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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:

□ Director of Planning0 City Council0 Area Planning Commission □ City Planning Commission

Regarding Case Number: ENV-2016-2415-CE

Project Address: 6825 Mulholland Drive______

Final Date to Appeal: A/g/vg______________

Type of Appeal: □ Appeal by Applicant/Owner
0 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

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print): Jean-Pierre Dorleac 

Company: _______________________________

Mailing Address: 6851 Sunny Cove 

City: Los Angeles________________ Zip: 90068State: CA

Telephone: (323)851-1069 E-mail: PourRire@aol.com

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

□ Other: __________________________________________________________0 Self

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

REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

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

Company: Wallraff Law_____________________________________________

3.

Mailing Address: 10211 Sunland Blvd. 

City: Shadow Hills_________________ State: California Zip: 91040

Telephone: (818) 353-4268 E-mail: dean@wallraff.law
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL

□ Part13 EntireIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 

Are specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition numbers) here: ___________

£3 No□ Yes

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

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

I certify that the statemefv^ contained jn thi£ a/p[jcation are complete and true: 

Appellant Signature: / Date: 06/09/2017

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):

o 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.

o 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.

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 
Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:Base Fee:

Receipt No: Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:

□ Determination authority notified □ Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)
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June 9, 2017

Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401

Re: Justification of Appeal of May 24, 2017 South Valley Area Planning
Commission adoption of CEQA Categorical Exemption ENV-2016-2415-CE

Dear City Council:

I write on behalf of my client, Jean-Pierre Dorleac, to appeal the adoption of a 
Class 3 CEQA Categorical Exemption for the project proposed to be built at 6825 
Mulholland Drive (the Project) by the South Valley Area Planning Commission 
(Commission). The Commission’s adoption of the CEQA exemption is based on the 
January 24, 2017 Determination of the Director of Planning (Director), attached to the 
Commission’s May 24, 2017 Letter of Determination. Mr. Dorleac appeals on behalf of 
the public at large, due to the significant effects that the Project on the wildlife on the 
wildlife corridor running through the Project, and on the parkland adjacent to the 
Project Site.

Mr. Dorleac and the public will be aggrieved by the Project, if it is constructed as 
approved, due to the significant environmental effects that the City of Los Angeles failed 
to analyze because it determined that a categorical exemption under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000-21189.3) was applicable. 

As discussed below, a categorical exemption for the Project is not available because of 
“unusual circumstances,” namely the significant wildlife corridors running through and 
adjacent to the Project. In addition, two required findings are missing from the findings 
required to support the determination of specific-plan compliance.

Improper Use of CEQA Categorical Exception

The Director determined that the project is categorically exempt from 
environmental review under City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, Article III, Section 1, 
Class 3, Category 1, which exempts single-family residences. This exemption is 
essentially identical to the Class 3 exemption in the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 15303.) But an exception applies here, which precludes the use of a categorical 
exemption in this case. “A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. (14. Cal. Code Regs. § 15300.2(c).)

A party invoking this exception “may establish an unusual circumstance ... by 
showing that the project has some feature that distinguishes it from others in the exempt 
class, such as its size or location. In such a case, to render the exception applicable, the 
party need only show a reasonable possibility of a significant effect due to that unusual

10211 SUNLAND BLVD., Shadow PULLS, CA 91040 (818) 353-4268 DEAN@WALLRAFF.LAW
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circumstance.” (Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 
1086, 1105.)

The Project Site is adjacent to a large area of public land managed by the 
Mountain Recreation and Conservation Authority. (MRCA) (Exhibit 1 - see blue arrow 
at right showing location of Project Site.) It is near several other large MRCA-managed 
parcels. (Exhibit 2, prepared by MRCA staff.) The Exhibit 3 map, also prepared by 
MRCA staff, shows the Project Site is a major confluence of wildlife corridors. My client, 

Mr. Dorleac, who has lived next door to the Project Site for 32 years, has personally seen 
deer, foxes, red squirrels, quail, pheasants, Mallard ducks, and ground squirrels on the 
Project Site.

Mr. Dorleac, who is very knowledgeable about big cats, having owned several of 
them, has also seen mountain-lion tracks on the property. The February 8, 2017 L.A. 
Times article attached as Exhibit 4 analyzes the habits of the mountain lion known as P
22, which lives in Griffith Park. Griffith Park is located directly to the east of the Project 
Site, connected to it via the open space surrounding the Hollywood Reservoir. The P-22 

article states that P-22 was probably born in the Santa Monica Mountains west of the I- 
405 highway, and traversed most of the territory shown on Exhibit 1 to reach Griffith 
Park, presumably using the wildlife corridors shown on that map. A glance at Exhibit 1 
suggests that P-22 must have gone through, or very close to, the Project Site before 
crossing the 101 freeway to travel east into Griffith Park.

The presence of so much wildlife on the Project Site, the existence of regionally 
significant wildlife corridors coming together on the Project Site, the proximity of 
parkland, including Griffith Park and the adjacent MRCA-managed parkland, together 
show that the Project may have a significant effect on wildlife movement in the area. 
These factors show at least a “reasonably possibility of a significant effect.” The intense 
wildlife activity on or near the Project Site is an “unusual circumstance” that 
distinguishes the Project from run-of-the-mill single-family homes that are appropriate 
for the Class 3 CEQA categorical exemption. These unusual circumstances, when there is 
a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect preclude the use of a 
categorical exemption for this project. (14. Cal. Code Regs. § 15300.2(c); Berkeley 
Hillside Preservation, supra, 60 Cal.4th at p. 1105.)

The evidence adduced above also supports a fair argument that the project may 
have a significant effect on the environment. Building a house at the junction of multiple 

wildlife corridors, adjacent to public parklands, will constrict wildlife movement in the 
region. This is a significant environmental effect requiring the preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Report. (Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of 
Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1602.)

10211 Sunland Blvd., Shadow Hills, CA 91040 (818) 353-4268 dean@wallraff.law
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Conclusion

The Commission has erred by approving a CEQA categorical exemption for the 
Project when there is substantial evidence in the record of unusual circumstances. 
Regionally-significant wildlife corridors coming together on the Project Site are “unusual 
circumstances” that preclude the use of a CEQA categorical exemption for the Project, 
and support a fair argument that the Project may have significant environmental effects, 
requiring an EIR to be prepared.

The City should grant the appeal, and remand the Project back to the Department 
of City Planning to prepare an EIR.

Sincerely,

Dean Wallraff, 
Attorney at Law

10211 Sunland Blvd., Shadow Hills, CA 91040 (818) 353-4268 dean@wallraff.law
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MOUNTAIN LION P-22 leaves a culvert in Griffith Park just after 1 a.m. on Dec. 19. A collar calculates his 
location eight times a day. Most male big cats have nearly 20 times the space he does in the 8-square-mile park.

In the footsteps of an 
urban mountain lion

Big cat P-22 shows the promise, peril of coexistence
mountain lion known as 
P-22 is a mystery, his day-to
day life hidden by his in
stincts for evasion.

The National Wildlife 
Federation has called the 
species a “nearly perfect 
predator,” and among its 
survival skills, developed 
over 4 million years of evolu
tion, is a talent for invislbil-

By Thomas Curwen \ ■m v ’ ■
*4a! i\The lion slinks through 

the chaparral, a blur of 
movement in the night. 
Head held lower than his 
shoulders, he scours the 
brush in a ravine just south 
of Travel Town in Griffith 
Park.

. *V:

-mV

Hind paws land where 
the forepaws lift. No twig 
snaps, no crinkling leaf. He's 
silent, an ambush predator, 
always hunting, always look
ing for opportunity.

Inside a small gray box on 
his neck, a microprocessor 
switches on to calculate and 
time-stamp his location — 
21:00, Dec. 2,2016 — one of 56 
readings made in the course 
of a week. The coordinates 
reveal the lion’s rambling 
course through this island of 
wilderness In the midst of 
the city.

As famous as he is, the

ity.
What evolution did not 

prepare P-22 for is how to ex
ist in an 8-square-mlle urban 
park with more than 5 mil
lion human visitors a year. 
Most male cats have almost 
20 times that space, nearly 
to themselves.

On this night, his ears 
twitch to a distant rustling, 
another creature’s lapse of 
caution. It comes from a 
steep gully, overgrown by 
willows.

P-22 turns his head in ad
vance of the quick and 

[See P-22, A8]
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WILDLIFE ecologist Seth Riley, left, and biologist 
Jeff Sikich. both of the National Park Service, exam
ine the remains of a deer probably killed by P-22.
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Mountain lion walks
{P-82, from Al] 
deadly attack to come.

A few days before, In No
vember, another lion had the 
same intention when he 
broke Into the unsecured 
pens of two ranches in the 
Santa Monica Mountains, 
killing nearly a dozen al
pacas and a goat.

The state wasted no time 
issuing a permit to kill P-45, 
and advocates rushed to 
champion the rights of the 
condemned cat. At a public 
meeting a few days later, the 
crowd grew contentious.

When a man asked 
whether P-45 might be devi
ant or rogue for having killed 
so many animals In one 
night, the crowd booed and 
jeered.

When a woman pro
claimed, “We are here be
cause these animals cannot 
speak for themselves," most 
in the group applauded.

An online petition — 
“Stop the permit to kill!" — 
drew more than 1,000 signa
tures from supporters as far 
away as Moscow and Cape 
Town. The big cat was 
granted a reprieve.

The decision reflected 
the opinion of the biologist 
who matter-of-factly ex
plained: “P-45 is a lion being 
a lion.”

The mountain lion's of
fense would have met with 
less sympathy back when 
the cats ranged throughout 
Rancho Los Feliz and 
Elysian Park. It would have 
been seen as an opportunity 
for sport.

“There may be an ele
ment of excitement in stalk
ing royal Bengal tigers in 
their native jungles, or pur
suing the ivory tusked ele
phant in the sacred pre
serves of the Ahkood of 
Swat, but for exhilarating 
sport, lightly spiced with 
danger and possessing some 
other merits of consider
ation, hunting mountain li
ons within the city limits of 
Los Angeles stands preem
inent."

The Times’ account of 
the 1892 hunt continued with 
descriptions of the deep
voiced bay of the hounds, the

ft

: * rr‘,
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National Park Service photograph*

SCIENTISTS recap
tured a sickly looking 
P-22, left, in late March, 
and treat ed him for 
mange. Months later, 
Griffith Park’s resident 
mountain lion was look
ing much healthier, 
above. Poisons used to 
kill rodents can take a 
toll on predators who 
feed on them.

.

cries and tootings from the 
tally-ho horn, the gunshots.

Mercy, let alone adula
tion, was not likely back 
then.

are about to debut a docu
mentary about his life with 
the grandiose title, “The Cat 
That Changed America."

His residency, however, 
has not been without 
mishap.

He has ingested rat poi
son from eating smaller prey 
and contracted a bad case of 
mange.

He wandered into the 
crawl space of a home In Los 
Feliz and endured a daylong 
assault by authorities who 
peppered him with bean 
bags and tennis balls.

Then there was the inci
dent a year ago with Killar- 
ney, the 14-year-old koala, 
who went missing from her 
enclosure at the Los Angeles 
Zoo. GPS data and a surveil
lance video put P-22 at the

scene, and most assume the 
koala became a meal.

Like the best L.A. stories, 
his debut was captured on a 
camera. A team of research
ers had been studying the 
movement of wildlife in and
out of Griffith Park, seeing 
plenty of deer, bobcats and 
coyotes. Then came the sur
prise.

From the moment P-22 
was discovered, he was a ce
lebrity. His image soon 
adorned the cover of Na
tional Geographic. Writers 
opened at least six Twitter 
accounts in his name, feed
ing him lines with late-night 
flair: “I like free range orga
nic kale-fed deer.” “Building 
a wall along our border with 
Burbank to keep out golden 
retrievers."

The city honored him 
with a day of recognition 
(Oct. 22), and filmmakers

Eyes fluorescing from the 
flash, P-22 is frozen t n time— 
Feb. 12,2012.9:15 p.m. — on a 
game trail above the Ford 
Amphitheatre, gaze turned 
to the left, scouring the 
brush.

Four weeks later, the 
young cat lay anesthetized 
in the pre-dawn darkness 
above Lake Hollywood. His 
captor, National Park Serv
ice wildlife biologist Jeff Si-
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a thin line [P-22, from A8] 
mageddon in 2011. Then 
came the walled estates, the 
canyon parks and Mulhol- 
land Highway before he dis
covered the Lakeridge or 
possibly the Pilgrimage 
bridge across the Hollywood 
Freeway.

Once in the park, he 
found enough deer and 
smaller prey to sustain him.

He has tried to catch the 
attention of female moun
tain lions with seratchings in 
the dirt, raked piles of leaves 
marked by urine, feces, se
cretions. and with an occa
sional purr and chirp. But 
there has only been silence 
in return, not the coupling 
that researchers describe al
most lyrically, when a male 
and female lion’s GPS coor
dinates nearly merge and 
stay together for a week or

where he licks the fur ofT its 
skin, tears the flesh and 
gnashes through bone with 
his sharp teeth. He prefers 
the muscles, the heart, 
lungs, kidneys and liver — 
tissue and organs most rich 
in blood and fat — to the 
stomach and intestines.

He takes his time with 
the quarry, burying it and 
wandering off. then return
ing to eat.

By the time he is finished, 
there’s little left other than a 
mound of hair, a paw and the 
small Halloween mask of its 
face, remnants that Sikich 
and his colleague, Seth Ril
ey, discover when they trace 
the lion's route a week later

While biologists marvel 
at P-22’s ability to adapt, 
they want to make it easier 
for other mountain lions. 
They hope that one day a 
wildlife bridge will span the 
101 at Liberty Canyon, so

kich. put him at 120.pounds. 
nearly 6% feet from nose to 
tail.

humans could coexist. Yet 
many biologists feel that the 
success of P-22 in Griffith 
Park — and of other lions liv
ing in close proximity to 
other urban areas through
out the West — proves that 
we can.

Gullies and thickets con
ceal his circuit, a routine no 
different from any other 
male lion’s: sleeping by day 
and. by night, hunting, 
warding off rivals, looking 
fora mate.

Days earlier, he wan
dered along the western bor
der. The lights of Universal 
City and Warner Brothers 
reflected in his eyes.

Dropping into Coyote 
Canyon, he skirted Holly
wood Knolls, its homes look
ing out toward the eastern 
sweep ofthe Valley. He heard 
dogs barking and cars and 
motorcycles accelerating on 
Barham Boulevard and the

Sikich drew blood, 
tagged his ears, placed a 
GPS collar around his neck 
and let him go.

The collar calculates 
P-22’s location eight times a 
day when the receiver kicks 
in for up to 180 seconds and 
picks up the signals from or
biting satellites. They relay 
his location to one of 24 
ground stations around the 
world.

A computer in Berlin, 
owned by Vectronic Aero
space, stores the informa
tion, which Sikich accesses 
from his office in Thousand 
Oaks. so.

P-22's whereabouts ar
rive as numbered coordi
nates corresponding to loca
tions in the park. The time 
stamp allows Sikich to trace 
his daily meanderings.

Biologists are surprised 
that P-22 has remained as 
long as he has in Griffith 
Park and have concluded 
that the cat recognizes the 
risk of leaving. Still it is pos
sible that one day his in
stinctual drive to mate will 
lead him out ofthe park.

The isolation and the 
wanderlust of Southern Cal
ifornia's mountain lions do 
not bode well for the species.

"Pumas in areas like the 
Santa Monicas, the Santa 
Anas and especially the 
postage stamp of Griffith 
Park are betting against the 
house,” says UC Davis biolo
gist Walter Boyce. “In the 
long run, the house always 
wins."

Honor a love 
share remen
placeanad.latimes.coi

m
Later he wandered 

among the dead at Forest 
Lawn Memorial Park, a ce
lebrity among celebrities. 
Deer and other prey are 
drawn to the flowers left in 
the cemetery and to the wil
lows and sycamores cov
ering Sennett Creek, and the 
lion has killed there before.

That, night, though, he 
crossed through Mount 
Sinai Memorial Park and 
out toward Oak Canyon. 
With his long hind legs and 
powerftil haunches, he can 
leap as high as 15 feet and as 
far as 40 feet, so few fences or 
walls are an impediment.

In the morning, he set
tled himself in the brush, not 
far from the terraces and 
plantings of Amir Dialameh. 
the Iranian emigre who re
stored this fire-ravaged por
tion ofthe park.

How P-22 got into Griffith 
Park is anyone’s guess. Re
searchers believe he was 
bom in the Santa Monica 
Mountains. His father was 
P-1, and by the age of 2. he 
had a choice: Stay and fight 
for this territory or find new 
ground for himself.

Some have him bounding 
across the 405, but he might 
have found a tunnel and 
sidestepped the freeway 
construction after Car- 

[See P-22, A91

On this chill December 
night. P-22 continues to fol
low the rustling in the wil
lows. The faint and primor
dial sound stands out from 
the city's white noise.

Zoo Drive and the 134 
Freeway are just a drainage 
away. Cars and trucks 
thrum the concrete and as
phalt. Homs honk. Sirens 
bleat.

Cos,

With ghost-like stealth, 
P-22 moves within striking 
distance.

This aptitude for ambush 
explains why the debate and 
fear over big cats are so raw.

The first recorded moun
tain lion attack on a human 
in California occurred near 
San Jose on July 6. 1909. 
when a big cat mauled Isoia 
Kennedy, the daughter of a 
temperance worker, despite 
her attempts to fend off the 
attack with a hatpin.

She and a young com
panion died of injuries and 
infection.

In 1986. a lion attacked 
two young children in Or
ange County. Severely in
jured. they survived, but it 
was the first of nearly a doz
en more attacks in the state.

With each assault came 
the question of whether 
these perfect predators and

Orion's belt, three pricks 
of light not quite lost in the 
city's luminous glow, clears 
the ridgeline to the east 

P-22 strikes. Flexor mus
cles extend inch-long claws 
into the soft tissue of a rac-

ii>.

Introducing the 
free Hot Propej 
newsletter.coon.

He bites into the back of 
the mammal’s neck, sever
ing the spinal cord with a jaw 
strength that few other cre
atures can match.

With the limp body hang
ing from his mouth, he dis
appears into the brush,

Celebrity home sales and high-ei 
transactions accompanied by stu

Sign up at latimes.com/HotProp



that lions and other species 
can wander between the 
Santa Monica Mountains 
and the Simi Hills and the 
Santa Susana Mountains. 
The goal Is to connect these 
smaller enclaves with the 
Los Padres National Forest 
where there is greater genet
ic diversity.

There Is an urgency to 
this hope.

On the second day after 
P-22’s raccoon kill, a lion la
beled P-39 tried to run north 
across the 118 Freeway near 
Chatsworth. A vehicle hit 
her. The impact knocked her 
collar off, and her body was 
recovered by Caltrans.

Within six weeks, two of 
her three blue-eyed cubs had 
also been struck down on 
that freeway.

lar switches on. He is south 
of Mt. Lee, heading toward 
Beaehwood Drive.

To the west is the Holly
wood sign, to the east the 
Observatory, and to the 
south, haze smudges the city 
streets and distant sky
scrapers.

He cuts southwest to 
Lake Hollywood and makes 
his way through a break in 
the 10-foot-tall fence, reac
hing the secluded water
shed. Pines, deodars, toyon 
and laurel provide cover as 
he waits for deer to wander 
close.

eight have been killed by 
other mountain lions, six 
have been killed by cars 
or trucks, three have died of 
anticoagulant poisoning 
and three cubs have died of 
starvation and abandon
ment.

About this story
The reporting for this arti
cle came from interviews 
with Jeff Sikich and Seth 
Riley, National Park Serv
ice; Miguel Ordehana, wild
life biologist, Natural His
tory Museum of Los Angeles 
County; Winston Vickers, 
UC Davis Wildlife Health 
Center; Walter Boyce, UC 
Davis School of Veterinary 
Medicine; Chris Kochanny, 
Vectronic Aerospace; Eric 
Boldt, National Weather 
Service; Daniel Swain, 
Institute of the Environ
ment and Sustainability. 
UCLA; Steve Padilla, Mount 
Wilson Solar Telescope, 
UCLA; Amanda Parsons, 
Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power Gall Levy, 
Mount Sinai Parks; and Ben 
Sussman. Forest Lawn.

One cat, P-15, was found 
with his head and paws cut 
off. A promised reward never 
flushed out the hunters.

As for P-22, he Is getting 
old, almost 7. Mountain lions 
seldom live longer than 10 
years In the wild. His 
collar has a mortality sensor 
that alerts Sikich and Riley 
If he has not moved In 12 
hours.

He’s completed a seven- 
day circumnavigation of the 
park. So far, the absence of that 

signal reassures them that 
the city still has room for the 
big cat to roam.

Ingenuity In the name of 
survival isnt unique to P-22, 
but he Is the luckiest.

Since 2002 when National 
Park Service biologists 
started studying mountain 
lions in Southern California,

thomas.curwen 
(oJatimes.com 
Twitter: @tcurwenAt 01:00, Dec. 5, P-22’s col-



% South Valley Area Planning Commission
200 North Spring Street, Room 532, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300
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LETTER OF DETERMINATION

MAILING DATE: MAY 2 h 2017

Case No.: DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP-MSP-1A 
CEQA: ENV-2016-2415-CE
Plan Area: Sherman Oaks - Studio City - Toluca Lake 

Cahuenga Pass

Council District: 4 - Ryu

Project Site: 6825 West Mulholland Drive

Applicant: Chad and Taraneh Harrison 
Representative: Arshia Architects

Appellant: Jean-Pierre Dorleac; Dean Wallraff

At its meeting of April 27, 2017, the South Valley Area Planning Commission took the actions 
below in conjunction with the approval of the following project:

Construction of a new two-story, 2,900 square-foot, single-family dwelling with an attached two- 
car garage and basement.

Determined based on the whole of the administrative record, the Project is exempt from 
CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article III, Section 1, Class 3, Category 1 and there is 
no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies;
Denied the appeal, and sustained the Planning Director’s Determination in approving the 
Project Permit Compliance with Design Review;
Adopted the attached Condition of the Appeal and 
Adopted the attached Findings.

1.

2.

3.
4.

This action was taken by the following vote:

Moved:
Seconded:
Ayes:
Absent

Bishop 
Mather 
Cochran 
Dierking, Beatty

Vote: 3-0

A*

Renee'Glasco, Commission Executive Assistant I 
South Valley Area Planning Commission

http://www.planning.lacltv.org
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Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund impact as administrative costs are recovered 
through fees.'

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 
90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California Code of 
Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your ability to seek judicial 
review.

Attachments: Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan Project Permit Compliance Review & Design 
Review dated January 24,2017.

Tom Glick, City Planner 
William Hughen, Planning Assistant

c:
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MULHOLLAND SCENIC PARKWAY SPECIFIC PLAN 
PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE REVIEW & 

DESIGN REVIEW

January 24, 2017

Representative
Arshia Architects
550 Larchmont Boulevard Unit

Case No.
CEQA: 

Location: 
Council District: 

Neighborhood Council: 
Community Plan Area:

DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP 
ENV-2016-2415-CE 
6825 Mulholland Drive 
4- Ryu
Hollywood Hills West 
Sherman Oaks - Studio City - 
Toluca Lake - Cahuenga Pass 
Very Low Residential 
RE15-1-H
Lot: PT 1/4 SW 1/4 SEC 34 T1N 
R14W; Block: None; Tract: None

100
Hollywood, CA 90024

Owner/Applicant 
Chad and Taraneh Harrison 
1735 North Fuller Avenue #122 
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Land Use Designation: 
Zone:

Legal Description:

Last Day to File an 
Appeal:

February 8, 2017

DETERMINATION

Pursuant to LAMC Sections 11.5.7 C and 16.50, and Section 11 ofthe Mulholland Scenic Parkway 
Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 167,943), and based upon the recommendation of the Mulholland 
Design Review Board. I have reviewed the proposed project and as the designee of the Director 
of Planning, I hereby:

Approve with Conditions a Project Permit Compliance Review and Design 
Review for the Construction of a new, 1,266 square-foot, two-story, single-family 
residence with an attached, two-car, 341 square-foot garage. The project includes 
approximately 174 square-feet of covered porch/patio/breezeway/balcony space, 
492 square feet of hardscape, and 1,209 square feet of basement area. This would 
result in a total structure of 2,990 square feet with a maximum height of 
approximately 15 feet, 0 inches on an approximately 7,966 square-foot lot.

The project approval is subject to the attached Conditions of Approval, and is based upon the 
attached Findings:



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, labeled "Exhibit E-1 
to E-14", dated October 12, 2016, and attached to the subject case file. No change to the 
plans shall be made without prior review by the Department of City Planning, Plan 
Implementation Division, and written approval by the Director of Planning. Each change 
shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply 
with the provisions of the Municipal Code, the project conditions, or the project permit 
authorization.

1.

Floor Area. The project shall be limited to 2,990 gross square feet.2.

Height. The project shall be limited to a 15-foot height envelope with a maximum height of 
22 feet, 6 inches.

3.

Design Review Conditions

4. Licensed Arborist

a. The applicant shall retain a licensed arborist on site during all construction 
activities.

5. Landscape Screening

a. The applicant shall screen the driveway and driveway bridge with dense plantings 
selected from the preferred plant list.

b. The applicant shall screen the pool, deck, and all structure elements visible from 
Mulholland Drive.

6. Driveway

a. When the driveway is at an elevation between zero (0) and three (3) feet above 
adjacent finished grade, the applicant shall fill the area under the driveway with dirt 
and shall not utilize guardrails unless required by City Departments for safety 
purposes.

b. The applicant shall utilize textured stucco for all driveway guardrail walls.

Administrative Conditions

7. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department 
of Building and Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting 
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety for final review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting issuance of a 
building permit by the Department of Building and Safety shall be stamped by Department 
of City Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall 
be retained in the subject case file.
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8. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the 
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or notations 
required herein.

Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance 
of any building permits, for placement in the subject file.

Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations ofthe zone classification ofthe 
subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.

Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of 
Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications 
to plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building and Safety 
Plan Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project 
as approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of 
Building and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised 
plans back to the Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the 
issuance of any permit in connection with those plans.

9.

10.

11.

12. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall be 
to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date 
(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered 
null and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation 
of, construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant.

Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of the 
following:

13.

14.

Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against 
the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and 
approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, 
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the 
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of 
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including 
from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.
Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related 
to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the 
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney's 
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of 
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs.
Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days' 
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. 
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its 
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the 
initial deposit be less than $25,000. The City's failure to notice or collect the 
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City 
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(0

(ii)

(iii)
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Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits 
may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit If found 
necessary by the City to protect the City's interests. The City's failure to notice or 
collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse 
the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).
If the City determines it necessary to protect the City's interest, execute an 
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent 
with the requirements of this condition.

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any action 
and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of any claim, 
action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the 
defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless 
the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney's office or 
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the defense 
of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by 
this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in whole or in part, 
the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any 
other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in 
any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

(iv)

(v)

“City" shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, 
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes 
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or 
local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City or 
the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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FINDINGS

The proposed project is the construction of a new, 1,266 square-foot, two-story, single-family 
residence with an attached, two-car, 341 square-foot garage. The project includes approximately 
174 square-feet of covered porch/patio/breezeway/balcony space, 492 square feet of hardscape, 
and 1,209 square feet of basement area. This would result in a total structure of 2,990 square 
feet with a maximum height of approximately 15 feet, 0 inches. The project site is in the MSP 
Inner Corridor, within 100 feet of Mulholland Drive, and on a prominent ridge. The project is 
subject to the Baseline Hillside Ordinance and on an approximately 7,966 square-foot lot. The 
applicant has stated that the project is upslope from Mulholland Drive and is visible from 
Mulholland Drive. The project includes the removal of one protected tree.

A recommendation was made by the Mulholland Design Review Board, pursuant to 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.50:

The proposed project is subject to the design review process because it is located within 
the boundaries of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan.

1.

The Design Review Board met on September 1,2016 where the board convened a quorum 
of 5 members and voted unanimously (5-0) to continue the case with the following 
conditions:

Per Guideline 57, replace Yucca sp. with preferred Hespero yucca whipplei 
Per Guideline 57, replace Tecoma capensis and Abe dawei “Yellow" with less 
brightly colored species from the preferred plant list 
A certified arborist shall be present on-site during all construction activities 
Retaining walls shall not exceed 16 feet in total height. The lower wall may be 10 
feet and the upper wall may be 6 feet. The retaining walls shall include a minimum 
3-foot wide planted buffer between the walls and a landscaped area at the base of 
the lower wall
Verify with the Department of Public Works if the driveway is permitted in the public 
right-of-way
Integrate the building in to the natural topography
Verify the project height is permitted according to the Specific Plan
Work with the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority to complete and
agree on a conservation easement
If any portion of any basement daylights the maximum basement size shall be 655 
square feet
Verify that the project complies with design guideline 8 
Verify that the project complies with design guideline 16 
Comply with design guideline 18, viewshed protection
Redesign the building to comply with the Specific Plan in regards to the building’s
relationship to the prominent ridge
Create an alternative design solution to the driveway bridge
Limit building height to 15 feet per the specific plan

a.
b.

c.
d.

e.

f.
fl

it.

i.

j.
k.

m.

n.
o.

The Design Review Board met on January 19, 2017 where the board convened a quorum 
of 7 members. The vote was unanimous (7-0) recommending conditional approval of the 
project since the project will substantially comply with Section 16.50, Subsection E of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code as well as the relevant design guidelines and development 
provisions of the Plan. The conditions recommended by the board were:
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a. A certified arborist shall be present on-site during ail construction activity
b. Screen the driveway bridge with dense plantings from the preferred plant list
c. Screen the pool, deck, and all structure elements visible from Mulholland Drive
d. When the driveway is at an elevation between zero and three feet above adjacent 

finished grade, the area under the driveway shall be filled with dirt and shall utilize 
the minimum height required for gaurdrails

2. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings, 
standards, and provisions ofthe specific plan.

Based on a review ofthe plans submitted with the application, marked Exhibit E-1 to E-14, 
dated October 12, 2016, DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP, the Director of Planning makes the 
following findings in accordance with the applicable design review criteria of the Mulholland 
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan, Ordinance No. 167,943, effective June 29,1992:

Section 5.A: Uses
The project proposes the use of land for a one-family dwelling, which is a permitted use and 
as such, the project use complies with Section 5.A of the Specific Plan.

Section S.B: Environmental Protection Measures
The subject property is defined as a prominent ridge as per the definition in Section 4 since 
a ridgeline appears on the subject property on the map of the Specific Plan Area: Map 12 of 
12. As per Section 5.B.1.a, the Plan states that:

Notwithstanding Subsection C below, prominent ridges shall not be graded, altered or 
removed without the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The 
Director may approve up to 1,000 cubic yards of grading of a prominent ridge after making 
the following findings:
i. The graded slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the characteristics of the 
Santa Monica Mountains.
ii. The grading is compatible with the natural topography.
Hi. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that grading will minimize erosion.
iv. The grading is necessary to allow the owner reasonable use of the lot.
v. The grading will allow for a project more compatible with the purposes of the Specific 
Plan.

On Page 18 of the conditionally approved proposed project plans, the applicant indicates 
that 160 cubic yards of grading will occur on the Prominent Ridge. The grading is necessary 
for the reasonable development of the site for the proposed single-family residence and to 
ensure that the project does not extend above the prominent ridge. A project that does not 
include a reasonable amount of grading on the prominent ridge would be incompatible with 
other Mulholland Scenic Parkways Specific Plan requirements related to the maximum 
height of structures and would be inharmonious with several Design Guidelines. 
Furthermore, the applicant made major design changes to the project per the Design Review 
Board recommendations from the September 1, 2016 hearing. The changes to the project 
include reductions in grading quantity on the prominent ridge, grading fill and compaction 
that mimics the natural slope ofthe prominent ridge, a redesigned project that remains lower 
than the prominent ridge at all points, and the removal of one retaining wall from the project. 
The applicant has also prepared a Geotechnical and Soils report that will reviewed by the 
Department of Building and Safety for compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code 
regulatory compliance measures. As such, the project will minimize erosion to the subject 
site.
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As per Section 5.B.1.b, the Plan states that:
Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be constructed on the top of 
a prominent ridge. Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be 
constructed within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge without the prior written 
approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The Director may approve construction of 
a building and/or structure within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge, but not 
exceeding the top after making the following findings:

i. The placement of the building and/or structure not destroy or obstruct a scenic 
feature or resource.
ii. The placement of the building and/or structure complements the view from 
Mulholland Drive.
Hi. The placement of the building and/or structure minimizes driveway and/or private 
street access into the right-of-way.
Iv. The placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more 
compatible with the purposes ofthe Specific Plan.

The proposed project plans indicate that the structure does not exceed the top of the 
prominent ridge and that the structure is not built on the top of the prominent ridge. The 
applicant made major design changes to the project per the Design Review Board 
recommendations from the September 1, 2016 hearing. In order to comply with Section 
5.B.1.b., the applicant revised the project to follow the ridgeline. To accomplish this, the 
applicant eliminated one retaining wall, revised the flat roof to a pitched roof that mimics the 
natural site topography, stepped back the upper floor by an additional two feet, and lowered 
the entire structure in to the hillside by three feet. The proposed structure is also designed 
to complement the view from Mulholland Drive in that the building is sunk in to the hillside 
environment, is planted with native landscaping, utilizes a pitched roof that mimics the 
natural site topography, and utilizes dark, earth tone colors and materials that blend in to 
the hillside. The applicant also investigated a variety of designs for the proposed structure 
driveway and concluded that the conditionally approved option minimizes access to the 
right-of-way. Furthermore, the Design Review Board conditioned the driveway to remove 
the guardrails (except when required for safety purposes) and fill the area under the 
driveway with dirt, further reducing the impact of the driveway. As such, the conditionally 
approved project has taken every measure possible to ensure the proposed project results 
in no impact to the prominent ridge and is not constructed above the prominent ridge.

As such, the project complies with Sections 5.B.1.a and 5.B.1.b, which limit grading and 
visibility on the defined Prominent Ridges in the Plan area.

According to the same map and http://zimas.lacity.org the project is further than 100 feet 
from a watercourse and is in compliance with Section 5.B.2, which limits grading within 100 
feet of a stream bank.

According to the same map and http://zimas.lacitv.org the project is within 200 feet of public 
parkland. As per Section 5.B.3, the Plan states that:

No project shall be erected and no earth shall be graded within 200 feet of the boundaries 
of any public parkland without the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section 
11. The Director may approve the construction of a project or grading within 200 feet of 
public parkland after making the following findings:

a. The project preserves the residential character along the right-of-way.
b. The project will minimize erosion.
c. The project preserves the natural vegetation and the existing ecological balance.
d. The project protects identified archaeological and paleontological sites.
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e. The project minimizes driveway access into the right-of-way.

The proposed project is for the construction of a new, single-family residence. The applicant 
has also prepared a Geotechnical and Soils report that will reviewed by the Department of 
Building and Safety for compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code regulatory compliance 
measures. As such, the project will minimize erosion to the subject site. The proposed 
project includes the removal of one protected tree with a proposed mitigation of four trees. 
The applicant also proposes a full landscape plan with low water use native species that will 
complement the ecological balance of the adjacent parkland to the north. In addition, there 
are no known archaeological or paleontological findings on the subject site. However, should 
the applicant encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while grading for the 
project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures pursuant to 
California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et sequentia to appropriately handle these 
resources. The applicant also investigated a variety of designs for the proposed structure 
driveway and concluded that the conditionally approved option minimizes access to the 
right-of-way. Furthermore, the Design Review Board conditioned the driveway to remove 
the guardrails (except when required for safety purposes) and fill the area under the 
driveway with dirt, further reducing the impact of the driveway. As such, the conditionally 
approved project has taken every measure possible to ensure the proposed project results 
in no adverse impacts to the adjacent public parkland.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.B.3., which requires findings be made for 
projects and grading proposed within 200 feet of the boundaries of any public parkland.

The project does propose to remove one protected tree, in accordance with Section 5.B.4.As 
per Section 5.B.4., the Plan states that:

No oak tree (quercus agrifolia, lobata, q. virginiana) shall be removed, cut down or moved 
without the prior written approval of the Director. The Director may approve the removal, 
cutting down or moving of an oak tree after making the following findings:
a. The removal, cutting down or moving of an oak tree will not result in an undesirable, 
irreversible soil erosion through diversion or increased flow of surface waters.
b. The oak tree is not located with reference to other trees or monuments in such a way as 
to acquire a distinctive significance at said location.

The removal of the one Oak tree will allow for reasonable development of the property for 
the proposed single-family residence. This home is subject to the Low Impact Development 
Ordinance that will require capturing and slowing the flow of water from a storm event. As 
such, the tree removal will not create undesirable, irreversible soil erosion for the project. 
Furthermore, the oak tree on this site does not have distinctive significance at its location, 
and as per the project plans and protected tree ordinance, will be replaced on site at a ratio 
of four (4) new trees for every one (1) tree removed.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.B.4.

Finally, should the applicant encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while 
grading for the project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et sequentia to appropriately 
handle these resources, fulfilling the intent of Section 5.B.5 that seeks to protect these 
resources. As such, the project complies with Section 5.B of the Specific Plan.
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Section 5.C: Grading
The project requires 1,225 cubic yards to be cut, 428 of which will be used for fill, and 797 
cubic yards will be exported; zero cubic yards will be imported. In Section 5.C the Plan states 
that:

The Director may approve grading up to two cubic yards of earth per four square feet 
of lot area per lot after making the following findings:
The Department of Building and Safety or the Bureau of Engineering has determined 
that such grading is required to provide access driveways, pedestrian accessways, 
drainage facilities, slope easements, and/or dwelling foundations.
All grading conforms to the standards set forth in the Landform Grading Manual, unless 
the Department of Building and Safety has determined that landform grading will 
conflict with the provisions of Divisions 29 and 70 of Article 1 of Chapter IX of the Code. 
The graded slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the characteristics of 
the Santa Monica Mountains.
The Department of Building and Safety has determined that grading will minimize 
erosion.

a.

b.

c.

d.

Per this Section, the applicant would be limited to 3,983 cubic yards of grading for the 7,966 
square-foot lot. This grading is necessary for the reasonable development of the property 
for the single-family residence, conforms to the Landform Grading manual, and as 
conditioned in this determination letter the design of the home will be compatible with the 
Santa Monica Mountains. Furthermore the applicant is required to obtain grading permits 
and follow all practices imposed on them during the process of grading from the Building 
and Safety Grading Division. As such, the project complies with Section 5.C of the Specific 
Plan.

Section 5.D: Building Standards
The project is visible from Mulholland Drive. As per Section 5.D.1 of the Specific Plan:

The Director may approve a project's penetration into the viewshed after making the 
following findings:
a. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that the height of the project 

does not exceed the height limit in lowed in paragraphs a, bore of subdivision 2.
b. The project is designed to complement the view from Mulholland Drive.

The project is upslope and is furthermore located on a lot within 100 feet of the Mulholland 
right-of-way. As such, the project's height is restricted to 15 feet. As proposed the project is 
15 feet high, and complies with Sections 5.D.1.a and 5.D.2.a.

While the project abuts the right-of-way, the lot depth is less than 100 feet. As such. Section 
5.D.3 does not apply to the project.

The project proposes a driveway guardrail/wall visible from Mulholland Drive. The gaurdrail 
has been conditioned to be constructed of earth tone stucco textured materials, and is 
therefore in compliance with Section 5.D.4, which requires a finish such as rough-cut, 
unfinished wood; native-type stone; split face concrete block; textured plaster walls; black 
or dark green chain link or wrought iron; or a combination thereof.

The roof, which is visible from Mulholland Drive, will not have any equipment placed on it, 
with the exception of solar panels, and will be surfaced with non-glare materials. As such, 
the project complies with Section 5.D.7.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.D of the Specific Plan.
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Section 11.1.3: Design Review Criteria
Based on a review of the project proposal, and the recommendation of the Design Review 
Board, the proposed single family residence, as modified by the conditions herein, is 
compatible with the surrounding homes and the parkway environment in terms of design, 
massing, materials, and color and as such complies with Section 11.1.3 of the Plan.

Design Guideline SO: Neighborhood Compatibility
The size of the project including the square footage and height is compatible with the other 
neighboring homes. The project proposes 1,266 square feet, 2,990 gross square feet, and 
a 15.9% Floor Area Ratio. Nearby homes have an average of 1,718 square feet and an FAR 
of 14.81%. Finally, the project's finish materials of stucco, concrete, and aluminum are also 
found in nearby homes. As such, the project's size and design fits with the neighborhood 
and complies with compatibility Design Guideline 50.

Design Guideline 54: Protection of Native and/or Significant Trees 
Design Guideline 55: Replacement of Native Trees
To ensure existing protected trees are maintained, the project is conditioned to require a 
certified arborist be present during all construction activities. As such, the project complies 
with Design Guideline 54 and 55.

Design Guideline 63: Landscape Screening
The project is conditioned to screen the driveway, driveway bridge, pool, deck, and all 
structures visible from Mulholland Drive by plantings selected from the current preferred list. 
As such, the project complies with Design Guideline 63.

Design Guideline 71: Planning and Design for Sustainable Building Practices 
The project will follow the Green Building and Low Impact Development codes, as seen on 
Exhibits E-2. As such, the project complies with sustainable building practice Design 
Guideline 71.

3. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when 
necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review, which would 
mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically 
feasible.

Mitigation measures are not necessary for the subject project, and there are no potentially 
significant negative environmental effects associated with the project. The Director of 
Planning has determined that the project is Categorically Exempt from the environmental 
review pursuant to Article III, Section 1, and Class 3 and Category 1 of the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Guidelines.
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OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME UMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES

All terms and conditions of the Director's Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. The instant authorization is further conditioned upon the privileges being utilized 
within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if such privileges are not 
utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical construction work is not begun 
within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits do not lapse, the authorization 
shall terminate and become void.

TRANSFERABILITY

This determination runs with the land, In the event the property is to be sold, 
or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other 
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly 
observed.

leased, rented

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR

Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction.

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise 
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County 
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.”

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any 
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency. 
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or 
his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any 
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked.

The Determination in this matter will become effective and final fifteen (15) days after the 
date of mailing of the Notice of Director’s Determination unless an appeal there from is filed 
with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the 
appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the 
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the 
required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the 
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. 
Forms are available on-line at http://www.plannina.iacitv.orQ/forms.htm.
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Planning Department public offices are located at:

Valley Office
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-5050

Downtown Office 
Figueroa Plaza
201 North Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7077

Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa 
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the Valley. In order to assure 
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to 
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by calling (213) 482-7077 
or (818) 374-5050 or through the Department of City Planning website
at htto://citvplanninQ.lacitv.om. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant 
representing you of this requirement as well.

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California 
Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial 
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, 
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day 
following the date on which the City's decision becomes final.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning
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