
July 23, 2013

Doug Haines
P.O. Box 93596
Los Angeles, CA 90093-0596

Los Angeles City Council, c/o Office ofthe City Clerk
City of Los Angeles, City Hall
200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 395
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Council File 13-0593-S1
Case No.: VTT-71837
CEOA No.: ENV -2011-675-EIR
Project Location: 1720-1770N. Vine St.; 1746-1770N. IvarAve.; 1745-1753 N. Vine St.; 1733 and

1741 Argyle Ave.; 6236, 6270, 6334 Yucca St.

Dear President Wesson, and Honorable Council members:

The City Council is tentatively scheduled to act on the proposed "Millennium Hollywood" project at
its July 24, 2013 regular meeting. Please note that the agenda description for the project's Vesting
Tentative Tract Map violates the requirements of the Brown Act.

Government Code Sections 54954.2(a)(l) & (2) state in pertinent part:

"At least 72 hours before a regular meeting, the legislative body
of the local agency, or its designee, shall post an agenda
containing a brief general description of each item of business to
be transacted or discussed at the meeting, including items to be
discussed in closed session ... [:lfl No action or discussion shall be
undertaken on any item not appearing on the posted agenda ... "
Govt. Code § 54954.2(a)(I) & (2) (emphasis added).

On February 22, 2013, the Advisory Agency issued a Determination Letter approving Tract Map No.
71837-CN for the Millennium Hollywood project, which the determination letter partially described
on page 1 as including "492 residential condominium units." The Advisory Agency's approval of the
project, however, included an unacknowledged reduction in Millennium Hollywood's required
number of parking stalls per residential unit, as all subdivisions must provide 2.5 parking spaces per
unit in parking congested zones. Yet Mitigation Measure K.1-14 on page 45 of the Determination
Letter, titled "East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap," states that the 450
residential units at this location will have only 675 total parking spaces, or 1.5 parking spaces per unit
with no guest parking spaces. This figure is 1 parking stall per unit deficient.



Los Angeles City Council
Page 2; July 23, 2013

The Advisory Agency's deviation in the required amount of residential parking for the Millennium
Hollywood project would result in the development's residential parking component being reduced by
almost 500 spaces. Nowhere in the Determination Letter did the Advisory Agency acknowledge that
they are granting this deviation, or that the Applicant requested the deviation. A timely appeal was
filed on this parking reduction, but the City has refused to acknowledge the deviation.

The Los Angeles Municipal Code does not regulate parking requirements for condominiums. Nor
does the LAMC control the parking requirements of the Advisory Agency, which are applicable to all
subdivisions. The City Council therefore cannot simply allow the Advisory Agency to ignore its own
rules and regulations regarding a subdivision's parking requirements, nor can the City Council ignore
the Brown Act requirement that an agenda contain a brief general description of each item of business
to be transacted or discussed at the meeting. Reduced residential parking for the Millennium
Hollywood project is a significant environmental impact, and the City cannot pretend that the
reduction is not a deviation requiring a grant of approval and listing on the meeting agenda.

The City'S careful listing of all other proposed actions in its agendas for the Millennium Hollywood
project, but simultaneous omitting of a grant reducing required parking by almost 500 stalls, gives rise to
a logical inference in the public's mind that omission of the deviation from the detailed agenda
description means that the public should not expect that a reduction in a condominium subdivision's
parking requirement will be considered or granted. This is particularly true since the Advisory Agency's
unacknowledged grant of a parking reduction for the Millennium Hollywood project from its standard
requirements for subdivisions is in addition to parking reductions also granted to the development by the
City Planning Commission under a separate case. The omission of this information is therefore a
violation of the requirements of the Brown Act, and must be remedied by re-noticing the agenda item for
consideration on another date.

In La Mirada Avenue Neighborhood v. City of Los Angeles (BSI08652), a Writ of Mandate was issued on
November 12,2008 commanding the City to comply with the Brown Act. In its return to writ of mandate,
the City stated that it was in compliance by agreeing to describe in all posted agendas the actions to be
taken at meeting and hearings under the California Environmental Quality Act with "the same degree of
clarity, particularity, and detail as used to describe the non-CEQA actions." The City further agreed to
"not take any actions or to discuss any items under CEQA that are not described in the ... posted agendas
with clarity, particularity and detail."

"Section 54954.2 requires the agenda to give 'a brief general description of each item of business to be
transacted or discussed.' The word 'specify' means 'to name or state explicitly or in detail.' (Webster's
Collegiate Diet. (loth ed. 1993) p. 1129). We cannot conceive of how a City could 'specify' an item of
business without providing a 'brief general description' of that item of business ... " Moreno v. City of King
(2005) 127 CaLApp.4th 17,26.

Here the City's obligations are the same for the Advisory Agency's unwarranted and secretive grant of a
parking deviation for the Millennium Hollywood project, which must be described in the City'S agendas.

Thank you,


