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November 2, 2020

Los Angeles City Council
c/o Ms. Holly L. Wolcott, City Clerk
City of Los Angeles
200 North Spring Street, Room 360
Los Angeles, California 90012

Council File Nos. 20-0631-S1 and 20-0631-S2 
VTT-67505-1A, ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A, ENV-2005-2301-EIR, 

22241-22255 West Mulholland Drive

Honorable Councilmembers:

The Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA) seeks to entirely reverse 
the above-reference determinations, made November 1, 2019, by the Deputy Advisory 
Agency, and Zoning Administrator regarding the subject proposed project at 22241 -22255 
Mulholland Drive. This letter is intended to summarize the major points of our request to 
appeal the subject determinations and our request for the City to deny the subject 
proposed project in its current form.

We incorporate by reference the comments made in our letters in the record addressed 
to the South Valley Area Planning Commission, dated March 11, 2020, and September 
22, 2020 respectively. We likewise incorporate by reference the findings in the Geological 
Report commissioned by the MRCA and prepared by Gold Coast Geoservices, Inc., dated 
March 4, 2020, and the findings in the engineering studies prepared by Sukow 
Engineering, dated August 28, 2020 and September 18, 2020, respectively (all included 
in the Council Files).

The proposed project, in its current form, would permanently, irrevocably, and 
unnecessarily result in development at the western end of the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway’s Inner Corridor that is inconsistent with the purpose of the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway Specific Plan (Specific Plan). The Final Environmental Impact Report is deficient 
for, among other things, failing to analyze a Project Alternative, including a proposed Tract 
Map and grading plans, that respects the existing topography of the subject property, and 
that seeks a moderate degree of consistency with the purpose and intent of the Specific 
Plan.

The subject FEIR and project grading plans presented to the City do not accurately reflect 
the scope of the proposed project and its significant adverse environmental impacts to 
the Mulholland Scenic Parkway’s Inner Corridor. These unaddressed adverse impa cts 
are from mass grading, unnecessary removals of Protected Trees (including removal of 
Protected Trees that are erroneously situated on the applicant’s survey maps), and
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eliminating potential wildlife movement between City open space and open space 
managed by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP). The fundamental 
design of the subject project remains incompatible with the chosen project site, and as a 
result, the requested retaining wall variances and several of the Protected Tree removals 
sought by the applicant are a solution to problems that are entirely of their own making.

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.

These proposed last-minute changes to the 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 Mulholland Design Review Board consistently, and almost without exception, limits 
houses on slopes to 25 feet high in accordance with Guideline 2 of the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway Specific Plan Design and Preservation Guidelines, as stated below:

"Guideline 2: Sloping site profile. Where a building is situated on a site 
with a slope greater than 25 percent, the building should utilize a stepped- 
profile in which no portion of the building exceeds 25 feet in height, as 
measured from adjacent natural grade to the top of the roof or parapet wall 
directly above. Minimal grading and cut foundations should be utilized 
instead of extensive grading, filling, and retaining walls to create a building 
pad. Design the roof to follow the predominant slope of the land (see Figure
1).

The topographic survey data on the grading plan and subject Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
indicate that proposed lots 4, 5, and 6 would contain slopes greater than 25 percent. The 
subject FEIR and the September 2020 Erratum document do not address the 
conformance, or lack thereof, of the proposed 33-foot high residences with the Specific 
Plan Guidelines. The FEIR is deficient for the failure to consider an Alternative Project
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with residences on lots 4, 5, or 6 that would conform to Guideline 2’s 25-foot height 
limitation.

The applicant’s proposed 33-foot tall residences elsewhere on the site would also be 
highly visible above existing oak trees and through a large gap in the oak trees in the 
public right-of-way along Mulholland Drive. This is demonstrated on the attached figures 
showing a street view from Mulholland Drive, and an oblique aerial view centered on 
proposed lots 1 through 4.

The proposed flat pad for the 4 homes along Mulholland Drive would be created with a 
continuous 200-foot long retaining wall. This retaining wall would increase the height of 
all four residences by at least 4 feet above the natural grade. The mitigation measures in 
the FEIR and Erratum call for future landscape plans to hide the proposed residences. 
There are no landscape plans or set of objective screening requirements included in the 
mitigation measures. This is deferred mitigation that fails to adequately mitigate significant 
adverse impacts to the most valuable public visual resource on the project site.

This is an especially unwise case in which to defer mitigation. The applicant is relying on 
existing trees and future in the public right-of-way to hide over-in-height residences. The 
City Council should decertify this FEIR with deferred mitigation that would fail to protect 
the most valuable public visual resource - the Mulholland Drive viewshed.

No attempt has been made to minimize the visibility of the four residences on lots 1 
through 4. The FEIR and Erratum rely on assertions that are not demonstrated with visual 
analysis. The foundations for the residences could easily be lowered by making them two- 
level homes. The mitigation measures could require the transplantation of large specimen 
oak trees to fill the visual gap. As one example, larger oak trees proposed to be destroyed 
within the development footprint could instead be transplanted into this visual gap on 
Mulholland Drive. The FEIR mitigation measures could also require the specific planting 
of a second visual screen of oak trees on purely private property to ensure that the 
viewshed remains intact.

The subject T ract Map was proposed without consideration for wildlife movement, despite 
being located adjacent to ecologically significant open space (the DWP owned former 
Girard Reservoir), which will eventually be opened to the public by the MRCA via license 
agreement. The project could, and should, be required to provide guaranteed access for 
wildlife to this future public open space, by providing a permanent ‘No Fencing - No 
Lighting Area’ condition over the east side portion of Lot 1, as indicated by the attached 
figure showing a cut-out of the proposed Tract Map.
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The attached aerial map diagram illustrates how without this permanent ‘No Fencing - 
No Lighting Area’, there will be no guaranteed pathway for terrestrial wildlife to reach the 
six acres of prime woodland habitat in the DWP’s Girard Reservoir property. As shown 
in the attached figure, an unpermitted, private, impermeable fence in the public 
Mulholland Drive right-of-way currently blocks such habitat connectivity. The City has a 
poor track record of enforcing the removal unpermitted fences in the Mulholland right-of- 
way. It would be a significant biological impact for the project to obstruct wildlife access 
to the adjacent DWP land. The FEIR’s analysis of wildlife movement is deficient for not 
addressing this issue and providing mitigation. The FEIR makes the unscientific excuse 
that because animals have to cross a street at night that a wildlife corridor cannot exist 
there. Mountain lions, bobcats, mule deer, ring tailed cats, long tailed weasels, grey foxes, 
and American badgers routinely cross Topanga Canyon Boulevard (SR 27) just a half a 
mile east of the subject property. That thoroughfare has a daily traffic count twice that of 
the subject section of Mulholland Drive.

The FEIR is further deficient under CEQA for its inadequate analysis of feasible 
Alternative Projects. The Draft and Final EIR analyze only the No Project alternative, a 
Park Alternative project, and a project alternative with 29 single-family residential lots. 
The FEIR omits any mention of feasible projects with smaller footprints than the subject 
project that would also meet the proposed project objectives. No such projects were 
considered, and no explanation is provided in the FEIR of other alternatives that were 
eliminated from consideration for being infeasible.

This omission of a less damaging alternative project is a fatal deficiency. No amount of 
after-the-fact justification by City staff can excuse the failure to analyze additional 
alternative projects in the FEIR.

Many of these adverse impacts to the City’s premiere scenic corridor can be avoided 
through better project design. The above-referenced engineering studies by Sukow 
Engineering demonstrate how to construct 19 homes with substantially fewer retaining 
walls, and shorter retaining walls. In such a project, home foundations themselves can 
serve that retaining function and significantly reduce earth surface disturbance and total 
grading volume, instead of using an excess of retaining walls to create flat pads.

A project with fewer retaining walls and less grading would be more compatible with the 
Mulholland Specific Plan. Every retaining wall that can be eliminated from the project, or 
at least reduced in height, would result in lower elevations for the proposed residences, 
and fewer adverse impacts to the public viewshed. This would also reduce the adverse 
impacts to Protected Trees and the ecological value of the subject property.
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The appropriate place for the applicant to present and shape a project design that is as 
consistent as possible with the Mulholland Specific Plan is before the Mulholland Scenic 
Parkway Design Review Board. The subject proposed project will fundamentally and 
irrevocably change the character of the westernmost Mulholland Scenic Parkway’s Inner 
Corridor, yet the opportunity for the public to comment within the context of the Mulholland 
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan has so far been denied. To date, the Mulholland Design 
Review Board has only been permitted to give informal recommendations on the 
proposed subdivision, with no opportunity for the public to comment.

City Planning staff have made the spurious claim that the Design Review Board may be 
given the opportunity in the future to formally review certain aspects of the proposed 
project prior to the Final Tract Map, including oak tree removals, grading, and installation 
of new driveways. Staffs’ assurances that elements of the subject project may possibly 
go back to the Design Review Board provide no assurance to the public that the Board 
will be able to review the project before the most significant impacts of the project, 
including grading and tree removals, have already taken place. It is deferred mitigation to 
assume that later on, the Design Review process for individual projects will provide the 
protection for the Scenic Corridor that the proposed Tract Map and FEIR do not.

The MRCA fully supports the appeal points raised by our co-appellants, the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy, Save Oak Savanna, and Beth Rider.

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

Attachments: A - Oblique Aerial View Along Mulholland Drive 
B - Street View from Mulholland Drive, Proposed Lots 1-4 
C - ‘No Fencing - No Lighting Area’ Map
D - Aerial Map of Habitat Connectivity from Mulholland Drive Right- 
of-Way

mailto:garrett.weinstein@mrca.ca.gov


* » « rM

t

%

4

ilC-il•ill i
I

►UlmIiMIMi >OA i f.I *

V-

4

& Q
L~J

!tf

Mulholland Drive

Case No. VTT-67505-2A, Related Case No. 
ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A,
Case No. VTT-67505-1 A, Related Case No. 
ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A

Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority
11/5/2020



mu 6wtS<K<rtVSC"

*

*

.7* *•

1

v**'
V5

*

?;4T>

m-4f:U f *
v,* .Qgatt:.*

r' 5T -'
*€ W~K

£ *
*-* *£?,*■

' '*•
*

»
1 »•• -

* V

fry* 1*
*<•**■** ,

L

, ;l?kva *;*

k -’A"
^ .4

•V* ., :Tf:
' ■ L:*&£:•>■ : I**' - - •’.v • >■ ■l’i-ii. • t .■ ■ r-,-Case No. VTT-67505-2A, Related Case No. 

ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A,
Case No. VTT-67505-1 A, Related Case No. 
ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A

*• _

nm *
* ' Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority

11/5/2020
-i-T’

* *
... » »•



Case Nos. VTT-67505-2A / ENV-2005-2301-EIR-2A/ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A
22241-22255 Mulholland Drive

Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority

\
tv#119 V115

,*

*
55 471i c 5

#t )

s.13'
\ s

\A
\ E

\#112 #107. 100°494 -tf

%2
10054108 #126

E ATURAL' ml 2'%S3 G Boundaries of No Fencing - No Lighting Area 
wildlife movement purposes to be req - 1
condition of Vesting Tentative Tract M

•9v \
Vvft 09 PROPOSEI-V

DISPERSAL 1015PROPOSED a
w:ET. WALL'O' %

mT~ % \SS E
X ‘w

%9

©

15,300 sf

23) 1/ %\
7rl710,147 s

O ^^P'AD=1019.5

..<1 3 0,696 sf'■o/
£ PAD=1018.3

PLAN A
1024.6 PAD=1022

AN ^ #12'. PLAN A A •1
%

ACCESS""21’ WIDEm #12'XBASEMENTR0 AY 9 enci

mmm
%#13 " O O DO 40’AY 1

% ■r
41 40f-O Csj CT>m#141 13 rio ’4:CM CM EoCMO o1.6% 3.6

f

9B i fit
'2.5TQrN 47*42 't-#134) 5%\#1321

&13^
s ■lot o

Y<rl X x312A/C
9 s

</•4-r Q Y Y:0s /
w

o %j
cu-101



m
m

mm%
m%

mm
n WILDLIFE CORRIDOR ,m

mm pm MfiS.m
m Wv. mmUMm Sfiri.m IS3mm

mm MOf
_.."23E ■

■
:•••'■

:-t)
■

Needjforfariimallmovement 

aftgfijnnie tt lorytoll-ADW^gp 

j8P^ ?penuudSHr P
K

Hii. i

■
ii

_ v.

'

A
/

S
/ FENCING ns

J■VT4M vA:

1 ■cSk?
-

- •

fef* to
•>*>

V

.•r.■
________________________________ ■

INF ^ - .
Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority

11/5/2020

Case No. VTT-67505-2A, Related Case No. 
ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A,
Case No. VTT-67505-1A, Related Case No. 
ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A

*


