property to wealthy investors (density increases are like “land in the sky” because of the increase in 
building space they provide) with no return to the taxpayers and community members who will shoulder the 
burden of funding the infrastructure necessary for the developers to proceed.

Los Angeles now faces a serious lack of affordable housing that has driven overcrowding and homelessness to 
crisis levels. Zip codes in Los Angeles are the most overcrowded in the entire nation, and Los Angeles leads the 
country in chronic homelessness. Building more market rate housing will not solve these problems.
Development such as this actually drives increases in rents in the surrounding area and is far more likely to lead 
to increased displacement and rising rents than to lower housing costs.

In addition, SAJE has long been a champion of community driven development, from which perspective this 
project is a failure in substantial and multiple ways given the lack of community input and the flagrant disregard 
on the part of investors for the needs or sentiments of current residents.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I have attached a pdf of this letter should you prefer that format.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Strathmann 

Executive Director

Cc: Michael Bai, Office of Council President Herb Wesson

Sara Hernandez, Office of Councilmember Jose Huizar 

Shawn Kuk, Office of Councilmember Jose Huizar 

Clare Eberle, Office of Councilmember Jose Huizar

https://mail google.com/mai l/u/0/?ui=2&ik=efee67dbd5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=152a2f4b37bafa7d&siml=152a2f4b37bafa7d

https://mail


2/2/2016 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fwd: 805-833 Catalina Street General Plan Amendment and Zone Change

Cynthia Strathmann 
Executive Director
SAJE (Strategic Actions for a Just Economy)
152 W. 32nd St.
Los Angeles, CA 90007
(213) 745-9961 ext. 202 
(213) 745-9969 (fax) 
www.saje.net
facebook.com/strategicactions

Donate to SAJE! It’s fast, easy, and secure at www.saje.net

-y 160202 SAJE re 805-833 Catalina.pdf
252K
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Strategic Actions tor a Jusl Economy

February 1, 2016

City Clerk, Room 395 
City Hall
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn: Sharon Dickinson, Legislative Assistant

Re: 805-833 South Catalina Street General Plan Amendment and Zone Change 

Dear Ms. Dickinson,

I am writing to express tne grave concerns SAJE (Strategic Actions for a Just Economy) has about the proposed project 
at 305-833 South Catalina Street. Tnis project exemplifies exactly the type of “spot zoning ' that subverts productive 
planning solutions to urban problems. Tnere are appropriate olanning processes through which we can increase density 
and a mayoral override of a City Planning Commission decision is not one of them.

This is an inappropriate development for the area given the neighborhood’s current residential character Also, the lack of 
substantial public benefits concurrent with tne proposed increase in density amount to a City give away of property to 
wealthy investors (density increases are like “land in the sky’’ because of the increase in building space they provide) with 
no return to the taxpayers and community members who will snoulder the burden of funding the infrastructure necessary 
for the developers to proceed.

los Angeles now faces a serious lack of affordable housing that has driven overcrowding and homelessness to crisis 
ievels Zip codes ,n Los Angeles are the most overcrowded in the entire nation, and Los Angeles leads the country in 
chronic homelessness. Building more market rate housing will not solve these problems Development such as this 
actually drives increases in rents in the surrounding area and is far more likely to lead to increased displacement and 
rising rents than to lower housing costs.

In addition, SAJE has long been a champion of community driven development, from which perspective this project is a 
failure in substantial and multiple ways given the lack of community input and the flagrant disregard on the part of 
investors for the needs or sentiments of current residents.

Thank you for your attention to this matter

Sincerely,

Cyntma Strathmann 
Executive Director

Cc: Micnael Bai, Office of Council President Herb Wesson
Sara Hernandez, Office of Councilmember Jose Huizar 
Shawn Kuk, Office of Councilmember Jose Huizar 
Clare Eberie, Office of Councilmember Jcse Huizar


