Council Meeting:__ 08/11/2026

RECEIVED ON: August 11, 2026 Agenda Item No:__ 8.D

From: Helen Rahder <helenrahder@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 11 August 2026 11:39:33

To: Councilmember Aida S. Macedo <contact-aidadwhittier.com@sharedl.ccsend.com>; James
<vicky.santanal@gmail.com>; Cathy Warner

<cathywarner@earthlink.net>; Mary Ann Pacheco <mapacheco@cityofwhittier.org>

Cc: Rigo Garcia <rgarcia@cityofwhittier.org>; Mary Sullens <gormansullens@gmail.com>; Amy

Minteer <acm@cbcearthlaw.com>

Subject: Comments for Consent Calendar Item 8D on City Council Agenda for 8/11

Becerra <jeb71155@acl.com>; Vicky Santana

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Whittier -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Honorable Mayor Becerra, Mayor-pro-tem Pacheco, Councilmembers Warner, Macedo, and Santana.
Good Morning.
We are asking that you pull Item 8D from the Consent Calendar for discussion at a future date.

In consultation with board members, we write to inform you that, in our opinion, this item is a flagrant
abuse of the Consent Calendar's purpose. The Consent Calendar should be reserved for items that are
familiar to the Council from previous discussions, recommendations, or funding priorities. What is before
you tonight represents a reversal in course from the past three years of trying to get the legally required
Contributors Survey over the finish line. The staff report says that the proposed changes support the
city's Strategic Planning Goals to "Maintain and Enhance Quality of Life," and provide "Transparent and
Open Government." We disagree.

MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE QUALITY OF LIFE:

While ltem 8D is labeled as an "update," it is not simply an informational item. It is an "announcement"
that the staff has decided, unilaterally, to do two separate things:

1) reverse course and delay the required Contributors Survey again;

2) reverse course and decide that provisions of the WMC must be updated "... prior to adding new
information..."

Both of these reversals are news to the HRC and to community and are unacceptable.

The placement of this "reversal" in procedure on the Consent Calendar requires tacit "approval" from
you, the decision-makers, giving credence to the proposed altered processes of these two procedures for
which you, the Council, are unfamiliar. We strongly disagree with the processes of both of these
proposals because they are not in keeping with best practices, and they are not good for the community.

The two items lumped together on Item D are the "Contributors Survey" of the Central Park and Hadley-
Greenleaf Historic Districts along with some undefnied, future "amendments" to the Preservation
Ordinance. These TWO items are being rolled into one confusing narrative, making it appear that
combining the two is a good idea. We respectfully disagree.
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third party in their efforts to do so. This non-opposition does not extend to any other future
projects that may seek to rely upon the Specific Plan Amendment or any future amendments to
the Uptown Whittier Specific Plan; except that this covenant of non-opposition extends to the
Comstock Portion’s reliance upon the Specific Plan Amendment required for development of the
Comstock Portion, either before the City’s rescission of the Specific Plan Amendment pursuant
to Agreement Term B.7 or after the City and Real Parties enter into a Development Agreement,
if any, pursuant to Agreement Term B.6, which Development Agreement would vest Real
Parties’ development rights under the Specific Plan Amendment. The Parties agree that the
development of the Comstock Portion, and the Conservancy’s non-opposition to the Comstock
Portion, would not moot the Action and the City and Real Parties would not raise the issue of
mootness on this basis if the City does not rescind the Specific Plan Amendments pursuant to the
above referenced Terms.

3 Tree Appeal. The Conservancy hereby withdraws and/or dismisses its currently
pending administrative appeal as to the removal of street trees proposed as part of the Project.

B. CITY’S OBLIGATIONS

1. Future CEQA Compliance. As to any future amendments to the Uptown
Whittier Specific Plan that are substantially the same as those that were part of the Project
Approvals, the City acknowledges that it will follow all relevant environmental processes
required by law.

2 Context Statements and Delineation of Contributing Resources for the
Central Park and Hadley/Greenleaf Historic Districts. The City acknowledges that it
anticipates having an historic resource consultant under contract by April 30, 2023;

5 Historic Preservation Training. The City will provide training to relevant staff
and the Historic Resources Commission on the following matters, with such training to be
provided by Andrea Galvin, or successor consultant:

o City’s Historic Resources Ordinances: _

o Administrative coordination among relevant staff relating to historic resources;

o Historic Building Code, and Uniform Building Code as applicable to historic resources;
and

o Validity of Certificates of Appropriateness and Waivers pursuant to the City’s Code,
including the period of validity.

4. Website Postings. City will have discretionary waiver approvals (waivers only,
not progress/changes on waivers) accessible from its website through its land use management
system for the 10-day appeal period; access will be via the Accela portal link: https://aca-
prod.accela.com/WHITTIER/Login.aspx.
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TRANSPARENCY:

For every rationale provided to you on the staff report, there is a corresponding missing piece of
information:

**Have you been told that the Contributors Survey, which has been on the city's "to-do" list for over 15
years and is state-mandated, is also a court-sanctioned requirement from a settlement agreement of
2022? NO

**Have you been told that the survey was completed over a year and a half ago, that the HRC has
already reviewed and accepted it, and that they and the public have been asking to ratify its final approval
at every meeting since? NO

**Have you been told that the historic fabric of Uptown continues to deteriorate and that there has been
no oversight or protection of these neighborhoods for over five years? And that this lack of protection has
caused irreparable harm to both landmarks and contributors while these delays have persisted? NO

**Have you been told that the residents of the two historic districts east of Painter retain the ability to
pursue Mills Act and Historic Building Code benefits while the residents in the two historic districts west of
Painter do not? And that this discrepancy leaves the city vulnerable to challenge by those affected
residents? NO

Additional information provided in the staff report is both misleading and factually incorrect:

** v _.approximately 176 properties may qualify as contributing resources within two of the four proposed
historic districts." (p 2, #2, paragraph 2)

This implies that four districts are being "proposed.” In fact, NO new districts are being proposed and the
176 properties have already been part of the two Uptown districts since the creation and landmarking of
the two districts over 25 years ago.

These 176 properties ARE already "contributing resources," always have been, but were just awaiting
confirmation per the delayed surveys. The Conservancy did an identical survey for the city six years ago
FOR FREE and came up with the exact same conclusion as the paid consultants. This is not new
information, yet the staff report implies some kind of qualification or question about their status that simply
does not exist.

**u_.the City could see an increase in Landmark designation applications [and] property owners may
contact the Planning Division with questions before applying."
This is completely incorrect and misleading. Delineating the "contributors" within a historic district has

nothing to do with landmarking anything. Staff is clearly unfamiliar with its own processes, yet presents
this incorrect information to you as a rationale for what is being presented to you.

The staff report quotes two "Strategic Planning Goals" to be met by these proposals: Quality of Life and
Transparency. Again, we disagree.
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MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE QUALITY OF LIFE:

The city's lack of familiarity with its own code and the lack of oversight that is part of its obligation to
"preserve and protect the historic resources of Whittier" have been detrimental to the quality of life of the
residents in Uptown and beyond. As historic properties continue to degrade due to lack of understanding,
oversight, and enforcement, landmarks get ruined, rentals are not maintained by absentee owners who
lack any accountability to the neighbors, and nearby property values drop. Owners of historic homes in
Central Park and Hadley-Greenleaf---the oldest and most vulnerable neighborhoods in Whittier---rarely
apply for Certificates of Appropriateness for exterior alterations, leading to diminished value of entire
blocks of homes.

When the city can't enforce its own codes for the protection and enhancement of existing
neighborhoods, the residents lose. That is not good planning and does nothing to maintain and
enhance quality of life, the very mission of the Conservancy.

The lack of continuity between the benefits available for those in College Hills and Earlham
Historic Districts vs. those in Central Park and Hadley-Greenleaf should give the council pause to
reflect on how irregular the process is and how people are treated differently west of Painter vs.
east of Painter.

The Conservancy has worked to correct this problem for years, even presenting the City with TWO
completed reports, free of charge, to help the staff correct these problems. Our efforts remain dismissed
and our thorough, legally-defensible research remains untapped ---even as the staff continues to make
mistakes that are costly to the residents and to the historic fabric that defines the western half of our
community.

We respectfully ask that this defective staff report be pulled from tonight's Consent Calendar
permanently, that you direct the City Manager to send the already-finalized contributors survey to the
HRC for final approval asap, and that the HRC and the public be given ample time to review and edit any
proposed revisions to the Preservation Ordinance prior to its arrival at the HRC in final form.

Attached is a page from the 2022 settlement agreement related to a previous city transgression that
requires the completion of the Contributors Survey that is the subject of tonight's Item 8D. It should be
noted that in that agreement, we waived our attorney's fees in lieu of the city simply doing the right thing.
We think it's time that the newly-elected council becomes aware of these things.

Sincerely,

Helen Rahder

Helen Rahder
Executive Director
Whittier Conservancy
P.O. Box 9114
Whittier, CA 90608
562-858-3110
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third party in their efforts to do so. This non-opposition does not extend to any other future
projects that may seek to rely upon the Specific Plan Amendment or any future amendments to
the Uptown Whittier Specific Plan; except that this covenant of non-opposition extends to the
Comstock Portion’s reliance upon the Specific Plan Amendment required for development of the
Comstock Portion, either before the City’s rescission of the Specific Plan Amendment pursuant
to Agreement Term B.7 or after the City and Real Parties enter into a Development Agreement,
if any, pursuant to Agreement Term B.6, which Development Agreement would vest Real
Parties’ development rights under the Specific Plan Amendment. The Parties agree that the
development of the Comstock Portion, and the Conservancy’s non-opposition to the Comstock
Portion, would not moot the Action and the City and Real Parties would not raise the issue of
mootness on this basis if the City does not rescind the Specific Plan Amendments pursuant to the
above referenced Terms.

3 Tree Appeal. The Conservancy hereby withdraws and/or dismisses its currently
pending administrative appeal as to the removal of street trees proposed as part of the Project.

B. CITY’S OBLIGATIONS

1. Future CEQA Compliance. As to any future amendments to the Uptown
Whittier Specific Plan that are substantially the same as those that were part of the Project
Approvals, the City acknowledges that it will follow all relevant environmental processes
required by law.

2 Context Statements and Delineation of Contributing Resources for the
Central Park and Hadley/Greenleaf Historic Districts. The City acknowledges that it
anticipates having an historic resource consultant under contract by April 30, 2023;

5 Historic Preservation Training. The City will provide training to relevant staff
and the Historic Resources Commission on the following matters, with such training to be
provided by Andrea Galvin, or successor consultant:

o City’s Historic Resources Ordinances: _

o Administrative coordination among relevant staff relating to historic resources;

o Historic Building Code, and Uniform Building Code as applicable to historic resources;
and

o Validity of Certificates of Appropriateness and Waivers pursuant to the City’s Code,
including the period of validity.

4. Website Postings. City will have discretionary waiver approvals (waivers only,
not progress/changes on waivers) accessible from its website through its land use management
system for the 10-day appeal period; access will be via the Accela portal link: https://aca-
prod.accela.com/WHITTIER/Login.aspx.
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