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July 19, 2022 
 
Barry Milofsky, President 
Cultural Heritage Commission 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE: 7-21-2022 CHC meeting, Agenda Item 6, Mills Act Property Contract Program Assessment and 
Equity Analysis Report 
 
Via email chc@lacity.org 
 
Dear President Milofsky and Cultural Heritage Commissioners: 
 
Although UNNC is supportive of updating any and all planning initiatives as necessary, and we certainly 
support the City’s Historical Properties Contracts Program, we are writing today to express some 
concerns about both the manner in which this current re-assessment has been undertaken, as well 
concerns about some of its conclusions and proposals. Importantly, UNNC would like to see the program 
expanded well beyond 25 contracts a year, and at the same time we urge you to creatively add historic 
preservation incentives to the Planning Department’s toolbox. 
 
The United Neighborhoods of the Historic Arlington Heights, West Adams and Jefferson Park 
Communities Neighborhood Council (UNNC) is a certified neighborhood council in the City of Los 
Angeles.  On July 7, 2022 at its Brown Act-compliant standing monthly meeting, the UNNC Governing 
Board voted to adopt the following Resolution in this matter. 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

UNNC Response to Proposed Changes to the City’s Mills Act Historical Properties Contracts Program 
 
The Governing Board adopts a Resolution affirming UNNC’s ongoing support of any program that 
supports historic preservation, including the City of Los Angeles’s Mills Act Historical Properties 
Contract program, which offers property tax benefits to qualified owners of historical properties. The 
Mills Act program is being reviewed to see how its staff program administration can be improved, along 
with an evaluation that may help reimagine the program to be more efficient and equitable.   
 
However, UNNC has some concerns with the current proposal to change the program, specifically the 
proposal to cap the number of these contracts, and the proposal to begin to cancel/non-renew older 
existing contracts. The UNNC footprint has a high number of Mills Act contracts, many of which are 
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over 10 years old and have helped moderate- and low-income property owners. UNNC would rather see 
the program expanded, and importantly, would rather see the City spend its energy imagining and 
creating new programs providing incentives fairly to the thousands of owners of historical properties, 
especially single family home owners and owners of smaller multi-family rental homes.  
 
The stated goal of the City review is “Equity” but this effort so far appears to not achieve that goal. 
 
UNNC had previously advocated, as a part of our response to the Housing Element, to support the idea 
that the City would explore the provision of additional incentives for the rehabilitation of affordable 
housing and for low-income homeowners of historic properties. We are happy to note that in this new 
proposal the City would expand the eligibility standards to make Mills Act available in other historical 
districts (Character Residential, California Register and National Register) and not just limited to 
HPOZs. At the time, however, UNNC also noted that the Mills Act program alone is not sufficient to 
offer incentives to the thousands of owners citywide of such properties.  
 
UNNC is also very concerned that a public hearing/workshop is being held on July 21, 2022, and a 
public workshop in early August, without there having been any notification to the City’s 99 
neighborhood councils. UNNC strongly suggests that City Planning halt any further efforts on this 
initiative, notify all neighborhood councils, give the NCs 60 days to conduct their own outreach and 
decision-making, and then schedule another public hearing/workshop so that NCs can weigh in. 
 

UNNC RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1). Increase the number of Mills Act Contracts, along with the staffing budget for Mills Act 
administration. The number “25” in the Housing Element was a baseline to demonstrate to the State that 
the City of Los Angeles is considering helpful program. That number is not a cap, and should not be a 
cap if the program is to be expanded to include Character Residential Overlay Districts as well as 
California and National Register Districts and landmarks. (You should not expand the reach and then cap 
the program). 
 
2). Per UNNC’s previous comments, the City should develop additional historic preservation incentive 
programs, and not solely rely on the Mills Act program. 
 
3). The City should reduce or focus staff administrative time by developing an annual required “report 
in” questionnaire for every single Mills Act property owner to fill out and return, reporting on the work 
and also the expenses incurred, in the prior year.  The filled-out form should also then be shared with the 
Los Angeles County Assessor.  
 
4). The City should make the 5-year inspections less onerous on staff and property owners. Currently 
inspections are overly detailed, overly punitive, and not kept current, resulting in more staff time. Virtual 
inspections may be a creative option to reduce costs.  
 
5). The City should not cancel/non-renew single family home contracts, unless it is learned that the 
owners are non-compliant, as single Family homes only represent 25% of the taxes not paid.   
 
6). UNNC has not had time to fully consider the impact of cancellations on commercial or multi-family 
properties. Every neighborhood council and their stakeholders, including Mills Act property owners, 
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should be notified of the effort, and noticed public meetings should be held. NCs should be given an 
appropriate window of time to review and recommend the City’s actions.  
 
8). The city should add representatives from among Mills Act property owners to its decision making 
process, which to date has not been transparent. 
 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 
 
* Many neighborhood councils, including UNNC, are home to multiple property owners whose 
financial lives will be affected by these recommendations, and yet the staff report is being 
presented to the Cultural Heritage Commission without prior NC input. Indeed, as of today no 
direct notice has been provided to NCs.   
 
However, among the proposals in the report is a recommendation to cancel older contracts, many of 
which are for single family homes in communities such as UNNC’s neighborhoods. There is also a 
recommendation to cap the number of new contracts to 25 each year, and to a total of 1,500. 
Neighborhood Councils should have been consulted in advance of preparing these recommendations, and 
should have been noticed in a timely manner of the pending hearings/workshops, since this is public 
policy that affects our stakeholders. 
 
* Capping the number each year could mean that deserving properties are denied. In the past, the 
City has approved as many as 50 Mills Act contracts in a single year, e.g., approving those that meet the 
criteria and not approving applications which do not. 
 
* The mathematics throughout the report support the desired outcome, but do not present a 
complete picture. A key problem is that the discussion seems to be revolving around how much money 
the City is “losing” each year from taxes not paid by Mills Act contract owners.  However, there does not 
seem to be included a discussion of how much the tax base has increased over time, due to rising 
property sales prices and the elimination of many low-tax Prop 13 properties, 44 years after its 
enactment. It is likely that property tax increased revenues have more than made up for the “losses” from 
the Mills Act. 
 
UNNC did learn the following statistical information by reviewing the Report: 

1). Total current Mills Act contracts = 948 (If the City authorizes only 25 new contracts a year to 
the proposed cap of 1,500, it would be 22 years before reaching that goal) 

2). The South Los Angeles Community Plan Area overall has 124 current Mills Act contracts; 
West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert CPA has another 81, for a total of 205. The vast majority of these 
are identified as being within neighborhoods that have “medium high” and “high” Barriers to 
Opportunity. 

3). Council District 10 has 209 Mills Act contracts. The report indicates that most of these are in 
areas with barriers to opportunities. 

4). UNNC neighborhoods’ HPOZ Participation is 102 total contracts.*  – 
• Harvard Heights HPOZ has 37 contracts 
• West Adams Terrace HPOZ has 30 contracts 
• Western Heights HPOZ has 19 contracts 
• Jefferson Park HPOZ has 16 contracts 
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(*not including any individual HCMs not within those HPOZ boundaries) 
* The major recommendation to Cancel/Not Renew all Mills Act contracts that are more than 10 
years old, will do little to alleviate the reported City staffing issues but will harm all of those 
property owners. These property owners are likely relying on the contracted "in perpetuity" renewals in 
the contracts they signed to be able to benefit from some degree of property tax relief. They are also have 
reasonable expectations on higher property valuation when their properties are sold due to having a Mills 
Act contract. Moreover, this in-perpetuity clause is a tool for historic communities like ours to assure that 
properties that are currently compliant with the Secretary of Interior Standards remain so. If contracts are 
cancelled, then improvements to properties can be reversed, original fabric removed, and the community 
no longer benefits. 
 
* This is the only historic preservation incentive offered to the City's single family home owners, 
and owners of historical small multi-family residences. It may be appropriate to suggest the non-
renewals of major commercial and multi-family housing properties above a certain value, but we should 
as a City do no harm to individuals who are relying on the contracts they signed with the City. 
 
* This recommendation to cancel / non-renew lumps compliant owners with non-compliant 
owners. If an owner has done and continues to do everything asked, then the City should also keep up its 
side of the contract. We gain nothing as a City when promises are not kept. 

 
* The report also indicates that the Council District with the most Mills contracts is CD10 (209 
contracts). Additionally, the report states that "of the 209 MA contracts in CD 10, 201 MA contracts are 
located within communities facing high and medium to high barriers to opportunity." The Executive 
Summary indicates that one major purpose would be to open the Mills Act program to more property 
owners in communities that face opportunity barriers. It does not make sense to us to cancel the very 
contracts which make up 15% of the current program. 
 
* Single family contracts receive only 25% of the total tax savings of all Mills Act contracts. So it 
doesn't help the stated problem. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our viewpoints.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Arnold 
Chair, UNNC Planning & Zoning Committee 
john.arnold@unnc.org 
 

 
 
Paula Southern 
UNNC Vice President 
Paula.southern@unnc.org 


