
ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL

ENV-2005-2301 -EIR

Save Oak Savanna, a California nonprofit corporation; CarlosAppellant
Duque.

Appellant Save Oak Savanna is a local grassroots community 
organization that seeks to protect against overdevelopment and impactful land 
use and development in the community surrounding the proposed 19-lot 
subdivision for 19 detached single-family homes at 22241-22255 West 
Mulholland Drive (“Project”) and is therefore immediately impacted thereby. 
Carlos Duque is President of Save Oak Savana.

In approving the Project, the Advisory Agency and Area Planning 
Commission erred and abused its discretion for the following reasons:

1. The EIR is Inadequate.

For all of the reasons set forth in the correspondence submitted by Save 
Oak Savanna and its individual members, as well the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy, which are incorporated herein by reference, including protected 
tree, wildlife, traffic, and aesthetic impacts, the EIR for the Project is inadequate 
under CEQA.

For purposes of the within appeal, Save Oak Savanna highlights that the 
EIR lacks a viable alternative, for example an alternative which would provide 
conformity with the surrounding development, as required by the Mulholland 
Specific Plan, and the fact that the findings of infeasibility regarding project 
alternatives, in particular the reduced footprint alternatives, rejected are not 
supported by substantial evidence.

Public Resource Code §21002 provides that proposed projects should not 
be approved if there are feasible alternatives available which would substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the 
procedures required by CEQA are intended to assist public agencies in 
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the 
feasible alternatives which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant 
effects. To such extent, it is well established that the core of an EIR is the 
mitigation and alternatives sections. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.

Furthermore, the conclusions and findings of the EIR are not supported by 
substantial evidence. This is particularly egregious with regard to aesthetic 
impacts, biological impacts concerning wildlife movement, grading impacts, 
migration corridors, nursery sites, drainage and associated water, including
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runoff, impacts. The EIR fails to evaluate impacts on at least eight (8) protected 
Coast Live Oaks and the fact that proposed lot pads reach beyond the drip lines 
of the protected trees. The tree location diagram relied upon by the City is 
inaccurate, incomplete and outdated (based upon a study which is 15 years old).

Finally, the City fails to consider the substance of additional environmental 
impacts presented by both Appellants and members of the community. The City 
has no discretion to ignore/refuse any substantive inquiry into newly raised 
environmental concerns not addressed in the EIR.

Accordingly, the City’s EIR fails to comply with CEQA.
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