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April 18, 2016

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles
200 North Spring Street, Hearing Room 350 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Council File No. 16-0381 / Board File No. (BF) 150062 / ENV-2009-2529-MND-REC1 
Support for Appeal of 815 North Paseo Miramar

Hon. Chairperson Huizar, and Committee Members:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) supports the Appeal by the 
Miramar Homeowners’ Association (MHA) to reverse the entire decision of the Board 
of Building and Safety Commissioners (BBSC) regarding the proposed haul route 
contained in Board File No. 150062 for the property located at 815 North Paseo 
Miramar (Haul Route) and the Mitigated Negative Declaration (ENV-2009-2529-MND- 
RECl) to export 1,537 cubic yards of earth from the project site.

We believe that the BBSC decision was deficient and based on an incomplete Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) including an incomplete project description to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the proposed Haul Route. These deficiencies fail both to 
disclose and to mitigate the subject project’s potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts to immediate residential zone as well as the adjacent public 
parkland and other public resources. The MND fails to describe the entire project and its 
potentially significant environmental impacts, which constitutes “project piecemealing” 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The owner of 815 North 
Paseo Miramar, (the Applicant) recently filed for a Street Vacation and an 
Import/Export Application for the import of approximately 5,300 cubic yards of earth 
and listed the project address as 646-815 North Paseo Miramar, which includes Lots 21 
and 22, the properties of the present Haul Route that is the subject of the appeal. In 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco v. The Regents of the University 
of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, the California Supreme Court ruled that a discussion 
of cumulative effects should encompass “past, present and reasonably anticipated future 
projects” in accordance with California CEQA Guidelines § 15130, subd. (b)(1)(A). The 
Courts also held that an analysis of the environmental effects of future expansion or 
other action must be included if: “it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the 
initial project; and the future expansion or action will be significant in that it will likely 
change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.”
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The existence of the Street Vacation and additional haul route applications is a clear 
indication of future expansion that includes Lots 21 and 22. Further, the Applicant 
submitted a Declaration, dated February 12, 2016 and indicated that they intend to 
resubmit new applications for the development of the 646-815 North Paseo Miramar 
lots.

The Appellant, MHA has also submitted fair arguments that the subject project would 
result in significant adverse environmental impacts and significant adverse impacts to 
public safety and public resources and has presented substantial evidence in support of 
those fair arguments, both in writing prior to and at the BBSC public hearing on the Haul 
Route. These fair arguments and substantial evidence have not been refuted by any City 
agency to date. Therefore, the BBSC did not have the factual basis to properly evaluate 
the potential impacts of the proposed Haul Route and therefore adopted a deficient 
MND for the Project.

In addition, the MND, because of its inferior project description, fails to evaluate the 
impacts to the adjacent State parkland and fails to analyze either direct or indirect 
potential impacts to said parkland. The MND also does not acknowledge the public trail 
at the northern terminus of Paseo Miramar and fails to analyze the impacts to said 
public trail from the proposed hauling operations.

I certify that the statements contained in this letter supporting the appeal of the MHA 
are complete and true. I can be contacted at 310-589-3200, ext. 128, at 
edelman@smmc.ca.gov, or at the above letterhead address.

Sincerely,

PAUL EDELMAN
Deputy Director
Natural Resources and Planning
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