May 26, 2020
Case Number: VTT-67505-1A
CEQA: ENV-2005-2301-EIR
Plan Area: Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West Hills
Related Case: ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A
Project Site: 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive
Dear City Council:
I am appealing the Advisory Agency's approval, and the Zoning Administrator's approval, of the above project, and the
failure by the South Valley Area Planning Commission to act regarding the above project for multiple reasons:
•

Inaccuracies in the Letter of Determination mailed on May 19, 2020

•

Lack of due process via the South Valley Area Planning Commission

•

Zoning Administration appeals "deemed denied" and "not further appealable" and Appeal of the Tract Map and
EIR

•

Adverse Impact to Trees on property listed above

This Justification applies to both of my appeals to the City Council and my previous appeals to the South Valley Area
Planning Commission regarding: 1) Zoning Administrator's determination, and 2) The tract map and EIR.
INACCURACIES IN THE LETTER OF DETERMINATION MAILED ON MAY 19, 2020 by Appellant, Beth Rider
The hearing to the South Valley Area Planning Commission was scheduled for 4:30 pm on March 12, 2020. Per the email
below, received at 9:47 am on March 12, the hearing was to be continued to April 23, 2020.

South Valley APC-- Tonight March 12 - To be continued to April 23rd
Reply

Jivar Afshar <jivar.afshar@ladty.org>
■V To Jivar Afshar

Reply All

Forward
Thu 3/12/2020 9:47 AM

@ if there are problems with how this message is displayed, dick here to view it in a web browser.

Dear Stakeholder,
Due to recent announcements from the Governor's Office regarding COVID-19 prevention and protection related to large gatherings, the Area Planning Commission hearing scheduled on March 12, 2020 for
case numbers VTT-67505-1A and ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A, located at 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive, will be continued to the April 23, 2020.

’You do not need to attend the meeting tonight.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Best regards,
Jivar

Jivar Afshar
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However, the Letter of Determination from the South Valley Area Planning Commission with mailing date of May 19,
2020 stated: "...the appeal hearing for Case No. VTT-6505-1A scheduled before the South Valley Area Planning
Commission ("Commission") on March 12, 2020 was canceled." This is discrepant - at best. No conditions regarding the
rescheduling were ever communicated by the South Valley Area Planning Commission to the appellants. Per the above
email, it was a done deal: "Hearing...will be continued.".
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Only until April 22, 2020 did I as an appellant know that there was an issue with the rescheduling of the hearing
originally scheduled for March 12, 2020 and rescheduled for April 23, 2020. See email below.

VTT-67505-1A and ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A will NOT be considered by APC
Reply

Jivar Afshar <jivar.afshar@ladty.org>

<t) Reply All

To Jivar Afshar

Forward
Wed 4/22/2020 5:01 PM

0 If there are problems with how this message is displayed click here to view it in a web browser.

Dear Stakeholder,
To clarify, the appeal cases for case numbers VTT-67505-1 A and ZA-2007-1255-ZAD-1A, located at 22241-22255 Mulholland Drive, will not be considered by the Area Planning
Commission at its meeting tomorrow on April 23, 2020.
We will be providing further information regarding the appeals in the next coming days.
Best regards,
Jivar
Jivar Afshar
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And only until the Letter of Determination mailed on May 19, 2020 did I as an appellant learn that there were conditions
attached to the rescheduling of the hearing originally set for March 12, 2020:
In this matter, the Commission's last day to act was March 13, 2020 unless an extension of time was granted
pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code ("LAMC") Section 17.06 A5. Subsequently, the Commission requested
an extension of time to act on the appeal from the applicant, but the applicant refused to grant this extension.
This is a clear failure of the South Valley Area Planning Commission and a continued pattern over the past 15 years of
the Applicant: Irresponsible behavior: 1. Instead of fitting a plan to the site, this Applicant is determined to resurface a
unique site to a cookie cutter plan at the detriment of the trees, the topography, and the neighborhood; 2. Taking
advantage of a once-in-a-lifetime pandemic to further their gain, showing no mercy.
LACK OF DUE PROCESS VIA THE SOUTH VALLEY AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
I followed the rules. I paid my fees. I trusted the South Valley Area Planning Commission. This is a clear case of lack of
due process. Period.
ZONING ADMINISTRATION APPEALS "DEEMED DENIED" AND "NOT FURTHER APPEALABLE" AND APPEAL OF THE
TRACT MAP AND EIR
I am submitting my objections to the Zoning Administration decisions regarding this property and my objections to the
decisions regarding the Tract Map and EIR. Read below.
As a resident living within 500 feet of the property at 22241-22255 West Mulholland Drive, I, Beth Rider, am appealing
Zoning Administrators Determination ZA-2007-1255-ZAD in its entirety for the reasons stated below.
Violation of the Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills Community Plan, specifically the Mulholland
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan.
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1.

Adverse Impact to the Trees and Scenic Beauty of the Property, the Neighborhood, and the Mulholland Scenic
Corridor: 22241-22255 West Mulholland Drive lies within the Mulholland Scenic Corridor. With over 150 protected
trees (Coast Live Oaks and Southern California black walnuts), the property is home to the last standing ancient oak
grove in Woodland Hills. The Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills Community Plan protects the
"Preservation of natural resources or ecologically important areas" (Page 111-1 1). If you have ever driven by or
visited the site, the beauty and ecological importance of this property is obvious amidst the rapidly increasing
overdevelopment consuming Woodland Hills.

The project is approved to remove 28 protected trees and eventually kill numerous others based on the close
proximity of the houses, streets, and retaining walls within the drip line of the remaining trees. See attached Tract
Map 67505 with an overlay of:
1.
2.

Google Maps showing the tree canopies in relation to the houses, streets, and retaining walls
Numbered trees in relation to the houses, streets, and retaining walls.

[Henceforth, this map will be referred to as the "Tract Map 67505 Tree Overlay"]. If the soil elevation and waterflow
are changed within 100 feet of the drip line of a mature oak tree, the oak tree's eventual demise is almost
guaranteed.
Lots 11, 12 and 13: As can be seen in the Tract Map 67505 Tree Overlay, there is a very large grouping of oak trees
in this specific area of the property. The side of the property on San Feliciano is lined with gorgeous, ancient oak
trees from the northmost point of the property going south, well past Cerrillos Drive. These lots will either require
the removal of or adversely encroach upon many of these protected trees, destroying our neighborhood's natural
resources and damaging the scenic view.
The Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills Community Plan also states: "The presence or absence
of street trees is an important ingredient in the aesthetic quality of an area. Consistent use of appropriate street
trees provides shade during hot summer months...", (Page V-5). Often the hottest place in the Valley with
temperatures exceeding 100, Woodland Hills needs to preserve its trees, not irresponsibly cut them down.
2.

Inappropriate Plan for this Site / Faulty EIR: This property is made up of some flat surface, a valley and largely
steep terrain. To squeeze 19 houses into this property, the City Planning Commission approved the project and EIR
for 10,280 cubic yards of grading and 4200 cubic yards of imported fill. However, per Gold Coast Geo, an
independent interpreter of the studies in the EIR, 60,000 cubic yards of grading will be required with 16,000 cubic
yards of imported fill. The EIR is faulty in its understatement of the impact to the site.

The Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan states that a project should use minimal grading to retain the natural
appearance, (Section 2-G, Page 3). It also states that a project should "preserve the natural topographic variation
within the Inner and Outer Corridors", (Section 2-H, Page 3).
Retaining Wall Exceptions: The project is approved for exceptions in regards to retaining walls: 1) Lot 13 is now
allowed a retaining wall 70 feet in length, up to 8 feet in height; 2) 5 retaining walls are now allowed on one lot up to
a height of 11.6 feet. Tree #114 is going to be removed to make room for the retaining walls, which the Applicant
claims are "being used to reduce the number of trees being removed." These ridiculous exceptions are proof
themselves that this project is inappropriate for the site.
A responsible project calls for less houses, minimal grading, minimal retaining walls, working with the site, not
decimating the site.
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3.

Incompatibility with the Neighborhood: The Canoga Park - Winnetka - Woodland Hills - West Hills Community
Plan protects a neighborhood's character. It states: "Preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing
uses which provide the foundation for community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and appearance."
(Page I-9)
Height Incompatibility: The surrounding neighborhood is made up of primarily single-story homes with attached
garages. The project as approved by the City Planning Commission allows building heights up to 33 feet high with 2
stories.
The developer has never revealed where the garages would be (detached, attached or underneath the houses).
Given the house pad sizes below, the only way to achieve 3,000-4,000 total square footage per house is vertically.
And if the garages are underneath, the City essentially approved 3-story buildings, (allowed by the 33 feet in building
height and the flat roofs that are typical of this builder).
Pad Size

# of Lots

% of Houses

1,645

7

37%

1,740

1

5%

2,000

6

32%

2,400

5

26%

Lot Sizes & Density: Because much of the site is unbuildable, the lots are oddly shaped with little usable space. Due
to the resulting lot lines on Tract Map 67505, many of the buildings will be grouped closely together with narrow
side yards, tall structures, and limited curb space between driveways. With the massing of these structures, the
project will effectively look like detached condos in a neighborhood of single story, ranch-style homes on large lots
with wide side yards.
Retaining Wall Exceptions: The size and scale of the retaining walls, (particularly given the exceptions granted by
the Zoning Administrator), emphasize the lack of compatibility with the existing neighborhood. The result will be
similar to what the developer built on Como Circle in Woodland Hills with massive, closely grouped structures and
huge retaining walls looming over existing single story, ranch-style homes on large lots with wide side yards and
minimal retaining walls.
Public Safety Concern: The placement of the private street approved in Tract Map 67505 poses a public safety risk.
Given the steep grade of the hill on San Feliciano (which is also on a curve), 250 feet is insufficient time to stop for
someone pulling out of the new private street. Did anyone from the City come out and actually look at the property, the
proposed street, and consider the curve and the grade of the San Feliciano hill?
Violation of CEQA Section 21002:
CEQA Section 21002 states "Public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such
projects".
The developer has not proposed a viable alternative. I do not object to development. I object to reckless development.
I recommend a project that:
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•

Works with the natural lay of the site without extensive grading and massive retaining walls

•

Is compatible with the neighborhood in terms of height, lot sizes, side yards and house proximity to each other

•

Preserves the trees and scenic view

•

Places lots 11, 12, and 13 into a conservation easement, preventing those trees from being removed or
damaged

•

Allows for safe access to and from the property

ADVERSE IMPACT TO TREES
A key point of my appeal is that the project violates the tree preservation policies of the Community Plan and the
Specific Plan.
This property is home to one of the largest groves (if not THE largest grove) of protected oak trees in Woodland Hills.
•

The Staff's mitigation plan to protect the trees is insufficient.

•

Placing fences at the drip line and covering the understory with ground cover is not an effective way to save
these trees.

•

These are wild oak trees, not garden oak trees. Wild oak trees live in a starvation / abundance cycle, making
them strong for long-term survival. This project will place these wild oaks in a garden situation with constant
abundance.

•

In addition, these trees will be traumatized by encroachment to their root structures and severe canopy
reduction. It will kill them.

•

The developer's tree report is outdated by 10-15 years. The situation is changed.
o

The trees are not the same size as they were 10-15 years ago, which can be proven by looking at the
overlay map provided by Carlos Duque.

o

Many trees from the original report are now dead or in poor condition from the total neglect of the
property owners.

o

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.

o

Additionally, the developer's map is missing trees. Trees in the middle and at the entrance of the

o

The developer's Tree Report and subsequent updates are misrepresented and wrongfully cited

private street are examples of this.
■

The report lists nearly 70 trees that are not on the site as trees being saved by the developer

■

The report fails to list at least eight protected trees that are on the property that will need to be
removed or will be damaged by the current plan.

There are numerous examples where the private street, lots, and retaining walls will adversely impact trees.
o

The retaining wall behind lot pads #1, 2, 3, and 4 crosses beneath the largest and no doubt oldest
heritage oak on the property (Tree 64), coming dangerously close to the actual trunk.

o

Lot pad #8 will destroy 1/2 of the root system of tree #98.

o

The new position of pad #13 will require the removal of 2 additional oaks totaling 17 trees being
removed, not the 15 trees listed by the developer.

o

Lot pads #1, 10, 11, 16 and 19 also encroach upon the drip lines of protected Coast Live Oaks.
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o

The private street will not only require the removal of one of the nicest specimen Heritage Coast Live
Oaks on the property but comes dangerously close to the trunks of trees #110 and #111. It also will run
right over 3 of the oaks not reported by the developer.

o

The retaining wall at the entrance to the private street on San Feliciano is completely under the canopy
of tree 115.

•

Lastly, the Tree Value calculations are no longer relevant and need to be reanalyzed to ensure a proper
replacement ratio.
o

Not counting the more than 8 protected oaks that don't appear on any reports or maps, there are 15
protected trees planned for removal on the current plan, some quite large and in great condition for
non-garden specimens.
■

For example, Tree #114 is listed and valued in 2008 at $41,500. After 12 years of growth, this
tree for one should be held to a higher standard of replacement than the 2:1 or 4:1 ratio
currently offered.

■

The Protected Tree Ordinance actually calls for replacement at equal value.

In an age of global warming, why would we purposefully remove or destroy the last standing grove of mature, protected
oak trees?
If for only this point, please uphold the appeals and deny this project.

Thank you, City Council, for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Beth Rider
4623 Cerrillos Drive
Woodland Hills, CA 91364
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