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APPLICATIONS:

APPEAL APPLICATION

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission □ Director of PlanningEl City Council

Regarding Case Number: VTTM No. 73427-/A 

Project Address: 9503 N. Andora Place 

Final Date to Appeal: 04/10/2017

/Oiyif

□ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
El Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Ske <>./&Appellant’s name (print):

Company: Friends of Chatsworth Wildlife

Mailing Address: 20300 Ventura Blvd., Suite 160

City: Woodland FHills________________________

Telephone: (818) 703-1040___________

State: CA Zip: 91311

E-mail: teenatakata@icloud.com

• Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

El Self □ Other:

El No□ Yes• Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant’s position?

3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Dean Wallraff, Esq.

Company: Advocates for the Environment_________________

Mailing Address: 10211 Sunland Blvd._____________________

City: Shadow Hills_______

Telephone: (818) 353-4268

State: CA Zip: 91040-¥■
E-mail: dw@aenv.org
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

13 Entire □ PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here: __________

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

® How you are aggrieved by the decision
• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

□ Yes 13 No

® The reason for the appeal 
• Specifically the points at issue

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statements contained in this apalicatromare complete and true:

Date: 04/06/2017Appellant Signature:

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):
Io Appeal Application (form CP-7769) 
o Justification/Reason for Appeal 
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate 
their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K.7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning's mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

o

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes 
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)].

This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only
Date:Reviewed & Accepted iy (DSC Planner):Base Fee:

3 gHOO Hi fa
Date:Deemed Complete by (Project Planner):Receipt No: •f&l223JM3Lt

□ Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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Advocates for the Environment
A non-profit public-interest law firm 

and environmental advocacy organization

April 6, 2017

m
Department of City Planning 
Major Projects Section 
Attn: Milena Zasadzien 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 351 
Van Nuys, CA 91401

Re: Justification of Appeal of March. 30, 2017 City Planning Commission approval of 
Andora Subdivision, Case No. VTT-73427-1A, ENV-2014-3995-EIR

Dear Department of City Planning:

I write on behalf of Advocates for the Environment and our client, Friends of Chatsworth 
Wildlife, to appeal the City Planning Commission's approval of the Andora Subdivision Project 
located at 9503 N. Andora Place in Chatsworth, (the Project) and the related Environmental 
Impact Report. Friends of Chatsworth Wildlife (FOCW) is an organization of individuals who 
live in the vicinity of the Project and of individuals and organizations interested in preserving 
wildlife and fauna in and near Chatsworth. Advocates for the Environment and FOCW appeal 
on their own behalf, and behalf of the public.

FOCW's members and the public will be aggrieved by the Project, if it is constructed as 
approved, because it will have numerous environmental effects which are not adequately 
analyzed in the Project Environmental Impact Report (the EIR), and because it will contribute 
to sprawl and global warming, and harm wildlife in the area, which currently use the Project 
Site,

The Project Site sits at the confluence of several wildlife corridors and is located between 
two large permanent-open-space areas, the Santa Susana Pass State Historic Park and the 
Chatsworth Nature Preserve. It would be strongly in the public interest to preserve the Project 
Site as open space to augment the existing public open space and to preserve habitat continuity.

Baseline Hillside Ordinance

Topical Response No. 4 on the Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHO) in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) on pages IIT22 to 111-25 proposes an amazing sleight of 
hand: even though the Project is in a hillside area, the BHO does not apply because the Project 
Site is currently zoned A-l and will remain zoned A-l until the final tract map is recorded, 
which will occur subsequent to the Project’s grading.

¥
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Los Angeles City Council
Appeal of Andora Subdivision Tract Map and CEQA Approvals

This is a transparent attempt to use a legal technicality to evade the requirements of the 
BHO, which the City should reject on policy grounds. There is no reason to allow a new 
substantial project like the Andora Subdivision, which is proposed to be constructed in a very 
hilly area, not to comply with the BHO.

A tract map and grading which are inconsistent with the BHO also violate the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). The FEIR argues that:

the approval of a Zone Change related to a Tentative Tract Map is not effective 
at the time it is approved by the City Council (LAMC Section 12.32G.1(A &
B)).... It is not until VTTM No. 73427 is recorded with a Final Map that the 
associated Zone Change from A1 to RE40-1-H-K and RE20-1-H-K would 
become effective and the BHO would apply to the lots created by the Final 
Map” (FEIR at p. IIT23.)

But under LAMC 12.32 G.l.b, if the zone change is passed by the City Council, the 
Project Site would be zoned (T)RE40-1-H-K and (T)RE20-1-H-K instead of remaining zoned 
Al. The BHO applies to the Project Site at that point. And, while it is in this "T” state:

...the property may continue to be used only for the purposes permitted in the 
zone applicable to the property prior to its T Tentative classification. No 
permits shall be issued, no buildings or structures shall be erected or 
constructed, and no land shall be used for any other purpose. Provided, 
however, that grading or other improvements which have been required as a 
prerequisite to the approval of the Final Map or Parcel Map or other required 
dedications, payments and improvements of the property may be accomplished.
(LAMC 12.32.G.l.d.)

Here, grading may not be done while the property is in the “T" state because grading is 
not required as a prerequisite to the approval of the Final Map. The above-quoted language 
does not allow a grading permit to be issued under these circumstances.

The Project must therefore be changed to comply with the Baseline Hillside Ordinance 
with respect to building density, grading, retaining walls, etc.

CEQA
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Greenhouse Gas analysis in section IV.F of the DEIR does not comply with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq. 
(CEQA). CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs, title 14) § 15064.4 (b) requires the lead agency, 
in this case the City of Los Angeles, to consider a number of factors when assessing the 
significance of the environmental impacts of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions:

(1) The extent f& which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting;
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mailto:dw@aenv.org


Los Angeles City Council
Appeal of Andora Subdivision Tract Map and CEQA Approvals

Page 3
April 6, 2017

(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the 
lead agency determines applies to the project;

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements 
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or 
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions...

The EIR omits factor (1) - there is no analysis of the current baseline or Project’s GHG 
emissions compared to the current baseline.

The EIR’s analysis of factor (2) is flawed due to the lack of substantial evidence 
supporting the threshold it uses. The City has adopted no GHG emission threshold, (DEIR at 
IV.F-13.) The City's CEQA Thresholds Guide contains no threshold for GHG emissions. The 
EIR appears to use, as a threshold of significance, a “screening threshold” of 3,000 MTC02E, 
which was considered—but not adopted—by the Southern California Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). (DEIR at IV.F--13.) There is no analysis or substantial 
evidence in the EIR supporting this arbitrarily-chosen threshold of significance. 3,000 
MTC02E appears to be chosen because it is a number higher than the 1,141.7 MTC02E that 
the CalEWEMod’s simulation predicts the Project will emit when operational. (DEIR at IV.F- 
16.)

The EIR also makes an attempt to consider factor (3) listed above through a half-hearted 
attempt to show that the Project will be consistent with statewide GHG-reduction goals and 
policies, including AB 32. (DEIR at IV.F-17.) There is no substantial evidence in the record 
showing that the Project’s compliance with the L.A. Green Building Code and other local 
ordinances will not impede the AB 32 goals. (See Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 218-31.) So the Project's purported AB-32 compliance 
does not establish that the Project will not have significant GHG effects.

The EIR therefore contains no valid analysis of the Projects GHG effects, a defect which 
must be corrected before it is adopted.

Wildlife Movement

The EIR does not contain substantial evidence supporting the EIR’s conclusion that the 
Project's impacts on wildlife movement will be less than significant.

And the EIR gives very short shrift to the analysis of the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts on wildlife movement. The EIR concludes, with very little discussion, that 
the “physical separation of the Project Site from the four related projects identified in Section 
III, Environmental Setting, and the difference in biological characteristics between the Project 
Site and the related project sites is such that the cumulative nature of biological impacts would 
be limited.” (DEIR at IV.C-19.) The EIR fails to comply with CEQA’s requirements because
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mailto:dw@aenv.org


Los Angeles City Council
Appeal of Andora Subdivision Tract Map and CEQA Approvals

Page 4
April 6, 2017

there is no analysis of how the wildlife-movement restrictions resulting from other projects in 
the area, combined with the Project’s effects, will constrain overall wildlife movement in the 
area. Even if the Project is physically separated from the other projects considered in the EIR’s 
cumulative-impacts analysis, there is wildlife that transits multiple project sites. The Project’s 
restrictions of wildlife movement in combination with similar restrictions caused by other 
development projects have cumulative effects that will constrain wildlife movements in ways 
that were not analyzed—and should have been analyzed as cumulative impacts—in the EIR.

The Project will also have significant effects on local wildlife because many of the future 
residents will keep cats as pets and allow them access to the outdoors. These cats will have 
access to the nearby wildlife movement corridors. As documented in the book Cat Wars (Peter 
P. Marra and Chris Santella, Princeton University Press, 2016), such cats cause huge 
environmental effects, including the loss of 10 percent of small-to-medium-size birds living 
within the hunting range of such cats. (Id. at p. 27.) Feral and pet cats have greatly reduced the 
number of birds in the environment (Id. at p. 97.) The EIR fails to analyze these significant 
effects, either as direct Project effects or as cumulative effects of the Project plus nearby new 
projects.

Traffic Analysis uses Illegal Future Baseline

The EIR’s traffic analysis evaluates the Project’s projected traffic effects in the context of 
the projected traffic situation in the area in 2018 (DEIR at IV.L-8), but the use of such a future 
baseline violates CEQA. The baseline, for the purposes of determining the significance of the 
Project’s effects, should be the current conditions on the ground.

Cumulative Impacts

The EIR's cumulative-impact analysis in Section III does not take into account the 
project at 8300 Valley Circle Blvd., where Pulte Homes is building 143 large residences. The 
Project's impacts are cumulatively considerable in the context of all the new construction that is 
occurring in the area. The FEIR includes an analysis of the cumulative traffic effects of including 
the Pulte project (Appendix A), but other types of cumulative impacts, such as those on 
wildlife, are not analyzed.

Inadequate or Improperly Deferred Mitigation of Biological Effects

Some of the mitigation measures for the Project's adverse biological impacts are 
improperly deferred, uncertain of success, and specified vaguely enough to be unenforceable, in 
violation of CEQA.
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For example, Mitigation Measure MM C-3, requires the developer to collect seeds from 
individual Santa Susana tarplant plants and” transplant them on-site or within the 3.5-acre 
conservation parcel or donatje] them to a native plant nursery or conservation entity skilled and 
actively engaged in the propagation of plant material to be utilized as deemed appropriate by 
that entity.” (FEIR at IV-13). This provides no guarantee that actual Santa Susana tarplants 
will be grown in the wild from the harvested seeds, so it is not an effective mitigation measure. 
There is evidence that such transplantations of rare and endangered species are often ineffective.

And, though the DEIR acknowledges that “the loss of approximately 27.5 acres of 
Venturan coastal sage scrub would be considered potentially significant prior to mitigation,” the 
only mitigation measure for loss of Venturan coastal sage scrub, MM C-l, is unlikely to 
adequately mitigate the loss. It requires only that “any portion of the dedicated open space or 
deed-restricted areas of the Project shall be revegetated with seeds and plants ... collected from 
the Project Site prior to grading and replanted on the graded areas to establish plantings.” There 
is no substantial evidence in the record that replanting on the deed-restricted and open-space 
areas can be sufficient to offset the loss of 27.5 acres of Venturan coastal sage scrub.

Conclusion

For the reasons given above, the City Council should grant FOCW’s appeal and remand 
the Project back to the Department of City Planning with directions to require the Applicant to 
modify the Project and the EIR so that they comply with CEQA, the California Planning and 
Zoning Law, Subdivision Map Act, and Los Angeles Municipal Code.

Sincerely,

Dean Wallraff, 
Attorney at Law
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Los Angeles City Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300

www.planninR.lacitv.org

CORRECTED LETTER OF DETERMINATION 
(Corrections in bold and Itaiic)

MAILING DATE:

Council District: 12 - EnglanderCase No.: VTT-73427-1A
CEQA: ENV-2014-3995-ElR; SCH No. 2015021057 
Plan Area: Chatsworth - Porter Ranch 
Related Case: CPC-2004-7308-ZC-ZAD-K

Project Site: 9503 North Andora Place

Applicant: Andora Properties I, LLC
Representative: Brad Rosenheim, Rosenheim & Associates, Inc.

Appellants: Snowdy Dodson, California Native Plant Society, LA-Santa Monica 
Mountains Chapter; Carla Bollinger, Chatsworth Nature Preserve Coalition; 
Dina Fisher, Chatsworth Lake Manor Citizen’s Committee, LA County 
District 5 Town Council; Friends of Chatsworth Wildlife, Rep.: Dean 
Wallraff, Advocates for the Environment; James Van Gundy; Jason 
Sandler; Teena Takata

At its meeting of February 23, 2017, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission took the actions 
below in conjunction with the approval of the following project:

The merger and re-subdivision of six parceis into a maximum of 34 iots, (33 residential lots 
and 1 open space lot) and a Haul Route for the import of 4,780 cubic yards of earth 
material, for the development of 33 single-family dwellings on an approximately 91-acre 
site, as shown on map stamp-dated December 20, 2016.

1. The Los Angeles City Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this project, 
which includes the Draft EIR, No. ENV-2014-3995-EIR (SCH No. 2015021057), dated 
February 2016, and the Final EIR, dated September 2016, (Andora Subdivision Project 
EIR), as well as the whole of the administrative record, and

CERTIFIED the following:
1) The Andora Subdivision Project EIR has been completed in 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);
2) The Andora Subdivision Project EIR was presented to the Advisory Agency as a

decision-making body of the lead agency; and
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Office: Downtown 
Applicant Copy
Application Invoice No: 36215

City of Los An 
Department of City

•f i

vv;

City Planning
NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your requ 

your application, regardless of whether or not you obt<

This filing fee is required by Chap*

Applicant: FRIENDS OF CHATSWORTH WILDLIFE - WALLRAFF, DEAN
Representative: SAME AS ABOVE
Project Address: 9503 N ANDORA PLACE

NOTES:

VTT-73427-2A
Item Fee Charged Fee%

Appeal by Aggrieved Parties Other than the Original Applicant * $89.00 100% $89.00
$89.00Case Total

Item Charged Fee
*Fees Subject to Surcharges $89.00
Fees Not Subject to Surcharges $0.00

Plan & Land Use Fees Total $89.00
Expediting Fee $0.00
Development Services Center Surcharge 
(3%)

I,A of Buildiitcj. 2nd :■ sif £.t:y
LA ERIC 102096795 4/7/2017 1:37:34 EM

$2.67

Development Surcharge (6%) $5.34
Operating Surcharge (7%) $6.23 $83.00 

$2-6'? 

$5 .34 
$6.23 
$4.45

RIAL! & LAND USE
DEV SERV CENTER 3URCH- PLANNING 
DEV SERV CENTER SURCH-fcLANNlN® 
OEERATINS 3URCHS 
GEN ELAN MAINT SURCH

General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (5%) $4.45
Grand Total $107.69
Total Invoice $107.69
Total Overpayment Amount $0.00
Total Paid(this amount must equal the sum of all checks) $107 69

Sua Tobisl:
Council District: 12
Plan Area: Chatsworth - Porter Ranch 
Processed by ACOSTA, GRACIELA on 04/07/2017

0102718124Reseit-t: #

Signature:

■T

Printed by ACOSTA, GRACIELA on 04/07/2017. Invoice No: 36215. Page 1 of I QR Code is a registered trademark of Denso Wave, Incorporated
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