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September 22, 2020

South Valley Area Planning Commission 
City of Los Angeles 
221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1350 
Los Angeles, California 90012

ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1 A, 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive 
(ENV-2005-2301 -EIR, VTT-67505-1A)

Dear President Dierking and Commissioners:

The Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) seeks to entirely reverse 
the above-referenced determination, made November 1, 2019, by the Zoning 
Administrator regarding the subject proposed project at 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive. 
The applicant’s latest changes to the proposed project, as described in the recently issued 
Erratum No. 1 to the Environmental Impact Report dated September 2020 (Erratum), 
were made only after the City Council asserted jurisdiction over the project in response 
to the aborted appeal hearings of March 12,2020. These changes have only exacerbated 
our agency’s concerns, which were expressed in our letter to the Commission dated 
March 11,2020. We incorporate by reference the comments made in that March 11,2020 
letter. We also incorporate by reference all previous and current letters and materials 
submitted by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, our co-appellant, in the file for 
the subject project. The MRCA respectfully urges the Commission to grant the appeals, 
to reverse the subject determination, and deny the requested variances for subject 
proposed project.

The applicant’s Erratum and its Appendices have not been circulated for public review 
and comment, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Without 
the public circulation and comment period required under CEQA, no City agency has a 
basis for approving these proposed changes to the subject proposed project.

These proposed last-minute changes to the subject proposed project have not been 
reviewed or approved by the Zoning Administrator, Deputy Advisory Agency, or 
Mulholland Design Review Board. To deny the appeals before you and allow the subject 
project to move forward now would mean allowing the project to circumvent the City’s 
administrative review process, and essentially give the applicant blanket permission to 
develop a “moving target” project on an ecologically sensitive and highly visible property 
in the Inner Mulholland Drive Scenic Corridor without the safeguards that would normally 
apply to any other such project.

The grading and fill discrepancies that have plagued the subject project’s grading plans 
from the beginning have not been resolved by the latest proposed project changes. The

A local public agency exercising joint powers of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the Conejo Recreation & Park 
District, and the Rancho Simi Recreation & Park District pursuant to Section 6500 et seq. of the Government Code.



South Valley Area Planning Commission 
ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A, 22241-22255 West Mulholland Drive 
September 22, 2020 
Page 2

attached Geological Report commissioned by the MRCA and prepared by Gold Coast 
Geoservices, Inc., dated March 4, 2020, highlights significant discrepancies in the 
applicant’s grading plans. According to that Geological Report, even with the increased 
retaining wall heights, expanded grading numbers, and expanded soil import numbers in 
the Erratum, the overall grading and recompaction calculations proposed by the applicant 
fall short of what would actually be required by nearly 50 percent. The applicant’s newly 
proposed total import of 7,400 cubic yards of fill dirt still falls short of the total estimated 
in the Geological Report by 8,800 cubic yards. These discrepancies have been largely 
ignored or disregarded without analysis in the September 2020 Erratum and Appeal Staff 
Report.

A closer analysis of the applicant’s latest grading plans included in the Erratum indicates 
that these discrepancies may arise partially from poor planning. The current project plans 
propose to create discrete building pads for each proposed residence by over-excavating 
and recompacting each pad, but these plans do not propose recompacting the soil 
between the residences. The proposed project site is composed of alluvium, and is 
situated within a State-designated “seismically-induced liquefaction hazard zone”. The 
applicant’s proposed project plans make no allowances for the proposed over-excavation 
on alluvial soil to expand beyond their proposed discrete building pad areas. The 
applicant has certainly not provided anything resembling a guarantee that the grading will 
not expand beyond their proposed footprint.

City decision-makers have been presented a misleading picture of the required grading 
for the subject proposed project and its impacts.

All City decision-makers to date, including the Commission, have been presented with a 
subject proposed project based on the false pretext that the majority of the subject 
property must be made level in order for 19 homes to be constructed on the site. In fact, 
the topography of the proposed development area, with the one exception of Retaining 
Wall 5, is capable of supporting a 19-home residential project with less grading, and fewer 
and shorter retaining walls than the proposed project currently before the Commission.

Two attached engineering studies, commissioned by the MRCA and prepared by Sukow 
Engineering, dated August 28, 2020 and September 18, 2020, illustrate one possible 19- 
home project design for the subject property with reduced retaining walls. The September 
18 study includes analysis of the September 2020 Erratum, and Appeal Staff Report. The 
September 18 study by Sukow Engineering also addresses the need, according to the 
applicant’s most recently proposed grading and retaining wall plans, for additional 
retaining walls that are not included in the applicant’s requested variances.

Our co-appellant, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, addresses the engineering 
conclusions of these reports in greater detail in their most recent letter. We will not seek
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to repeat their points here, except to state that the staff of the MRCA supports the same 
conclusions. The fundamental design of the subject project remains incompatible with the 
chosen project site, and as a result, the subject requested retaining wall variances and 
tree removals sought by the applicant are a solution to a problem that is entirely of their 
own making.

If you have any questions or clarifications, I may be contacted at 310-589-3230, ext. 124, 
or by e-mail at garrett.weinstein@mrca.ca.gov. Further correspondence regarding the 
subject project may also be sent to my attention at the above letterhead address. Thank 
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Garrett Weinstein 
Project Analyst

A - Geological Report by Gold Coast Geoservices, Inc., March 4 
2020
B - Sukow Engineering Report, August 28, 2020 
C - Sukow Engineering Report, September 18, 2020 
D - MRCA Letter to South Valley Area Planning Commission, 
March 11, 2020

Attachments:

Hon. Councilmember Bob Blumenfield, Council District 3
Ms. Elizabeth Ene, Director of Land Lise and Planning, Council District 3
Ms. Milena Zasadzien, Major Projects, Department of City Planning
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