
Carlos & Ellie Duque
4622 Cerrillos Drive 

Woodland Hills, CA 91364 
clos@csdweb.com

November 4, 2020

Los Angeles City Council PLUM Committee
City Case File 20-0631-S1,S2
RE: Project Site: 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive
Case Nos. ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A and VTT-67505-1A
CEQA No. ENV-2005-2301 -EIR SCH No. 2005111054

Honorable Councilmember Harris-Dawson, Councilmembers:

For 15 years this developer, Harridge Development/DS Ventures (David 
Shwartzman), has been attempting to build in our neighborhood. Beginning with 
the ill-conceived, over-the-top plan to build 37 three-story condominiums with 
separate parking pergolas, to the current destructive plan for 19 non-conforming 
two-story single family homes, it has been a continuous, drawn-out, perpetual 
attack on the sensibilities of the existing stakeholders, their families, and their 
investments. This developer’s modus operandi is to ask for more than they know 
they will get and work backwards, putting an unnecessary strain on the Planning 
Department and the Community. Had they started out with a plan that followed the 
rules rather than a greedy, profit seeking plan that made every attempt not to, this 
project would be built by now and we would all have nice new neighbors.

The decision by the Planning Department and Zoning Administrator to approve the 
tract map and retaining walls is based on a seriously flawed EIR that consisted of 
nearly 50 negative comment letters from neighbors, local businesses, and 
organizations like WHHO, WHWCNC, SMMC, MRCA, Louisville High School, SOS 
and others. Most of these comments were wrongfully brushed off. With so much at 
stake, mitigations offered by City agencies are inadequate, unsustainable, and 
unenforceable.

Although it would be wonderful to see a park in this location with the possible 
addition of the adjacent historic Girard Reservoir property, we realize the current 
owner has a right to develop their property. But there are troublesome facts that 
remain that should give pause to our City Council and continue to disturb us as 
adjacent stakeholders. Disturbing enough that in a neighborhood where families 
remain in their homes for decades, since the property was acquired by this 
developer, the homes closest to the project have now turned over ownership three 
and four times.

mailto:clos@csdweb.com


Mulholland Scenic Parkway

The project is located at the western entrance of the Inner Corridor of the 
Mulholland Scenic Parkway. The City Planning Advisory Agency approved the tract 
map and retaining walls without the approval of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway 
Design Review Board. The Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan (see excerpt 
herewith) states as its purpose “to assure maximum preservation and 
enhancement...” and “preserve the existing residential character of areas along 
and adjoining the right-of-way” and “minimize grading and assure that graded 
slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the natural appearance.of the 
Santa Monica Mountains” and “preserve the natural topographic variation.” and 
“preserve the existing ecological balance” and “protect.biologic, geologic, and 
topographic features.”

The final Purpose of the Plan is ”to provide a review process of all projects which 
are visible from Mulholland Drive to assure their conformance to the purposes and 
development standards contained in the.Plan.” With so much at stake, how 
were these concepts not allowed to be considered by the DRB before decisions 
were made to approve this tract map? Not only were they not adequately 
considered, they were bulldozed entirely, permitting oversized retaining walls, 
extensive grading, and plowed under protected Heritage Oaks! If the DRB is forced 
to review a pre-approved tract map, they will not be able to assure conformance 
with the purposes and standards of the Plan.

Horrible Traffic

Traffic has become a hot issue in our neighborhood. San Feliciano has turned into 
an alternate route for Topanga Canyon Blvd. and, at peak traffic times, it’s common 
to have to wait 10-15 minutes just to get out of here. When it’s not congested, it 
turns into a curvy speedway with little regard for stop signs or traffic humps. The 
EIR traffic report and supplemental report do not consider eye-witness accounts 
offered by neighbors living across from the proposed private street entrance of 
non-reported accidents and curb damage (see photos herewith), or the steep 
grade preceding the site distance study used in the traffic report.

It was recommended at the October 2, 2018 City Planning public hearing to use a 
video capture to get a real sense of the situation, but this was not done. If the 
Private Street entrance were to move 90 feet southwest and swap positions with 
Lot 14, it would extend site distance of oncoming downhill traffic on the steepest 
part of San Feliciano hill, improving safety at this dangerous section of road. This 
would also allow the retention of protected Tree #73, currently slated for removal 
and the safety of Tree #72, currently with a retaining wall proposed in its critical 
root zone.



Harm to Protected Trees

The original 2004 arborist report by Trees Etc. is today outdated and being 
replaced by a new Psomas report. Several trees from the original report are now 
dead or in poor condition from the total neglect of the property owners. Tree #105 
(old numbering system from Trees Etc.) evaluated on 09-07-2003 as one of the 
largest and highest quality specimens on the site, disappeared. Photos were taken 
of a man in 2005 cutting and chopping a coast live oak where this tree once stood. 
When asked by neighbors what he was doing, he said he brought the wood from 
off-site to cut here. The massive stump from this tree is still on-site.

There are also trees that, at the time of the original report may have been saplings, 
but after 16 years have grown to a level that requires protection under the 
Protected Tree Ordinance. The new Tree Report from Psomas does not update 
Tree Value calculations from 2004-2009 rates. The trees being removed and 
encroached need to be reanalyzed to insure proper replacement ratios or value 
equasions.

There are now 12 protected trees planned for removal on the current plan, some 
quite large and in great condition for non-garden specimens. Tree #73 for example 
is listed and valued at $41,500 (Trees Etc. on 03/12/2008) and should be re-valued 
and held to a higher standard of replacement than the 2:1 or 4:1 ratio currently 
offered. The Protected Tree Ordinance calls for replacement at equal value.

On the Erratum related to “Direct Tree Impacts” on page 8, five additional protected 
coast live oaks, trees #16, #17, #72, #114, and #255, should be added to the list of 
removals because these tree trunks are within the 5-15 foot limits of grading and 
excavation required for the Private Street or its retaining walls, being proposed to 
support it, and the proposed sub drain. The trunk locations and canopy size 
representations of these trees have been moved and reduced on the current tract 
map to positions and sizes that are more advantageous to the developer’s attempt 
to gain approvals of their current plan.

Lot pads #1,3, 4, 8, 11, 13, and 16 encroach the drip lines of protected Coast Live 
Oaks. The retaining wall behind pads #1, 2, 3 and 4 crosses beneath the largest 
and no doubt oldest heritage oak on the property, tree #108. How is this 
acceptable?

MSPSP states that the Director may approve the removal of an oak tree only after 
making the following finding:

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.

This alone should prevent the Director from approving the removal of any of these 
protected heritage trees. What would be more significantly distinct than replacing a



majestic oak tree with a retaining wall, a house, and a street? All this at the western 
entrance to the Mulholland Scenic Parkway!

Harm to Wildlife

Coyotes, Raccoons, Skunk, Bobcats, Red Tailed Hawks, Coopers Hawks, Barn 
Owls, Screech Owls, Woodpeckers, Bats and the very occasional Great Blue 
Heron and Golden Eagle are observed on this site daily by neighbors. These great 
birds and mammals will be adversely affected by this development and the 
developer’s interpretation of the EIR field study diminishes the significance of this.

The reporting company TERACOR should have worked with local experts and 
made their observations over a longer period of time and in multiple seasons. It 
was recommended at the City Planning hearing that video capture be used to get a 
real sense for the wildlife using this unique property as a home, stopover or transit 
link from nearby Santa Monica Mountains but this was never done. If you want to 
find something, look for it. TERACOR did an incomplete job of looking for the true 
extent of wildlife using this property.

The contention by the developer that any use of this land as a wildlife corridor or 
transit link is impossible because of surrounding traffic on the main streets and 
because the property is surrounded by chain link fence, can be refuted by game 
camera photo evidence collected that shows a pack of four coyotes consistently 
traveling from one end of the property to the other on 28 days out of a 31 day 
stretch that recording took place. (see date stamped video stills herewith)

Too Many Oversized Retaining Walls

Retaining walls are falsely characterized as being designed to avoid removal of 
more protected trees when the reality is that the only way to protect more trees is 
to not have any retaining walls and avoid building anything too close to them. This 
is simple logic and common sense. In fact, tree #73, possibly the highest quality 
protected coast live oak on the property, is being removed to place a street and 
sidewalk held up by a 9 foot tall retaining wall. Two of the seven massive retaining 
walls are actually 200 feet long. Is this minimal use? How can this not be 
considered inappropriate? There must be a good reason for limiting the height of 
retaining walls in the building codes. Why are these reasons being ignored here 
with so much at stake? And furthermore, the massive excavation required to place 
the proposed walls and lot pads will seriously interrupt the accessibility of 
underground water sources for the remaining protected trees.

* * * * *

Harridge/DS Ventures have never given any members of the surrounding 
community a chance to comment on any version or revision of their plans prior to



submitting them to the governing bodies for approval. When the WHWC 
Neighborhood Council asked them to make revisions, they simply ignored the 
request. When given the opportunity to extend the deadline to hear appeals with 
the South Valley Area Planning Commission, they chose not to, knowing that 
statute would prevail and deny all appeals without being heard. In effect, they used 
the worldwide crisis of COVID-19 to sidestep another authority’s opportunity to 
scrutinize their plans.

This developer never submitted a reasonable, less environmentally intrusive 
alternative plan that would better conform to the surrounding built neighborhood 
and attempt to fit into the existing landscape rather than force the landscape to fit 
the purported needs of the project. This is a CEQA requirement that they have 
danced around for fifteen years! Stating that the only less impactful design is not to 
build, is a copout. Stating that this is the less impactful alternative to the past 
attempts at tract designs that were never approved, is also a copout. At what point 
does it become obvious that the owners may have made a bad investment? And if 
they have, why should the existing stakeholders and this unique parcel be forced to 
pay for their mistakes? Show us a spreadsheet proving non-feasibility of a plan that 
would follow all the rules.

We never expected to become experts on traffic, protected trees and building 
codes simply because we chose to live near a beautiful oak covered vacant lot 22 
years ago. But after opposing this developer for fifteen years we’ve been forced to 
learn a great deal. Through all these years, this acquisition of knowledge has never 
been reciprocated by the developer. They have never made any attempt to learn 
about this community, or made any effort to have a meaningful dialogue. Please do 
not reward immoral greed, disrespect and arrogance. We remain highly in 
opposition to this project as currently presented and we respectfully request that 
you and our other City representatives do the same.

Sincerely,

Carlos & Ellie Duque 
4622 Cerrillos Dr

PS. Please view attachments referenced herewith in following pages
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Impact damage from unreported collisions with curb and retaining wall at site of proposed new street entrance.
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Protected Coast Live Oaks never recorded or evaluated. Will need to be removed for proposed private street.
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Enormous Tree #114, protected Coast Live Oak to be 
removed and replaced with sidewalk of new street.
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Three Mexican Elderberries, pending protected status 
to be removed for Pad #6 and 120 foot retaining wall.
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