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Los Angeles City Mayor and City Council 

c/o Los Angeles City Clerk 

200 N. Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

RE: Demand to Cure and Correct Brown Act Violation -- City Council Meeting of April 14, 2021, 

Item No. 39 CF 21-0002-S63  

 

Dear Mayor Garcetti and Council President Martinez: 

 

Relating to Councilmember O’Farrell’s Motion for the City Council to support AB 832 Legislation 

to relieve the City from its State Redevelopment Law Obligations and to reverse its Nov. 11, 2019 

Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plans transfer Ordinance,  thereby affecting Historic Preservation 

and 15% Affordable Housing Requirements in State Redevelopment Law and in City 

redevelopment plans, I was denied the ability to speak at Council. 

 

Purpose of Council vote:  The April 14, 2021 Los Angeles City Council meeting and hearing was 

conducted to further discuss what the Councilmembers  support for AB 832 entailed.  The bill, on 

behalf of Mayor Garcetti and Councilmember O’Farrell,  had raised concerns among the Council. 

At its core, according to CD 13’s email to developer lobbyists, AB 832 would allow current 

redevelopment plans to be amended through City processes rather than community 

redevelopment law (CRL) processes.  While appearing positive, the legality of the proposal and 

the rollout in Hollywood is showing genuine problems. 

  

Zoom public comment cut off:  During the meeting, conducted via Zoom teleconference, 

numerous members of the public, including myself, who dialed into the meeting and sought to 

exercise our statutory and constitutional rights to provide vital and expert public comment, 

illuminating the wide-ranging effects of the bill,  were unable to speak although we were in the 

queue and requesting to speak.  As set forth herein, the City has violated Government Code 

section 54953(b) and our statutory and constitutional rights to speak on this item as set forth in 

further detail herein.   

 

The Brown Act is intended to foster meaningful public input which can bring in detailed 

expertise, and helps legislative bodies get a fuller picture, so decisions can more genuinely reflect 

the public interest. 

 
Hidden issues, plus issue raised not fully answered:    City Council members had substantive 

questions at this meeting.  The reluctant decision of some to vote “yes” on AB 832 may have been 

made without a full understanding that the bill does affect the 15% affordable housing production 

mandated within each redevelopment plan area.  
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Hidden also -- the bill allows radical and damaging changes in protecting historic resources.  

Currently, the identification and protection of historic buildings and districts—including of 

Federal and State designations—was accepted from the Redevelopment Agency in Nov. 2019.     

These obligations are entirely separate from the issue of CRA/LA’s  “winding down” of financial 

obligations and its tax increment “dissolution”.  Right now City Planning has chosen to 

administer these thousands of  historic buildings—many identified by a higher government-- 

through a separate system from the City’s local system administered under the Cultural Heritage 

Commission.  AB 832 allows Los Angeles to renege on those obligations.   It is shocking. 

 

Why is City of LA seeking to evade affordable housing obligations?  I can’t answer this.  But 

others who also could not speak on the Zoom call were experts on this.  The Council seemed very 

concerned.  Those experts who could not speak likely could answer the Council’s questions. 
 

Some of the provisions of our local redevelopment plans restate the Legislature’s mandates in the 

Community Redevelopment Law that remain operational and enforceable statewide, and on the 

City, despite the dissolution of RDAs and the tax increment and other revenue streams.  For 

instance, California HSC sec 33413 mandates that the City assure that projects within 

redevelopment plan areas obtain by the end date of each redevelopment plan at least 15% 

affordable housing units of all of the units in aggregate developed publicly and privately during 

the plan period.  The removal of tax increment is not relevant.    

 

Other jurisdictions such as San Jose have adopted policies to require such inclusionary affordable 

units in all projects within redevelopment plan areas-- a requirement found lawful by the state’s 

courts.  They affirmatively deal with their obligations.  Other court decisions have carried the 

15% forward .  These were not shared in the Council’s deliberation.  In fact, State law does not 

allow the redevelopment plans to “go away” at all until the 15% is met.   

 

The City Attorney did not mention to the Council that the City lost the first step of the public 

interest lawsuit mentioned in the AB 832 bill --about housing affordability and improper transfer 

and CEQA.  Love the litigants or hate them, this is bad.  In a bill promoted as helping affordable 

housing, the core of AB 832 specifically allows the City to duck statewide obligations and stop 

even counting the quantity of affordable housing produced. 

 

This legislation is devastating to historic housing and historic landmarks.  How is 

Hollywood’s iconic architecture targeted by this bill? 

 

The huge loss of older affordable housing within the City’s redevelopment plan areas is linked to 

the primary issue I was denied an opportunity to present to the City Council.  I am in a unique 

position because I was a co-consultant to the City in the 1980s brought in because the Hollywood 

Community Plan (now in force) was so important.  I was elected to the Hollywood 

Redevelopment Plan PAC at the same time. .  I also co-founded Hollywood Heritage which has 
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worked closely with the former CRA/LA and the City to protect vital districts and individual 

historic residential, commercial and industrial buildings that make Hollywood Hollywood—both 

in the Hollywood Community Plan and Hollywood Redevelopment Plan areas.  My testimony, 

in the one minute the City Council now permits public input, would at least have conveyed the 

grave danger to Grauman’s Chinese, the Cinerama Dome, numbers of historic apartments, and 

the iconic buildings treasured by Angelenos.  

 

• Repeal authority: AB 832 seeks the ability from the State to repeal any and all of those 40 

years of separate historic resource obligations accepted by the Council in November 2019, 

without complying with the state laws for public notice, appeal, plan amendments etc 

which apply to all other cities.   

• The clear intent to repeal has already been shown in the Hollywood Community Plan 

Update Exhibit I-- a wholesale repeal of all redevelopment protections for historic 

buildings, all requirements for tenant protections and affordable housing requirements. 

• CEQA exemption:  AB 832 asks for exemption from CEQA.  CRA had included ongoing 

mitigations for historic preservation in its plans and project approvals—especially for 

avoiding severe adverse effects.  AB 832’s exemption from CEQA is medieval.   It can  

easily   allow severe adverse effect for issues that matter in other Council Districts -- Native 

American remains, active earthquake faults, vibration damage, unsustainable GHG—  

 

Council Resolution and AB 832 inconsistent:   The City of Los Angeles Resolution approved 

April 14, 2021 as 21-0002-s63 by the Council, used vague language and missed fundamental facts 

The non-operative parts of AB 832 as drafted by the City makes similar but different mistakes.    

 

Cure and Correct Must Happen:  Accordingly, I strenuously object to the wholesale exclusion 

from public comment I and others seeking to speak at the City Council’s April 14, 2021 meeting 

suffered.  It was prejudicial to the many stakeholders waiting to be heard on a topic affecting a 

vast area – reportedly 20% of the developed land area-- of our City., We were prejudiced by the 

acts of City officials in refusing to call upon us and allow us into the meeting to be heard. 

 

Therefore, pursuant to Government Code section 54960.1, we write to demand that the Los 

Angeles City Council cure and correct its violation of Government Code section 54953 in relation 

to the conduct of a teleconferenced City Council meeting.   

• Government Code section 54953(b)(1) requires that “[t]he teleconferenced meeting or 

proceeding shall comply with all requirements of this chapter and all otherwise applicable 

provisions of law relating to a specific type of meeting or proceeding.”   

• Government Code section 54953(b)(3) requires that if a legislative body elects to use 

teleconferencing, “it shall . . .  conduct teleconference meetings in a manner that protects 

the statutory and constitutional rights of the parties or the public appearing before the 

legislative body of a local agency,” and  

• “[t]he agenda shall provide an opportunity for members of the public to address the 

legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3 at each teleconference location.”   
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This necessity to cure and correct is even more important in this instance: 

• Sweeping legislation given abrupt time limit: As an illustration of the 

unreasonable actions of the City Council in restricting the time for public comment 

at its meetings, in a departure from its past practices, it has declared, without 

determining how many persons are attending a public meeting, that it only need 

listen to a total of 30 minutes of general public comment and comments related to 

meeting agenda items.  The declaration of a one-size-fits-all meetings for public 

comment is facially unreasonable, particularly in cases where in the past the City 

Council would have routinely called all persons speaking on items scheduled for 

public hearing or items not previously heard in committee. 

• Because Item No. 39 was waived out of committee,  and no one in the public knew 

of the proposal to support AB 832 until it was placed directly on the agenda of the 

City Council meeting, it was even more unreasonable for the City to impose an 

arbitrary short limit for total public comment and for individual comment 

resulting in whole deprivations of the statutory rights of persons to speak on items 

of interest on the meeting agenda, including those individuals who were signaling 

a request to speak on Item No. 39 concerning AB 832.   

• If this unlawful pattern and practice affected my rights to speak on April 14, 2021, 

that practice was also facially unreasonable and prejudicial to the right of the City 

Council to hear my testimony, and those of others wishing to speak.   

• As this item was otherwise hidden from the public,  the opportunity for affected 

members of the public and experts to speak has been abridged. 

 

Denying public rights to participate in government and then complaining when citizens sue 

to correct is double-speak:  Multiple provisions of Section 54953 mandate that in conducting a 

teleconferenced public meeting, the local agency is required to carry out the public speaking 

rights set forth in any law, including Section 54954.3 of the Brown Act. 

 

Pursuant to Section 54960.1, if the City of Los Angeles does not give notice of and in fact cure and 

correct its violation of the statutory and constitutional speaking rights of those persons who 

sought to speak on April 14, 2021, an action to set aside and nullify the City Council’s action 

adopting Mr. O’Farrell’s resolution in support of AB 832 has no option but to be commenced. 

 

Eliminating the possibility for substantive expert opposition and fact-checking for City 

Commissions and Council is endemic in Los Angeles, and keeps relevant information from 

Councilmambers:  After observing how our City avoids expert opposition and limits even 

appellant testimony to nil in recent years,  while giving proponents, lobbyists,  and the City 

departments virtually unlimited time in Commissions and Council/Committees to drone on, my 

demand to cure and correct should be seen as an opportunity to affirmatively correct  a pattern 

and practice that results in denying commenters their rights and denying our Council members 

freedom from the echo chamber that influences important decisions.    
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Pursuant to Section 54960.2, I hereby submit this letter as a demand that the City cease and desist 

an ongoing pattern and practice of unreasonably restricting total general public comment and 

item specific comment at its City Council meetings.  The City’s pattern and practice results in 

large numbers of persons, including those seeking to speak on only one item on the meeting 

agenda , from being denied their statutory right to public comment under the Brown Act, and for 

the City Council to benefit in its decision making from hearing their comments. 

 

 

 
.Fran Offenhauser-  real estate investor, preservationist, architect, historic architect, former co-planner for 1988 

Hollywood Community Plan, Redevelopment Area PAC elected representative, co-founder of Hollywood Heritage, 

affordable housing developer 

 

 

EMAIL TO: 

holly.wolcott@lacity.com 

mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

ana.guerrero@lacity.org 

gilbert.cedillo@lacity.org 

debby.kim@lacity.org 

councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org 

karo.torossian@lacity.org 

councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org 

lisa.hansen@lacity.org 

councilmember.raman@lacity.org  

najeeba.syeed@lacity.org 

paul.koretz@lacity.org 

joan.pelico@lacity.org 

councilmember.martinez@lacity.org 

ackley.padilla@lacity.org 

councilmember.rodriguez@lacity.org 

christine.jerian@lacity.org 

councilmember.harris-dawson@lacity.org 

solomon.rivera@lacity.org 

councilmember.price@lacity.org 

curtis.earnest@lacity.org 

councilmember.wesson@lacity.org 

deron.williams@lacity.org 
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councilmember.bonin@lacity.org 

chad.molnar@lacity.org 

councilmember.lee@lacity.org 

hannah.lee@lacity.org 

councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org 

jeanne.min@lacity.org 

councilmember.kevindeleon@lacity.org 

jennifer.barraza@lacity.org 

councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org 

jenny.chavez@lacity.org 
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