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Hon. Chairperson Harris-Dawson and Councilmembers:

The subject 6.2-acre property is part of the Public Trust as an integral component of the 
Mulholland Scenic Parkway (MSP) and the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area (SMMNRA). The land provides a rural viewshed seen by thousands of 
citizens every day including Metro bus riders and is a prime roost for owls and many 
other native creatures by both night and day. The development of the proposed 19 
large homes cannot be stopped; however, the subject tract map must first be made 
compatible with this unique natural resource area or the public loses.

The applicant refuses to abandon large flat pads with retaining walls in hillside terrain, 
to accept Neighborhood Council review, and to apply design creativity to reduce 
grading/dirt hauling and all its negative air/earth/ecology environmental impacts. They 
have created self-imposed hardships with a design to maximize profit at the unnecessary 
expense of the Public Trust. They are playing fears that any tract map--no matter how 
site incompatible—is immune to denial because of recent housing legislation--which if 
true would essentially strip City Council authority to reduce environmental impacts. 
They will plead that the retaining walls are necessary to protect trees and reduce 
grading. The Conservancy’s testimony at the svapc, and the whole of the record, show 
that the opposite is true. Their extra profits hide behind this unprecedented high 
number of retaining walls at the proposed expense of the Public Trust.

We have all learned through the pandemic how important local green space and 
viewsheds are to the public. In the rush to create housing (nearby Warner Center is 
creating thousands of units), let us not ruin this chance to do it right on this property at 
this juncture. The Conservancy and multiple project appellants urge your granting of
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the appeals to deny the vesting tentative tract map and to not certify the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the following reasons.

The proposed 19-estate home project decimates the public viewshed from Mulholland 
Drive. It does not provide a single square-foot of permanently protected natural 
resource area to provide homes for the existing wildlife. The citizens of Los Angeles 
deserve a better 19-home project that maximizes protection of the landscape and 
viewshed. The applicant refuses to provide a design that eliminates the majority of 
retaining walls and hides most homes from public views. Furthermore, the record is 
chocked with recommendations, including by licensed engineers and geologists, on how 
to make a project with the same (19) number of proposed homes that works with the 
landscape and honors the Public Trust.

Does a hillside project with two continuous retaining walls over 185 feet in length, one 
being 11.5-feet-tall, and well over 40,000 cubic yards of grading sound compatible with 
this oak woodland and savannah site? The applicant will plead that they reduced the 
height of two retaining walls since the September SVAPC hearing, but those same walls, 
plus the two extra-long ones described-above, and many other retaining walls are still 
part of the proposed tract map. Plus, that “changed” map has never been submitted, 
circulated, and analyzed. These are cosmetic changes anyways. One 200-foot-long 
continuous retaining wall would be wholly located within 80 feet of the Mulholland 
Drive public right-of-way (four houses sandwiched between). 
homogenous, half-acre, flat, aircraft-carrier-like deck that irreversibly raises the 
elevation of homes smack in the most visually sensitive public view.

That wall creates a

The Final EIR and Errata conclude that the project’s view impacts to the Mulholland 
Drive viewshed would be significant without mitigation. The FEIR includes a list of 
mitigation measures, but every one of them is deferred to some future plan to be 
formulated at a later date. Such deferred mitigation is inadequate. There is no 
legitimate reason why a landscape plan to demonstrate how added vegetation can 
mitigate the damaged viewshed cannot be included for review. ceqa does not permit 
deferred mitigation when there is no reasonable excuse to not include key mitigation. 
The Final eir cannot be certified without adequate non-deferred visual impact 
mitigation measures. The project conflicts with the Mulholland Specific Plan Ordinance.

The Errata 2.7 states, “While the removal of any one of the trees would not be expected 
to have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, the combined effect of the removal 
of 33 trees, including 12 protected trees, would diminish the tree canopy and scenic vista 
as seen from Mulholland Drive.” The feir is further deficient because it does not 
adequately address the visibility of the actual allowed 33-foot-tall homes from
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Mulholland Drive, with or without tree removals, with visual analysis graphics that paint 
a sufficient impact evaluation picture for decision makers.

The feir and the tract map are deficient for not providing guaranteed habitat 
connectivity from the Mulholland Drive right-of-way to the Department of Water and 
Power’s Girard Reservoir open space area. Without such mitigation the DWP property 
would become permanently isolated from medium and large bodied mammals. The 
feir remains deficient in concluding that wildlife cannot either reach or move through 
the subject property because Mulholland Drive is a barrier to such movement. 
Topanga Canyon Boulevard (sr 27) is only 500 yards as the crow flies from the subject 
property. It bisects the Santa Monica Mountains between two large State Parks. It has 
far higher daily traffic volume than the subject section of Mulholland Drive. Every 
mammal species in the range crosses SR 27, Las Virgenes Canyon Road, and Kanan 
Dume Road. Maps submitted by multiple project appellants including the Conservancy 
show wildlife corridors between protected public open space areas that depend on 
animals traveling through the subject property. The project as proposed will have 
unavoidable significant adverse impacts on wildlife movement.

The feir is further deficient not addressing the recent California Endangered Species 
Act (cesa) candidate species status of mountain lions and their habitat in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. Mountain lion habitat undoubtedly comes within 80 feet of the site 
at the southeast intersection of Muholland Highway and Mulholland Drive and within 
150 feet of the site at the northwest corner of the City’s Alizondo Park open space. 
These substantial open space peninsulas are partially unfenced entries to the 
Mulholland Drive right of way which thus then offer easy access for lions and all other 
mammals to the subject property through existing fencing gaps and fallen fencing.

The proposed project may substantially conform with the purpose, intent and provisions 
of the General Plan and the applicable community plan, but it does not conform with 
the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan. The project would hand over a 
retaining-wall-jacketed, pure-flat-pad project to the Mulholland Design Review Board 
(mdrb). The vesting tract map design would pre-determine, with virtually no physical 
ability for the mdrb to alter, even small aspects of the map details. Once the pad 
heights are set in a tract map via approved retaining walls, the mdrb cannot realistically 
lower them and all future mdrb recommendations can just be overturned by the 
Planning Director. Large, single level, flat building pads in hillside areas are not a right.

The following four statements from the City Planning staff report are both false and 
misleading to the City Council:
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“Therefore, while the unique size of the project site, topography, and site 
characteristics necessitating level areas for building pads and a private 
street, make strict adherence to the zoning regulations impractical or 
infeasible, the project nonetheless conforms with the intent of those 
regulations, and the retaining walls will serve to minimize grading on the 
site and protect biological resources.”

“The property’s large, irregular shape, steep slopes along Mulholland 
Drive and portions of San Feliciano, and locations of protected tree 
groupings, makes strict adherence to the retaining wall regulations 
impractical and infeasible.”

“The strict application of the retaining wall height regulations would 
directly impact the quality of the proposed project because it would 
require the removal of additional protected trees on the site. One general 
purpose of the zoning regulations is to protect the public health, welfare 
safety, and the proposed retaining wall height adjustment does not impair 
this guideline.”

“The retaining walls proposed are necessary to create a building pads, 
minimize grading, protect existing trees, and to preserve undisturbed 
natural areas.”

There is zero substantial evidence before you that demonstrates that a project design 
with less retaining walls and lower retaining walls is impractical and infeasible. The staff 
report, Final eir, and Erratum are in total error concluding that the proposed project 
with its seven-plus retaining walls is for all intents and purposes the only possible design 
for a 19-home project with same lot configuration and house square footage. The 
proposed tract map is just a proposal and not an immutable baseline of what the City 
must approve on the property.

Sincerely,

PAUL EDELMAN
Deputy Director
Natural Resources and Planning


