Anne F <amf4215@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 2, 2018 at 3:27 PM
To: zina.cheng@]acity.org

Ms. Cheng,

I have been made aware of a potential and disturbing change to the way the City of Los Angeles will
handle the land use process. Any change that reduces or eliminates the public's right to be notified of
zoning changes or impedes the right of the public to weigh in on proposed changes is very troubling.

I am writing this email to voice my disagreement to changes in the practices at the City and the PLUM
that could limit the Los Angeles City Council's legislative power over zoning.

Regards,
Anne Friel
Sherman Oaks, CA



Subject: TO OPPOSE the Planning Department's recommendation as set forth in
City Council File No. 12-0460-SA, Case No. CPC-2016-3182-CA, CEQA Case No. ENV-
2016-3183-CE.

Pam Newhouse <panewhouse@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 2, 2018 at 10:47 AM
To: David Ryu <david.ryu@lacity.org>, Emma Howard <emma.howard@lacity.org>, Vince.Bertoni@lacity.org,
councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org, councilmember.harris-dawson@lacity.org, councilmember.huizar@lacity.org,
councilmember.price@lacity.org

Cc: Zina.Cheng@lacity.org

Dear Council Member Ryu, Vince Bertoni, Emma Howard, Council Member Blumenfield, Council Member Huizar,
Council Member Harris -Dawson and Council Member Price,

| am writing to you urgently TO OPPOSE the Planning Department's recommendation as set forth in City Council
File No. 12-0460-SA, Case No. CPC-2016-3182-CA and ENV-2016-3183-CE. Please consider this in opposition to
the Planning Department's recommendation for approval of the proposed ordinance and please be sure this letter is
part of the file before PLUM and before Council.

The Planning Department published 948 pages of these materials on September 12, 2018. | am still trying to
understand it all but it seems clear that this proposed ordinance delegates and shifts away from City Council a
tremendous swath of authority over planning and land use in violation of the City Charter, specifically Charter
sections 556 and 558. Please consider this to be a request for Council to consider the findings required under
Charter sections 556 and 558 and conclude that it cannot approve this proposed ordinance since none of the
findings required by the Charter can be made on this record.

This proposed ordinance delegates many decisions to the Mayor or to the Director of Planning without preserving
either the right to appeal to City Council or City Council's ability to step in and remove a matter from Planning as set
forth in the City Charter. Even more importantly, this proposed ordinance takes away notices and rights to public
hearings for most people and for city certified neighborhood councils which are required by the City Charter.

This is a really deceptive ordinance and involves much more than just an administrative reorganization. All you
need to do is look at the new chapter and how many decisions are now made ministerially or administratively that
previously required far more extensive public notice and a public hearing and had a right of appeal to Council. Now
the only people who get notice of a project are the immediately adjacent neighbors -- the ordinance took away the
notice to residents within 500 feet of a proposed project, notice to the neighbors across the street and notice to
certified neighborhood councils which is REQUIRED by the City Charter (see for example the early warning system
required by Section 907 of the City Charter). | object to these efforts to amend the City Charter without a ballot
measure approved by the voters.

Plum and Council should stop this ordinance in its tracks.

Thank you,

Pam Newhouse
140 S. June Street
Los Angeles, C



In OPPOSITION to Planning Dept recommendation CityCouncil File No. 12-0460-SA,
Cas No.CPC-2016-3182-CA and ENV-2016-3183-CE

1 message

Walter Dominguez <weavingthepast@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 2, 2018 at 1:13 PM
Reply-To: Walter Dominguez <weavingthepast@yahoo.com>

To: Councilmember Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org"
<Councilmember.Blumenfield@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.Harris-Dawson@lacity.org" <Councilmember.Harris-
Dawson@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.Price@lacity.org" <Councilmember.Price@lacity.org>,
"Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org" <Councilmember.Englander@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.ofarrell@]acity.org"
<Councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, "Councilmember.huizar@lacity.org" <Councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>

Cc: Brad Kane <president@piconc.com>, Hydee Feldstein <hydeefeldstein@yahoo.com>, "shawn.kuk@lacity.org"
<shawn.kuk@lacity.org>, "Zina.Cheng@lacity.org" <Zina.Cheng@lacity.org>, "Tom.Rothmann@l]acity.org"
<Tom.Rothmann@l]acity.org>, "Sharon.Dickinson@]acity.org" <Sharon.Dickinson@]lacity.org>, "Phyllis.Nathanson@l]acity.org"
<Phyllis.Nathanson@l]acity.org>, "Bonnie.kim@lacity.org" <Bonnie.kim@]acity.org>, "Craig.Bullok@lacity.org"
<Craig.Bullok@lacity.org>, "hannah.lee@lacity.org" <hannah.lee@lacity.org>, "sherilyn.correa@]lacity.org"
<sherilyn.correa@lacity.org>, "Lynell. Washington@lacity.org" <Lynell. Washington@lacity.org>,
"andrew.pennington@lacity.org" <andrew.pennington@]lacity.org>

To Council Member Koretz,

| am writing to you urgently TO OPPOSE the Planning Department's recommendation as set forth in City Council File
No. 12-0460-SA, Case No. CPC-2016-3182-CA and ENV-2016-3183-CE. Please consider this in opposition to the
Planning Department's recommendation for approval of the proposed ordinance and please be sure this letter is part of
the file before PLUM and before Council.

The Planning Department published 948 pages of these materials on September 12, 2018. | am still trying to
understand it all but it seems clear that this proposed ordinance delegates and shifts away from City Council a
tremendous swath of authority over planning and land use in violation of the City Charter, specifically Charter sections
556 and 558. Please consider this to be a request for Council to consider the findings required under Charter sections
556 and 558 and conclude that it cannot approve this Proposed Ordinance since none of the findings required by the
Charter can be made on this record.

This Proposed delegates many decisions to the Mayor or to the Director of Planning without preserving either the right
to appeal to City Council or City Council's ability to step in and remove a matter from Planning as set forth in the City
Charter. Even more importantly, this proposed ordinance takes away notices and rights to public hearings for most
people and for city certified neighborhood councils which are required by the City Charter.

This is a really deceptive ordinance and involves much more than just an administrative reorganization. All you need
to do is look at the new chapter and how many decisions are now made ministerially or administratively that previously
required far more extensive public notice and a public hearing and had a right of appeal to Council. Now the only
people who get notice of a project are the immediately adjacent neighbors -- the ordinance took away the notice to
residents within 500 feet of a proposed project, notice to the neighbors across the street and notice to certified
neighborhood councils which is REQUIRED by the City Charter (see for example the early warning system required by
Section 907 of the City Charter). | object to these efforts to amend the City Charter without a ballot measure approved
by the voters.

Plum and Council should stop this illegal ordinance in its tracks.

Sincerely, Walter and Rachel Dominguez

Walter Dominguez,

1209 S. Alfred St.,

Los Angeles, CA 90035

(323) 551-4695 (HOME)

(323) 653-5637 (Office)

Email: weavingthepast@yahoo.com



From: Carole Casten <carole.casten@gmail.com>

Date: Fri, Nov 2, 2018 at 4:01 PM

Subject: Oppose Processes & Procedures Ordinance; Case No.: CPC-2016-3182-CA; Council File: 12-0460
To:

Cc: cityclerk@lacity.org

| am writing to express my opposition to the Processes and Procedures Ordinance, Case no. CPC-2016-3182-CA, Council
File 12-0460

Neighbors should have input on nearby proposed developments. Neighbors should be notified in a timely manner before
approval is given for a project.

| understand that this ordinance also restricts appeals by the public, weakens safeguards for Historic Preservation Overlay
Zones (HPOZs), and allows the Department of City Planning to grant conditional use permits -- without public input. | oppose
this.

| am opposed to making the unelected Director of Planning the final decision-maker on nearly all proposed construction in
L.A.

| urge you to not let this move forward to become law.

Best regards,

Carole Sokolow Casten
1329 S. Burnside Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90019

(310) 372-7431



Re: Council File 12-0460-S4 CPC-2016-3182-CA ENV-2016-3183-CE

1 message

busdisora@aol.com <busdisora@aol.com> Fri, Nov 2, 2018 at 9:53 PM
To: zina.cheng@lacity.org

Dear Ms Cheng,

I would like to voice my serious concerns regarding the above proposed Policies and Procedures
Zoning Code Amendment.

These concerns are threefold:

1) Under this proposal, an appointed individual without public accountability, the Director of City Planning, would possess
90% or more of the planning, zoning and land use authority vested in the City of Los Angeles

2) The proposed amendment reduces both the extent of notification and notice period on newly proposed projects and
reduces or eliminates requirements for public hearings

3) The amendment appears to reduce the authority of the City Council, who in the current City Charter, is the ultimate
legislative and municipal authority in the City. Such a change to the City Charter is only permitted by a vote on the ballot,
yet this amendment would accomplish this by ordinance.

This 946 page amendment disenfranchises the citizens of Los Angeles in 2 ways:

a) By reducing the natification and public hearings processes on new projects, and
b) By transferring ultimate authority on land use issues from the elected 15-member City Council to 2 individuals: the
Mayor and his appointee, the Director of City Planning.

Some specifics:

It is described by the Dept of City Planning as “improving accessibility to the Zoning Code by
making it easier to use and understand” (2017 Dept of City Planning Q&A )

It goes further, to state that it accomplishes this by “ clearly stating the steps in how the
Department” (of City Planning) “evaluates development proposals” and “The ordinance
consolidates redundant workflows and reduces over 100 processes down to about 50 having
unique actions”

It is presented as inconsequential insofar as “the proposed ordinance involves purely
administrative provisions and does not change any land use regulations (i.e. zoning on a property)”
However the ordinance does propose to change the relative authorities of city branches of
government

Currently, the City Council has complete legislative authority over all land use decisions (see City
Charter Section 240, 245(c), 250 (c)). It:

-Has ultimate authority over all matters. If the Mayor fails to act on an ordinance, within 10 days,
mayoral approval of the ordinance is enacted automatically

- can pull any project or matter from the City Planning Commission

- can override a Mayoral veto by a 2/3 vote

Newly proposed Section 13.1 specifically provides that the City Council has legislative
authority except as limited by the Charter, state law or the Los Angeles Municipal Code.Subsection



C states: General Authority: The City Council generally exercises all legislative authority
associated with the Zoning Code, except where otherwise providedby the Charter, State Law, or
the Zoning Code. The City Council’s legislative authority is subject to veto or approval by the
Mayor.

The except where otherwise provided language is new and makes the City Council’s legislative
authority for Planning and Zoning expressly subject to other provisions of the Zoning Code and of
State law. This also makes the legislative authority of the Council subject to veto or approval by the
Mayor without express reference to the provisions regarding overrides of mayoral veto.

Further: the new language subject to State Law paves the way for a statewide Planning and
Zoning Commission that is implemented top-down, by State law directly to City Planning
managers, bypassing the City Council and the Mayor

The new language subject to the Zoning Code takes away all legislative authority from the City
Council to the extent given to others in the Zoning Code itself. The existing City Charter gives the
City Council the ability to respond to neighborhood sentiment by “pulling” a matter from the Dept of
City Planning. The proposed ordinance takes that right away since decisions are left to the Zoning
Administrator or LADBS (Los Angeles Dept of Building and Safety). Furthermore, nearly all such
decisions are unappealable and unreviewable under its tenets.

The proposed ordinance is missing the crucial phrase, included everywhere that a veto is
mentioned in the Charter itself- the phrase “subject to the power of veto or approval by the Mayor
as set forth in the Charter” Thus, without the override provisions, this could strip the City Council of
ALL legislative authority except as otherwise approved by the Mayor.

These “procedural” changes seem to fundamentally alter the veto power that the City Council has
in the face of a mayoral veto.

The new section 13.1.1 opens by stating: This Division recognizes or formally establishes the
agencies involved in administering the Los Angeles Zoning Code. The Division also describes how
the agencies are composed, and their powers and duties”

This language suggests that the agencies are being given their powers independently of Council
and its power per the City Charter. Since this will be enacted by ordinance (as opposed to
resolution), the provisions and powers granted may be read to override contrary provisions in the
City Charter. It changes the power of the City Council (as set forth in the Charter) but not that of
the Mayor. The City Charter cannot be amended or modified without a vote on the ballot, yet that is
what this proposed ordinance appears to do.

In addition, Section D of the proposed ordinance adds a finite list of “Specific” Authorities given to
the City Council. No such specifications of authority exist in the current City Charter because the
City Council ultimately exercises ALL legislative authority

Section 13.1.2 of the proposed ordinance gives the Mayor several specific powers that he does not
have in the current Charter, including the exercise of any authority delegated by any section of the
Municipal Code or State Law. It also confirms the veto power of the mayor as provided in the
Charter. This specific confirmation, when combined with the lack of reference to the veto powers of
the City Council and the default approval of a measure if the Mayor fails to act on it, raises the
implication that the two actions were deliberate and intended to upend the City Charter division of
power.

Section 13.1.3 of the proposed ordinance gives the CPC (City Planning Commission) final
decision-making authority (among other things) over Class 3 Conditional Permits, Preservation



Plan Adoptions/Amendments and Policy Plans, Project Review relating to density bonuses,
Specific Plan Interpretation, Appeals of Departmental or City Planning actions on LADBS appeals,
Zoning Code interpretations, Subdivision approvals, as well as over all decisions given to Area
Planning Commissions. Currently the CPC has final authority over nothing, since all their activities
are subject to Council’s ultimate legislative power.

Area Planning Commissions are also given vastly expanded powers

Moreover, the proposed ordinance does not state “ to hear in the first instance subject to any right
of appeal to the full CPC and Council”.lt says, instead: “to approve or deny, on appeal”, in each
case, suggesting no further right of appeal.

The proposed ordinance (Section 1.3.5) gives the Director of Planning, a single, appointed-not
elected-individual, who has no ultimate authority under the existing Charter and Municipal Code,
ultimate authority over an extraordinary array of land use actions.

In particular over “any decision within the original jurisdiction of the City Planning Commission or
the Area Planning Commission.” The transfer, by ordinance, of authority from Commissions to one
official would seem to turn departmental hierarchy on its head.

A review of the operative provisions of the new ordinance reveals that the only decisions that can
be appealed to or come before the City Council are:

1. General Plan, Specific Plan and Preservation Plans Adoptions and Amendments
2. Final Tract and Final Parcel Maps
3. Zoning Code Amendments and Changes

“By Right” or “ministerial actions” are made by LADBS with no right of appeal by anyone
Conditional Use Permits and Variances are Zoning Administrator decisions
Everything else:

tentative maps,

adjustments from zoning (which have been considered by at least one judge to be illegal under the
City Charter),

certificates of compatibility and appropriateness in HPOZ

project review,

determinations of compliance or alternative compliance with any specific plan

interpretations of specific plans

zoning

maps, etc

All fall under the jurisdiction of the Director of Planning

And finally, the proposed ordinance reduces required notifications to residents and neighbors

regarding a nearby project:

Currently: Councilmembers, Neighborhood Councils, occupants and neighbors
within 500 feet or such an area to ensure notice to at least 20 property

owners

Proposed: Councilmembers and immediately adjacent property owners ONLY



- It reduces the notice period rom 24 to 21 days

- All requirements for a public hearing are vastly reduced and may be waived unless
adjacent property owners (not Neighborhood Councils or other stakeholders) object
in writing to the proposed project within 21 days of receiving notice

- The number of hearings, particularly at the Director of Planning level is “optional”

Sincerely,

Mary Hruska (Mar Vista)



