
Advocates for the Environment
A non-profit public-interest law firm 

and environmental advocacy organization

November 2, 2020
I©a V

m
Los Angeles City Council 
c/o City Clerk
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Via U.S. Mail and LACouncilComment.com

Re: Project at 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive, Council Files #20-0631-S1
S2, Cases ENV-2005-2301-EIR, ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A, VTT-67505-1A, 
Item numbers 12 and 13 on PLUM Committee Agenda for November 5, 2020

20-0631-

Dear City Council:

I write on behalf of Advocates for the Environment, a non-profit public-interest 
environmental law firm and advocacy organization, to oppose the above-referenced Project 
proposed to be built at 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive (the Project). It's a terrible project, 
sacrificing a mature oak woodland to build 19 houses on land that's unsuitable for such 
development. The huge amount of soil excavation and re-compaction that will be required to 
provide stable soil for the project, and the extensive retaining walls required indicate that the 
Project is not suitable for the site. The environmental impacts will be substantial, including 
impacts to oak trees on-site and to wildlife corridors in the vicinity. Those and other impacts 
were not adequately analyzed in the Environmental Impact report (EIR) for the Project.

This letter augments and clarifies the comment letter we sent to the South Valley 
Area Planning Commission on September 18, 2020.

Accessory Dwelling Units

In this iteration, Tract Map Condition 20.a has been modified to delete the 
requirement that “no second dwelling units or accessory dwelling units shall be permitted on 
each lot.” Given the current housing market, it is likely that many of the purchasers of 
Project homes will construct accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Under state law and the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, owners of homes in the Project can construct ADUs by right with 
no further planning approvals. Since they are reasonably foreseeable consequences of 
approving the Project, they should be analyzed as indirect impacts under CEQA.
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The ADUs that are likely to be constructed will cause additional environmental 
impacts that have not been analyzed in the EIR. Such impacts include impacts on on-site 
oaks, additional greenhouse-gas emissions, additional pervious surfaces, which will harm 
water quality. The EIR should be revised to analyze impacts from ADUs, and then 
recirculated.

Incompatibility with Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan Design and 
Preservation Guidelines

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, 
making the Project inconsistent with the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan Design 
and Preservation Guidelines. And the EIR does not address this inconsistency, as required 
under CEQA.

Energy Conservation

CEQA Guidelines Appendix F requires an EIR to “include a discussion of the 
potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or 
reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.” The EIR in this case 
includes no such discussion.

Tract Map Findings

The City cannot make the finding required by Gov. Code § 66474.61(e), that it is not 
true that “the design of the subdivision or proposed improvements are likely to cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or 
their habitat.” The comments and appeals submitted by Project opponents show the Project 
will cause substantial environmental damage and damage to wildlife.
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The City cannot make the finding required by Gov. Code § 66474.61(c), that it is not 
true that “the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.” The comments and 
appeals submitted by Project opponents show the Project requires so much grading and so 
many retaining walls that the site is not physically suitable for the Project.

Conclusion

The City Council should grant the appeals and remand the Project back to the 
Planning Department to revise the Project and the EIR to remedy the defects discussed 
above.

Sincerely,

Dean Wallraff, Executive Di: 
Attorney at Law

tor
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