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THE LAW OFFICES OF . . 1158 % North Westmoreland Avenue
___________________________ !_________________ Los Angeles, California, 90029

David Lawrence Bell phone: (213)814-9127 fax: (213) 897-2877

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 978-8090 
AND U.S. MAIL

Mr. Carmen A. Trutanich 
Mr. Timothy McWilliams 
Mr. Ken Fong 
Ms. Mary J. Decker 
Ms. Terri Kaufmann-Macias 
Los Angeles City Attorney’s Office 
2-00 N. Main Street, City Hall East, Rm 
Los Angeles CA 90012

Re: Failure of City to revoke clearances, cease and desist illegal issuances of permits for
Target Hollywood Project, 5500 Sunset Blvd., Case Numbers: APCC-2008-2703-SPE-CUB- 
SPP-SPR; ENV-2008M421-EIR
Citizens Coalition Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles, Case No. BS 140930 (Rel. to La Mirada 

Ave., etc. v. City of Los Angeles, Case No. BS 140889)

Dear Mr. Trutanich, Mr. McWilliams, Mr. Fong, Ms. Decker, Ms. Kaufmann-Macias, and Mr. 
Schulman:

I represent Citizen’s Coalition Los Angeles (“CCLA”) in the above-referenced matter. On February 
7, 2013, on behalf of my client, I sent your office a Cease and Desist letter demanding that all 
relevant City departments rescind any permits, approvals and clearances granted for the Target 
Hollywood Project at Sunset Blvd. and Western Ave. in East Hollywood. The proposed project is an 
approximately 75-foot tall, 420,035 square foot development with 458 parking stalls on an 
approximately 160,678 sq. ft. lot. The primary occupant would be an approximately 164,000 sq. ft. 
Target Super Store (the “Project”).

As of this date, I have received no reply from the City in response to my February 1th letter. As you 
are aware, on December 12, 2012, counsel for the La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood Association of 
Hollywood sent the City Attorney a Cure and Correct Demand letter alleging Brown Act violations at 
both the PLUM and City Council hearings approving the Project. On December 31, 2012, in 
response to La Mirada’s complaint of the City’s violation of the Brown Act, the City Attorney issued
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Mr. Richard A. Schulman 
HECHT SOLBERG ROBINSON 
GOLDBERG & BAGLEY LLP 
One American Plaza 
600 West Broadway, Eighth Floor 
San Diego CA 92101
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a letter rescinding all approvals for the Project. A hearing on the Project is now tentatively scheduled 
before the PLUM Committee on Tuesday, March 19, 2013.

Despite the City Attorney’s recision of Target’s approvals, and despite my February 7, 2013, Cease 
and Desist letter pointing out that permits for demolition and construction activity continued to be 
illegally issued for the Project, both the City Planning Department and the City Department of 
Building and Safety have refused to revoke permits and clearances issued for the Project. Target 
continues to illegally develop the Project site.

In a February 19, 2013 correspondence sent to my office by Mr. Richard Schulman, representative for 
Target Corporation, and copied to the City Attorney, Mr. Schulman argues that Target “may rely on 

. approved entitlements unless the City formally revokes them or a court formally invalidates them,” 
and that “neither of these events has occurred.” Mr. Schulman’s position conflicts with the clear 
wording of the Brown Act.

Section 54960.1 of the Ralph M. Brown Act states in part:

(a) The district attorney or any interested person may commence an action by mandamus or 
injunction for the purpose of obtaining a judicial determination that an action taken by 
legislative body of a local agency in violation of Section 54953, 54954.2, 54954.5, 54954.6,
54956, 54956.5 is null and void under this section. Nothing in this chapter shall be construed 
to prevent legislative body from curing or correcting an action challenged pursuant to this 
section. (Emphasis added).

(c) (2) Within 30 days of receipt of the demand, the legislative body shall cure or correct 
the challenged action and inform the demanding party in writing of its actions to cure or 
correct or inform the demanding party in writing of its decision not to cure or correct the 
challenged actions. (Emphasis added).

Despite the clear language of the Brown Act rendering an action taken by the legislative body (in this case 
approvals by the City Council) null and void once the legislative body agrees to cure and correct that 
action, the City has refused to revoke all Project clearances and permits.

The California Supreme Court ruled in Laurel Heights Improvement Association v, UC Regents (Laurel 
Heights I) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 394, that an agency may not commit to a project before CEQA review is 
complete: “[a] fundamental purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers with information they can use in 
deciding whether to approve a proposed project, not to inform them of the environmental effects of projects 
that they have already approved.” (Id. at 394).

In Redevelopment Agency v. Norm’s Slauson (1985) 173 Cal,App.3d 1121, which involved an 
agreement between the Agency and developer prior to the scheduled hearing on the matter, the Court 
held: “In the instant case, it seems clear that the hearing which led to the adoption of the resolution of 
necessity was a sham and the Agency’s policy making board simply ‘rubber stamped’ a
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predetermined result, [f] By the time the Agency actually conducted a hearing to determine the 
‘necessity ‘ for taking the property in question, it had, by virtue of its contract with the 
developer... irrevocably committed itself to take the property in question regardless of any evidence 
that might be presented at that hearing.” {Id, at 1127; emphasis added).

Similarly, the Supreme Court in Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.45th 116, 
invalidated an agreement between a city and developer because of the commitment of resources 
before completion of environmental review, stating: “City’s willingness to begin that 
process.. .before certifying an EIR and finally approving the project, tends strongly to show that 
City’s commitment to the 1343 Laurel project was not contingent on review of an EIR.” {Id. at 142).

Here, the City has refused to revoke Project approvals and has permitted demolition and construction 
activity to continue despite demands that it cease, including permits partially cleared yesterday by the 
Department of Building and Safety for grading of the site. The Project, accordingly, appears to have 
attained irreversible momentum, and the City appears to be irrevocably committed to a predetermined 
result. Project approvals at the scheduled PLUM Committee and City Council hearings, at the very 
least, appear- to be nothing more than a rubber stamp of those predetermined conclusions by the 
decision-makers, regardless of any evidence presented at those hearings.

The City, by proceeding with the project permits despite the pending challenges, is acting with 
disregard for the legal requirements of both the Brown Act and CEQA. Accordingly, before any 
more irreparable harm can be done regarding my client’s appeal, we again hereby demand that all 
Project permits be rescinded and all further work on the Project immediately cease. .

Yours truly,

David Bell 
Counsel for CCLA


