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PROJECT ANALYSIS

PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed project is a Project Permit Compliance Review (LAMC Section 11.5.7) and Design
Review (Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan, LAMC Section 16.50) for the construction of
a new, 1,266 square-foot, two-story, single-family residence with an attached, two-car, 341
square-foot garage and 1,209 square feet of basement area. This would result in a total structure
of 2,990 square feet with a maximum height of approximately 22 feet, 6 inches on an
approximately 7,966 square-foot lot. The project proposes removal of one protected tree. The
project grading includes 1,225 cubic yards of cut, 428 cubic yards of fill, 797 cubic yards of export,
and 0 cubic yards of import.

BACKGROUND

The subject property is located at 6825 Mulholland Drive within the Sherman Oaks — Studio City
— Toluca Lake — Cahuenga Pass Community Plan and Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan.
It is zoned RE15-1-H and has a Very Low Residential General Plan Land Use Designation.
Nearby properties to the east, south, and west share similar zoning and Land Use Designations
and are developed with single-family homes. The parcel to the north is owned and managed by
the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority as the Cahuenga Pass Open Space.

The applicants, Mr. Chad Harrison and Mrs. Taranah Harrison, are the owners of one lot (Lot: PT
1/4 SW 1/4 SEC 34 T1N R14W; Block: None; Tract: None) totaling approximately 7,966 square
feet of land area. The subject site is a vacant, irregularly-shaped lot located within a hillside
environment. The site terrain is upsloping from Mulholland Drive to the rear of the property.

The project went before the Design Review Board (DRB) on two (2) occasions: September 1,
2016 and January 19, 2017. At the second meeting on this item, January 19, 2017, the DRB
recommended the project for approval with the below conditions of approval. The vote was
unanimous (7-0) recommending conditional approval of the project since the project will
substantially comply with Section 16.50, Subsection E of the Los Angeles Municipal Code as well
as the relevant design guidelines and development provisions of the Plan.

e Licensed Arborist
0 The applicant shall retain a licensed arborist on site during all construction
activities.
e Landscape Screening
0 The applicant shall screen the driveway and driveway bridge with dense
plantings selected from the preferred plant list.
0 The applicant shall screen the pool, deck, and all structure elements visible
from Mulholland Drive.
e Driveway
0 When the driveway is at an elevation between zero (0) and three (3) feet above
adjacent finished grade, the applicant shall fill the area under the driveway with
dirt and shall not utilize guardrails unless required by City Departments for
safety purposes.
o The applicant shall utilize textured stucco for all driveway guardrail walls.
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OnJanuary 24, 2017, the Director of Planning issued a Determination that conditionally approved
the project that includes the DRB recommended conditions stated above.

On February 8, 2017, within the required 15-day appeal period, an appeal was filed by Mr. Jean-
Pierre Dorleac from the entire decision of the Director of Planning. Mr. Jean-Pierre Dorleac’s
appeal points are addressed below.

APPEAL POINTS AND STAFF RESPONSE

The February 8, 2017 appeal contends the following points exactly how they were written:

1. ‘“Inadequate Specific Plan Compliance Findings:

The Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan (SP) allows structures to be constructed
within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge only if the Director finds that “the
placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more compatible with the
purposes of the Specific Plan.” (SP 5.B.1.b.iv.) The project is to be constructed within 50
feet of the top of a prominent ridge, but the Director made no finding that the placement of
the building and/or structure will allow for a project more compatible with the purposes of
the Specific Plan. Accordingly, the Project should not have been approved.

Similarly, the Specific Plan allows a project within 200 feet of public parkland to be
approved only when the Director finds that “the project preserves the natural vegetation and
the existing ecological balance.” (SP 5.B.3.c.) The Determination contains no such finding.
In fact, due to the Project’s location at a critical junction of wildlife crossings, the Project is
likely to substantially disturb the existing ecological balance.”

Response.

Response to Appellant's Assertion that the Director did not make the finding that “the
placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more compatible with the
purposes of the Specific Plan”:

Planning Staff derived the Finding based on the whole of the written record, including the
DRB'’s recommendation and technical studies provided by the applicant, and determined
that the findings made for Section 5.B.1.b. of the Specific Plan, as reproduced below, are
sufficient (See Exhibit 2). When read in its entirety, the original Determination Letter findings
provide substantial evidence that the placement of the proposed building will allow for a
project more compatible with the purposes of the Specific Plan.

As per Section 5.B.1.b, the Plan states that:
Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be constructed on
the top of a prominent ridge. Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive
shall not be constructed within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge without
the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The Director may
approve construction of a building and/or structure within 50 vertical feet of the top
of a prominent ridge, but not exceeding the top after making the following findings:
i. The placement of the building and/or structure not destroy or obstruct a
scenic feature or resource.
ii. The placement of the building and/or structure complements the view from
Mulholland Drive.
iii. The placement of the building and/or structure minimizes driveway and/or
private street access into the right-of-way.
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Iv. The placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more
compatible with the purposes of the Specific Plan.

The proposed project plans indicate that the structure does not exceed the top of the
prominent ridge and that the structure is not built on the top of the prominent ridge.
The applicant made major design changes to the project per the Design Review
Board recommendations from the September 1, 2016 hearing. In order to comply
with Section 5.B.1.b., the applicant revised the project to follow the ridgeline. To
accomplish this, the applicant eliminated one retaining wall, revised the flat roof to a
pitched roof that mimics the natural site topography, stepped back the upper floor by
an additional two feet, and lowered the entire structure in to the hillside by three feet.
The proposed structure is also designed to complement the view from Mulholland
Drive in that the building is sunk in to the hillside environment, is planted with native
landscaping, utilizes a pitched roof that mimics the natural site topography, and
utilizes dark, earth tone colors and materials that blend in to the hillside. The
applicant also investigated a variety of designs for the proposed structure driveway
and concluded that the conditionally approved option minimizes access to the right-
of-way. Furthermore, the Design Review Board conditioned the driveway to remove
the guardrails (except when required for safety purposes) and fill the area under the
driveway with dirt, further reducing the impact of the driveway. As such, the
conditionally approved project has taken every measure possible to ensure the
proposed project results in no impact to the prominent ridge and is not constructed
above the prominent ridge.

As such, the project complies with Sections 5.B.1.a and 5.B.1.b, which limit grading
and visibility on the defined Prominent Ridges in the Plan area.

Response to Appellant’s Assertion that the Director did not make the finding that the project
preserves the natural vegetation and the existing ecological balance”:

Planning Staff derived the Finding based on the whole of the written record, including the
DRB'’s recommendation and technical studies provided by the applicant, and determined
that the findings made for Section 5.B.3.c. of the Specific Plan, as reproduced below, are
sufficient (See Exhibit 2). When read in its entirety, the original Determination Letter findings
provide substantial evidence that the project preserves the natural vegetation and the
existing ecological balance.

According to the same map and http://zimas.lacity.org the project is within 200 feet
of public parkland. As per Section 5.B.3, the Plan states that:

No project shall be erected and no earth shall be graded within 200 feet of the
boundaries of any public parkland without the prior written approval of the Director
pursuant to Section 11. The Director may approve the construction of a project or
grading within 200 feet of public parkland after making the following findings:

a. The project preserves the residential character along the right-of-way.

b. The project will minimize erosion.

c. The project preserves the natural vegetation and the existing ecological

balance.

d. The project protects identified archaeological and paleontological sites.

e. The project minimizes driveway access into the right-of-way.


http://zimas.lacity.org/
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The proposed project is for the construction of a new, single-family residence. The
applicant has also prepared a Geotechnical and Soils report that will reviewed by
the Department of Building and Safety for compliance with Los Angeles Municipal
Code regulatory compliance measures. As such, the project will minimize erosion to
the subject site. The proposed project includes the removal of one protected tree
with a proposed mitigation of four trees. The applicant also proposes a full landscape
plan with low water use native species that will complement the ecological balance
of the adjacent parkland to the north. In addition, there are no known archaeological
or paleontological findings on the subject site. However, should the applicant
encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while grading for the
project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et sequentia to
appropriately handle these resources. The applicant also investigated a variety of
designs for the proposed structure driveway and concluded that the conditionally
approved option minimizes access to the right-of-way. Furthermore, the Design
Review Board conditioned the driveway to remove the guardrails (except when
required for safety purposes) and fill the area under the driveway with dirt, further
reducing the impact of the driveway. As such, the conditionally approved project has
taken every measure possible to ensure the proposed project results in no adverse
impacts to the adjacent public parkland.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.B.3., which requires findings be made
for projects and grading proposed within 200 feet of the boundaries of any public
parkland.

In addition to the above findings, the applicant also agreed to a restrictive covenant on the
subject property as proposed by the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority. This
covenant prohibits construction of any walls, fencing, lighting, grading, or hardscape on
portions of the property in perpetuity. As such, the project also provides opportunities for
wildlife movement from the existing open space, through the property, and to other nearby
areas.

2. “Improper Use of CEQA Categorical Exception:

The Director determined that the project is categorically exempt from environmental review
under City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, Article Il, Section 1, Class 3, Category 1, which
exempts single-family residences. This exemption is essentially identical to the Class 3
exemption in the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal Code Regs. Section 15303.) But an exception
applies here, which precludes the use of a categorical exemption in this case. “A categorical
exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the
activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. (14.
Cal Code Regs. Section 15300.2(c).)

A party invoking this exception “may establish an unusual circumstance ... by showing
that the project has some feature that distinguishes it from other in the exempt class, such
as size or location. In such a case, to render the exception applicable, the party need only
show a reasonable possibility of a significant effect due to that unusual circumstance.”
(Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4™ 1086, 1105.)

The project site is adjacent to a large area of public land managed by the Mountain (sic)
Recreation and Conservation Authority. (MRCA) (Exhibit 1 — see blue arrow at right showing
location of Project Site.) It is near several other large MRCA-managed parcels. (Exhibit 2,
prepared by MRCA staff.) The Exhibit 3 map, also prepared by MRCA staff, shows the
Project Site is a major confluence of wildlife corridors. My client, Mr. Dorleac, who has lived
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next door to the Project Site for 32 years, has personally seen deer, foxes, red squirrels,
quail, pheasants, Mallard ducks, and ground squirrels on the Project Site.

Mr. Dorleac, who is very knowledgeable about big cats, having owned several of them,
has also seen mountain-lion tracks on the property. The February 8, 2017 L.A. Times article
attached as exhibit 4 analyzes the habits of the mountain lion known as P-22, which lives in
Griffith Park. Griffith Park is located directly to the east of the Project Site, connected to it
via the open space surrounding the Hollywood Reservoir. The P-22 article states that P-22
was probably born in the Santa Monica Mountains west of the 1-405 highway, and traversed
most of the territory shown on Exhibit 1 to reach Griffith Park, presumably using the wildlife
corridors shown on that map. A glance at Exhibit 1 suggests that P-22 must have gone
through, or very close to, the Project Site before crossing the 101 freeway to travel east into
Griffith Park.

The presence of so much wildlife on the Project Site, the existence of regionally significant
wildlife corridors coming together on the Project Site, the proximity of parkland, including
Griffith Park and the adjacent MRCA-managed parkland, together show that the Project may
have a significant effect on wildlife movement in the area. These factors show at least a
“reasonably possibility of a significant effect.” The intense wildlife activity on or near the
Project Site is an “unusual circumstance” that distinguishes the Project from run-of-the-mill
single-family homes that are appropriate for the Class 3 CEQA categorical exemption.
These unusual circumstances, when there is a reasonable possibility of a significant
environmental effect preclude the use of a categorical exemption for this project (14. Cal.
Code Regs. Section 15300.2(c); Berkeley Hillside Preservation, supra, 60 Cal4th at p.
1105.)

The evidence adduced above also supports a fair argument that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment. Building a house at the junction of multiple wildlife
corridors, adjacent to public parklands, will constrict wildlife movement in the region, this is
a significant environmental effect requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report. (Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of Encinitas. (1994) 29 Cal.App.4™"
1597, 1602.)

Response.

General Response:

The City issued a Categorical Exception ENV-2016-2415-CE for the proposed project. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides that a project which entails the
construction of up to three single family houses can be exempted from environmental
review. The City’s use of this Categorical Exemption for large single-family homes was
upheld, on Monday March 2, 2015, by the California Supreme Court which upheld the use
of a CEQA exemption for a large single-family residence.

The proposed project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under CEQA. As the lead
agency, the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning determined, after review of the
whole of the record, that the project qualifies because the proposed project is for the
construction of a new single-family dwelling. As a single-family home, the project qualifies
for a Class 3 Category 1 Categorical Exemption.

There are six (6) exceptions to this Class 3 Category 1 Categorical Exemption that must be
considered in order to find a project exempt under the Class 3 Category 1 Categorical
Exemption. The exceptions are as follows:
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a. A project which ordinarily may have insignificant impacts may have significant impacts if
it is located in a particularly sensitive environment.

b. All exemptions from CEQA are inapplicable if a cumulative impact, significant over time,
will occur from successive projects of the same type in the same place.

c. A Categorical Exemption from CEQA cannot be used if there is a reasonable possibility
that an activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances.

d. A Categorical Exemption from CEQA cannot be used for a project which may result in
damage to scenic resources (such as, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings) within
a highway officially designated as a State Scenic Highway.

e. A Categorical Exemption cannot be used on any site included on a list of hazardous
waste sites (compiled pursuant to Gov. Code 65962.5).

f. A Categorical Exemption cannot be used for a project which may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning reviewed the proposed project in
relation to exceptions a-f in the proposed project CEQA document, ENV-2016-2415-CE,
attached as Exhibit D. After consideration of the whole of the record, the lead agency found
that the proposed project did not qualify for any of the above exceptions and could utilize
the Class 3 Category 1 Categorical Exemption.

The proposed project will not result in any unusual circumstances that preclude the use of
a Categorical Exemption. Unusual circumstances are limited to either substantial evidence
that shows a feature of the project distinguishes it from other similar projects or substantial
evidence that shows the project will have a significant impact on the environment.
Substantial evidence is limited to facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and
expert opinions supported by facts. The appellant did not include substantial evidence
demonstrating unusual, site-specific circumstances as a part of the appeal submission. In
addition, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) embedded in the Los Angeles
Municipal Code address concerns raised by the appellant in relation to the proposed project.
These City RCM’s have been historically proven to reduce impacts to the specific
environment the project is located.

The appellant contends that the following project components constitute unusual
circumstances:

A. The project site is adjacent to a large area of public land managed by the Mountains
Recreation and Conservation Authority

The project site, 6825 Mulholland Drive, is located adjacent to the Cahuenga Pass Open
Space, which is managed by the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority.
However, this fact alone does not constitute an unusual circumstance because it is not a
unique feature to this property. There are many parkland areas throughout the Mulholland
Specific Plan area; hundreds of properties abut these parkland areas.

B. There is evidence of extensive wildlife presence on the project site

The appellant provides observational evidence of wildlife presence on the site. However,
the presence of wildlife on a project site does not constitute an unusual circumstance as
almost all hillside parcels are used as habitat due to the area’s low density and abundant
open space.
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C. The Project Site is a major confluence of wildlife corridors

In the City of Los Angeles, there are no identified wildlife corridor restrictions and no legal
requirements to preserve specific corridors for wildlife movement. No ordinance or plan
prohibits the Department of City Planning from approving projects for reasons related to
wildlife movement.

Furthermore, the project site is not located at a confluence of wildlife corridors. The appellant
incorrectly interprets MRCA maps and draws conclusions that cannot be made based on
these diagrams, as discussed below. As such, the appellant has not provided substantial
evidence that the project site is located at a major confluence of wildlife corridors.

The appellant provides a number of exhibits related to the argument that the Project Site is
a major confluence of wildlife corridors, discussed in detail below:

Exhibit 1: Eastern Santa Monica Mountains Habitat Linkage Planning Map

The appellant provides this exhibit to demonstrate that the project site is “adjacent to a large
area of public land managed by the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority.”
Although Planning Staff agrees with this statement, this statement alone does not constitute
an unusual circumstance. There are numerous large parcels managed by the MRCA
throughout hillside areas and hundreds of parcels adjacent to these open space areas.

Exhibit 2: DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP-MSP, 6825 Mulholland Drive

The appellant provides this exhibit to demonstrate that the project site “is near several other
large MRCA-managed parcels.” Although Planning Staff agrees with this statement, this
statement alone does not constitute an unusual circumstance. There are numerous hillside
parcels located near at least two parcels managed by the MRCA.

Exhibit 3: 6825 Mulholland Drive, Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority staff
The appellant provides this exhibit to demonstrate that “the Project Site is a major
confluence of wildlife corridors.” However, the appellant’s application of Exhibit 3 is
inaccurate because this exhibit does not illustrate wildlife corridors. According to the map
key, the yellow arrows drawn through the project site that link to other open space areas are
wildlife movement opportunities, not wildlife corridors.

Diagrams similar to Exhibit 3 are commonly prepared by MRCA staff regarding projects in
the Mulholland Specific Plan. These diagrams demonstrate logical connections between
open spaces in hillside areas but do not represent wildlife corridors. In fact, the MRCA exhibit
that represents wildlife corridors is the appellant's Exhibit 1, Eastern Santa Monica
Mountains Habitat Linkage Planning Map. The MRCA provided a detail of this map to
Planning Staff, attached as Exhibit C. According to this MRCA map, which illustrates wildlife
corridors with pink lines, there are no wildlife corridors through the subject site located at
6825 Mulholland Drive. Furthermore, the most direct identified wildlife corridor from the
MRCA-managed Cahuenga Pass Open Space to the Hollywood Reservoir and Griffith Park
is via the Mulholland Drive Bridge, located to the northeast.

As such, the appellant’s application of Exhibit 3 is inaccurate because this exhibit does not
illustrate wildlife corridors. In reality, the appellant’s own Exhibit 1 illustrates that the project
site is not located near to or at a confluence of wildlife corridors.
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Exhibit 4: In the Footsteps of an Urban Mountain Lion. L.A. Times. Author Thomas Curwen
The appellant provides this exhibit for its analysis “of the mountain lion known as P-22, which
lives in Griffith Park.” According to the appellant, Exhibit 1 suggests that P-22 must have
gone through, or very close to, the Project Site before crossing the 101 freeway to travel
east into Griffith Park. However, this article also states “How P-22 got into Griffith Park is
anyone’s guess. Researchers believe he was born in the Santa Monica Mountains.” As
such, there is no scientific evidence suggesting that P-22 traveled through or near the
Project Site or on any specific corridor. Even if P-22 had traversed the subject site, this fact
alone does not constitute an unusual circumstance as P-22 and other wildlife have likely
crossed over thousands of properties in a variety of hillside areas.

D. Overall evidence of an unusual circumstance

Consideration of all evidence supplied by the appellant together does not constitute an
unusual circumstance because there are hundreds of hillside properties that abut public
parkland, provide refuge for wildlife, and support wildlife on-site. As discussed above,
contrary to the appellant’s claims, the project site is not an identified wildlife corridor by either
the Department of City Planning or Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority. The
site features the appellant describes as unusual are not unusual because they apply to
hundreds of hillside properties and are not unique to the site. As such, there are no unusual
circumstances on the project site.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated herein, and in the findings of the Director's Determination, the proposed
project does comply with the applicable provisions of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific
Plan. The intent of the Specific Plan is to provide standards to ensure land uses and development
in a manner that is compatible with or complements the surrounding community. Planning Staff
evaluated the project’s design, building materials, and landscaping, after the project was reviewed
by a contingent of the DRB. Based on the complete plans submitted by the applicant and
considering the appellant’'s arguments for appeal, Staff finds that the project meets the standards
of the Plan.

Therefore, it is recommended that the South Valley Area Planning Commission deny the appeal,
and otherwise sustain the original determination of the Director of Planning.
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EXHIBIT A

ZIMAS Parcel Profile Report, Vicinity Map, Aerial
Photographs, and Specific Plan Map
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Central City Parking
Downtown Parking
Building Line
500 Ft School Zone
500 Ft Park Zone
Assessor Information
Assessor Parcel No. (APN)
Ownership (Assessor)
Ownerl
Address

Ownership (Bureau of Engineering, Land
Records)

Owner
Address

APN Area (Co. Public Works)*
Use Code

Assessed Land Val.
Assessed Improvement Val.
Last Owner Change

Last Sale Amount

Tax Rate Area

Deed Ref No. (City Clerk)

Building 1

Building 2

Building 3

Building 4

Building 5

Additional Information

Airport Hazard

Coastal Zone

Farmland

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
Fire District No. 1

Flood Zone

Watercourse

Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Properties
Methane Hazard Site

High Wind Velocity Areas

Special Grading Area (BOE Basic Grid Map A-

13372)

Oil Wells

Seismic Hazards

Active Fault Near-Source Zone
Nearest Fault (Distance in km)
Nearest Fault (Name)
Region
Fault Type
Slip Rate (mm/year)
Slip Geometry

No
No
None
No
No

5549005013

HARRISON,CHAD AND TARANEH

1735 N FULLER AVE APT 122
LOS ANGELES CA 90046

HARRISON, CHAD AND TARANEH

1735 N FULLER AVE APT 122
LOS ANGELES CA 90046

0.168 (ac)

010V - Residential Vacant Land
$62,133

$0

06/10/15

$120,001

67

685125

569605

2343003

2048917

1793494

1774612

No data for building 1
No data for building 2
No data for building 3
No data for building 4
No data for building 5

None
None
Area Not Mapped
Yes
No
None
No
No
None
No
Yes

None

Within Fault Zone

Hollywood Fault

Transverse Ranges and Los Angeles Basin
B

1.00000000

Left Lateral - Reverse - Oblique

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website. For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.
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Slip Type

Down Dip Width (km)

Rupture Top

Rupture Bottom

Dip Angle (degrees)

Maximum Magnitude
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone
Landslide
Liquefaction

Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area

Tsunami Inundation Zone
Economic Development Areas
Business Improvement District
Promise Zone
Renewal Community
Revitalization Zone
State Enterprise Zone
Targeted Neighborhood Initiative
Public Safety
Police Information
Bureau
Division / Station
Reporting District
Fire Information
Bureau
Batallion
District / Fire Station
Red Flag Restricted Parking

Poorly Constrained

14.00000000
0.00000000
13.00000000
70.00000000
6.40000000
No

Yes

No

No

No

None
No
No
None
None
None

Valley
North Hollywood
1599

West
5

76
No

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website. For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org
(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.
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CASE SUMMARIES

Note: Information for case summaries is retrieved from the Planning Department's Plan Case Tracking System (PCTS) database.

Case Number:
Required Action(s):
Project Descriptions(s):

Case Number:
Required Action(s):
Project Descriptions(s):

Case Number:
Required Action(s):
Project Descriptions(s):

Case Number:
Required Action(s):

Project Descriptions(s):

Case Number:
Required Action(s):
Project Descriptions(s):

Case Number:
Required Action(s):
Project Descriptions(s):

Case Number:
Required Action(s):
Project Descriptions(s):

APCSV-2004-2459-SPE
SPE-SPECIFIC PLAN EXCEPTION

A NEW 2990.09 SQ. FT ONE-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE, WITH A 1324.39 SQ. FT TWO-CAR BASEMENT LEVEL
GARAGE, AND A 403.11 SQ. FT. HABITABLE BASEMENT AREA, CONSTRUCTED ON A PROMINENT RIDGE WITHIN THE
MULHOLLAND SCENIC PARKWAY INNER CORRIDOR (SPECIFIC PLAN EXCEPTION).

CPC-2002-6583-SP
SP-SPECIFIC PLAN (INCLUDING AMENDMENTS)

PROPOSED DESIGN AND PRESERVATION GUIDELINES PURSUANT TO THE MULHOLLAND SCENIC PARKWAY SPECIFIC
PLAN.

CPC-2002-6583-SP
SP-SPECIFIC PLAN (INCLUDING AMENDMENTS)

PROPOSED DESIGN AND PRESERVATION GUIDELINES PURSUANT TO THE MULHOLLAND SCENIC PARKWAY SPECIFIC
PLAN.

DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP

DRB-DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

SPP-SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE

NEW 1,820 SQFT AND OVERALL BUILDING HEIGHT IS 26'SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH DECK, SWIMMING POOL, TWO
CAR GARAGE (445SF), DRIVEWAY ACCESS BRIDGE AND 1,760 SF BASEMENT.

PURSUANT TO 11.5.7.C AND 16.50 A PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE MULHOLLAND SPECIFIC PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW
BOARD TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE, CARPORT
AND POOL.

ENV-2016-2415-CE

CE-CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION

NEW 1,820 SQFT AND OVERALL BUILDING HEIGHT IS 26'SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH DECK, SWIMMING POOL, TWO
CAR GARAGE (445SF), DRIVEWAY ACCESS BRIDGE AND 1,760 SF BASEMENT.

PURSUANT TO 11.5.7.C AND 16.50 A PROJECT PERMIT COMPLIANCE MULHOLLAND SPECIFIC PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW
BOARD TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE, CARPORT
AND POOL.

ENV-2009-832-CE
CE-CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION

ENVIVRONMENT CLEARANCE TO ADD SUSTAINIBILITY GUIDELINES TO THE MULHOLLAND SCENIC PARKWAY SPECIFIC
PLAN DESIGN AND PRESERVATION GUIDELINES

ENV-2004-2460-MND
MND-MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A NEW 2990.09 SQ. FT ONE-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE, WITH A 1324.39 SQ. FT TWO-CAR BASEMENT LEVEL
GARAGE, AND A 403.11 SQ. FT. HABITABLE BASEMENT AREA, CONSTRUCTED ON A PROMINENT RIDGE WITHIN THE
MULHOLLAND SCENIC PARKWAY INNER CORRIDOR (SPECIFIC PLAN EXCEPTION).

DATA NOT AVAILABLE

CPC-18760
ORD-167943
ORD-167943
ORD-132416
ORD-129279
ORD-128730
PMEX-3803
PRIOR-06/01/1946

This report is subject to the terms and conditions as set forth on the website. For more details, please refer to the terms and conditions at zimas.lacity.org

(*) - APN Area is provided "as is" from the Los Angeles County's Public Works, Flood Control, Benefit Assessment.
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Case No. DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP
CEQA: ENV-2016-2415-CE
Location: 6825 Mulholland Drive

Council District: 4- Ryu

Hollywood, CA 90024

Owner/Applicant

Chad and Taraneh Harrison
1735 North Fuller Avenue #122
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Last Day to File an
Appeal:

DETERMINATION

Neighborhood Council:
Community Plan Area:

Land Use Designation:
Zone:
Legal Description:

Hollywood Hills West

Sherman Oaks — Studio City —
Toluca Lake — Cahuenga Pass
Very Low Residential

RE15-1-H

Lot: PT 1/4 SW 1/4 SEC 34 T1N
R14W; Block: None; Tract: None

February 8, 2017

Pursuant to LAMC Sections 11.5.7 C and 16.50, and Section 11 of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway
Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 167,943), and based upon the recommendation of the Mulholland
Design Review Board, | have reviewed the proposed project and as the designee of the Director

of Planning, | hereby:

Approve with Conditions a Project Permit Compliance Review and Design
Review for the Construction of a new, 1,266 square-foot, two-story, single-family
residence with an attached, two-car, 341 square-foot garage. The project includes
approximately 174 square-feet of covered porch/patio/breezeway/balcony space,
492 square feet of hardscape, and 1,209 square feet of basement area. This would
result in a total structure of 2,990 square feet with a maximum height of
approximately 15 feet, 0 inches on an approximately 7,966 square-foot lot.

The project approval is subject to the attached Conditions of Approval, and is based upon the

attached Findings:



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the Applicant, labeled “Exhibit E-1
to E-14”, dated October 12, 2016, and attached to the subject case file. No change to the
plans shall be made without prior review by the Department of City Planning, Plan
Implementation Division, and written approval by the Director of Planning. Each change
shall be identified and justified in writing. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply
with the provisions of the Municipal Code, the project conditions, or the project permit
authorization.

2.  Floor Area. The project shall be limited to 2,990 gross square feet.

3. Height. The project shall be limited to a 15-foot height envelope with a maximum height of
22 feet, 6 inches.

Design Review Conditions
4. Licensed Arborist

a. The applicant shall retain a licensed arborist on site during all construction
activities.

5. Landscape Screening

a. The applicant shall screen the driveway and driveway bridge with dense plantings
selected from the preferred plant list.

b. The applicant shall screen the pool, deck, and all structure elements visible from
Mulholland Drive.

6. Driveway

a. When the driveway is at an elevation between zero (0) and three (3) feet above
adjacent finished grade, the applicant shall fill the area under the driveway with dirt
and shall not utilize guardrails unless required by City Departments for safety
purposes.

b. The applicant shall utilize textured stucco for all driveway guardrail walls.

Administrative Conditions

7. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department
of Building and Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building and Safety for final review and
approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting issuance of a
building permit by the Department of Building and Safety shall be stamped by Department
of City Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall
be retained in the subject case file.

DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP Page 2 of 12



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building and Safety, for the
purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any maodifications or notations
required herein.

Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or
verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance
of any building permits, for placement in the subject file.

Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of the
subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.

Department of Building and Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of
Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications
to plans made subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building and Safety
Plan Check Engineer that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project
as approved by the Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of
Building and Safety for Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised
plans back to the Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the
issuance of any permit in connection with those plans.

Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall be
to the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning.

Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date
(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered
null and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation
of, construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant.

Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. Applicant shall do all of the
following:

0] Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against
the City relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and
approval of this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack,
challenge, set aside, void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the
entitlement, the environmental review of the entitlement, or the approval of
subsequent permit decisions, or to claim personal property damage, including
from inverse condemnation or any other constitutional claim.

(i) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related
to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of the
entitlement, including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s
fees, costs of any judgments or awards against the City (including an award of
attorney’s fees), damages, and/or settlement costs.

(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’
notice of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit.
The initial deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its
sole discretion, based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the
initial deposit be less than $25,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the
deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City
pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).
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(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits
may be required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found
necessary by the City to protect the City's interests. The City’s failure to notice or
collect the deposit does not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse
the City pursuant to the requirement in paragraph (ii).

(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an
indemnity and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent
with the requirements of this condition.

The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any action
and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of any claim,
action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably cooperate in the
defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless
the City.

The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office or
outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the defense
of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation imposed by
this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in whole or in part,
the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the entitlement, or take any
other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with respect to its representations in
any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon or settle litigation.

For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply:

“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards,
commissions, committees, employees, and volunteers.

“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes
actions, as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or
local law.

Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the City or
the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition.
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FINDINGS

The proposed project is the construction of a new, 1,266 square-foot, two-story, single-family
residence with an attached, two-car, 341 square-foot garage. The project includes approximately
174 square-feet of covered porch/patio/breezeway/balcony space, 492 square feet of hardscape,
and 1,209 square feet of basement area. This would result in a total structure of 2,990 square
feet with a maximum height of approximately 15 feet, O inches. The project site is in the MSP
Inner Corridor, within 100 feet of Mulholland Drive, and on a prominent ridge. The project is
subject to the Baseline Hillside Ordinance and on an approximately 7,966 square-foot lot. The
applicant has stated that the project is upslope from Mulholland Drive and is visible from
Mulholland Drive. The project includes the removal of one protected tree.

1.

A recommendation was made by the Mulholland Design Review Board, pursuant to
Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 16.50:

The proposed project is subject to the design review process because it is located within
the boundaries of the Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan.

The Design Review Board met on September 1, 2016 where the board convened a quorum
of 5 members and voted unanimously (5-0) to continue the case with the following
conditions:
a. Per Guideline 57, replace Yucca sp. with preferred Hespero yucca whipplei
b. Per Guideline 57, replace Tecoma capensis and Abe dawei “Yellow” with less
brightly colored species from the preferred plant list
c. A certified arborist shall be present on-site during all construction activities
d. Retaining walls shall not exceed 16 feet in total height. The lower wall may be 10
feet and the upper wall may be 6 feet. The retaining walls shall include a minimum
3-foot wide planted buffer between the walls and a landscaped area at the base of
the lower wall
e. Verify with the Department of Public Works if the driveway is permitted in the public
right-of-way
f. Integrate the building in to the natural topography
g. Verify the project height is permitted according to the Specific Plan
h. Work with the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority to complete and
agree on a conservation easement
i. If any portion of any basement daylights the maximum basement size shall be 655
square feet
. Verify that the project complies with design guideline 8
k. Verify that the project complies with design guideline 16
I.  Comply with design guideline 18, viewshed protection
m. Redesign the building to comply with the Specific Plan in regards to the building’s
relationship to the prominent ridge
n. Create an alternative design solution to the driveway bridge
0. Limit building height to 15 feet per the specific plan

The Design Review Board met on January 19, 2017 where the board convened a quorum
of 7 members. The vote was unanimous (7-0) recommending conditional approval of the
project since the project will substantially comply with Section 16.50, Subsection E of the
Los Angeles Municipal Code as well as the relevant design guidelines and development
provisions of the Plan. The conditions recommended by the board were:
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A certified arborist shall be present on-site during all construction activity

Screen the driveway bridge with dense plantings from the preferred plant list
Screen the pool, deck, and all structure elements visible from Mulholland Drive
When the driveway is at an elevation between zero and three feet above adjacent
finished grade, the area under the driveway shall be filled with dirt and shall utilize
the minimum height required for gaurdrails

coop

2. The project substantially complies with the applicable regulations, findings,
standards, and provisions of the specific plan.

Based on a review of the plans submitted with the application, marked Exhibit E-1 to E-14,
dated October 12, 2016, DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP, the Director of Planning makes the
following findings in accordance with the applicable design review criteria of the Mulholland
Scenic Parkway Specific Plan, Ordinance No. 167,943, effective June 29, 1992:

Section 5.A: Uses
The project proposes the use of land for a one-family dwelling, which is a permitted use and
as such, the project use complies with Section 5.A of the Specific Plan.

Section 5.B: Environmental Protection Measures

The subject property is defined as a prominent ridge as per the definition in Section 4 since
a ridgeline appears on the subject property on the map of the Specific Plan Area: Map 12 of
12. As per Section 5.B.1.a, the Plan states that:

Notwithstanding Subsection C below, prominent ridges shall not be graded, altered or
removed without the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The
Director may approve up to 1,000 cubic yards of grading of a prominent ridge after making
the following findings:

i. The graded slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the characteristics of the
Santa Monica Mountains.

ii. The grading is compatible with the natural topography.

iii. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that grading will minimize erosion.
iv. The grading is necessary to allow the owner reasonable use of the lot.

v. The grading will allow for a project more compatible with the purposes of the Specific
Plan.

On Page 18 of the conditionally approved proposed project plans, the applicant indicates
that 160 cubic yards of grading will occur on the Prominent Ridge. The grading is necessary
for the reasonable development of the site for the proposed single-family residence and to
ensure that the project does not extend above the prominent ridge. A project that does not
include a reasonable amount of grading on the prominent ridge would be incompatible with
other Mulholland Scenic Parkways Specific Plan requirements related to the maximum
height of structures and would be inharmonious with several Design Guidelines.
Furthermore, the applicant made major design changes to the project per the Design Review
Board recommendations from the September 1, 2016 hearing. The changes to the project
include reductions in grading quantity on the prominent ridge, grading fill and compaction
that mimics the natural slope of the prominent ridge, a redesigned project that remains lower
than the prominent ridge at all points, and the removal of one retaining wall from the project.
The applicant has also prepared a Geotechnical and Soils report that will reviewed by the
Department of Building and Safety for compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code
regulatory compliance measures. As such, the project will minimize erosion to the subject
site.

DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP Page 6 of 12



As per Section 5.B.1.b, the Plan states that:
Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be constructed on the top of
a prominent ridge. Buildings and structures visible from Mulholland Drive shall not be
constructed within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge without the prior written
approval of the Director pursuant to Section 11. The Director may approve construction of
a building and/or structure within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge, but not
exceeding the top after making the following findings:
i. The placement of the building and/or structure not destroy or obstruct a scenic
feature or resource.
ii. The placement of the building and/or structure complements the view from
Mulholland Drive.
iii. The placement of the building and/or structure minimizes driveway and/or private
street access into the right-of-way.
Iv. The placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more
compatible with the purposes of the Specific Plan.

The proposed project plans indicate that the structure does not exceed the top of the
prominent ridge and that the structure is not built on the top of the prominent ridge. The
applicant made major design changes to the project per the Design Review Board
recommendations from the September 1, 2016 hearing. In order to comply with Section
5.B.1.b., the applicant revised the project to follow the ridgeline. To accomplish this, the
applicant eliminated one retaining wall, revised the flat roof to a pitched roof that mimics the
natural site topography, stepped back the upper floor by an additional two feet, and lowered
the entire structure in to the hillside by three feet. The proposed structure is also designed
to complement the view from Mulholland Drive in that the building is sunk in to the hillside
environment, is planted with native landscaping, utilizes a pitched roof that mimics the
natural site topography, and utilizes dark, earth tone colors and materials that blend in to
the hillside. The applicant also investigated a variety of designs for the proposed structure
driveway and concluded that the conditionally approved option minimizes access to the
right-of-way. Furthermore, the Design Review Board conditioned the driveway to remove
the guardrails (except when required for safety purposes) and fill the area under the
driveway with dirt, further reducing the impact of the driveway. As such, the conditionally
approved project has taken every measure possible to ensure the proposed project results
in no impact to the prominent ridge and is not constructed above the prominent ridge.

As such, the project complies with Sections 5.B.1.a and 5.B.1.b, which limit grading and
visibility on the defined Prominent Ridges in the Plan area.

According to the same map and http://zimas.lacity.org the project is further than 100 feet
from a watercourse and is in compliance with Section 5.B.2, which limits grading within 100
feet of a stream bank.

According to the same map and http://zimas.lacity.org the project is within 200 feet of public
parkland. As per Section 5.B.3, the Plan states that:

No project shall be erected and no earth shall be graded within 200 feet of the boundaries
of any public parkland without the prior written approval of the Director pursuant to Section
11. The Director may approve the construction of a project or grading within 200 feet of
public parkland after making the following findings:

a. The project preserves the residential character along the right-of-way.

b. The project will minimize erosion.

c. The project preserves the natural vegetation and the existing ecological balance.

d. The project protects identified archaeological and paleontological sites.
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e. The project minimizes driveway access into the right-of-way.

The proposed project is for the construction of a new, single-family residence. The applicant
has also prepared a Geotechnical and Soils report that will reviewed by the Department of
Building and Safety for compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code regulatory compliance
measures. As such, the project will minimize erosion to the subject site. The proposed
project includes the removal of one protected tree with a proposed mitigation of four trees.
The applicant also proposes a full landscape plan with low water use native species that will
complement the ecological balance of the adjacent parkland to the north. In addition, there
are no known archaeological or paleontological findings on the subject site. However, should
the applicant encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while grading for the
project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures pursuant to
California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et sequentia to appropriately handle these
resources. The applicant also investigated a variety of designs for the proposed structure
driveway and concluded that the conditionally approved option minimizes access to the
right-of-way. Furthermore, the Design Review Board conditioned the driveway to remove
the guardrails (except when required for safety purposes) and fill the area under the
driveway with dirt, further reducing the impact of the driveway. As such, the conditionally
approved project has taken every measure possible to ensure the proposed project results
in no adverse impacts to the adjacent public parkland.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.B.3., which requires findings be made for
projects and grading proposed within 200 feet of the boundaries of any public parkland.

The project does propose to remove one protected tree, in accordance with Section 5.B.4.As
per Section 5.B.4., the Plan states that:

No oak tree (quercus agrifolia, lobata, q. virginiana) shall be removed, cut down or moved
without the prior written approval of the Director. The Director may approve the removal,
cutting down or moving of an oak tree after making the following findings:

a. The removal, cutting down or moving of an oak tree will not result in an undesirable,
irreversible soil erosion through diversion or increased flow of surface waters.

b. 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.

The removal of the one Oak tree will allow for reasonable development of the property for
the proposed single-family residence. This home is subject to the Low Impact Development
Ordinance that will require capturing and slowing the flow of water from a storm event. As
such, the tree removal will not create undesirable, irreversible soil erosion for the project.
Furthermore, the oak tree on this site does not have distinctive significance at its location,
and as per the project plans and protected tree ordinance, will be replaced on site at a ratio
of four (4) new trees for every one (1) tree removed.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.B.4.

Finally, should the applicant encounter any archeological or paleontological resources while
grading for the project, the applicant will need to follow the necessary notification procedures
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Sections 7000 et sequentia to appropriately
handle these resources, fulfilling the intent of Section 5.B.5 that seeks to protect these
resources. As such, the project complies with Section 5.B of the Specific Plan.
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Section 5.C: Grading
The project requires 1,225 cubic yards to be cut, 428 of which will be used for fill, and 797
cubic yards will be exported; zero cubic yards will be imported. In Section 5.C the Plan states
that:
The Director may approve grading up to two cubic yards of earth per four square feet
of lot area per lot after making the following findings:

a. The Department of Building and Safety or the Bureau of Engineering has determined
that such grading is required to provide access driveways, pedestrian accessways,
drainage facilities, slope easements, and/or dwelling foundations.

b. All grading conforms to the standards set forth in the Landform Grading Manual, unless
the Department of Building and Safety has determined that landform grading will
conflict with the provisions of Divisions 29 and 70 of Article 1 of Chapter IX of the Code.

c. The graded slopes have a natural appearance compatible with the characteristics of
the Santa Monica Mountains.

d. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that grading will minimize
erosion.

Per this Section, the applicant would be limited to 3,983 cubic yards of grading for the 7,966
square-foot lot. This grading is necessary for the reasonable development of the property
for the single-family residence, conforms to the Landform Grading manual, and as
conditioned in this determination letter the design of the home will be compatible with the
Santa Monica Mountains. Furthermore the applicant is required to obtain grading permits
and follow all practices imposed on them during the process of grading from the Building
and Safety Grading Division. As such, the project complies with Section 5.C of the Specific
Plan.

Section 5.D: Building Standards
The project is visible from Mulholland Drive. As per Section 5.D.1 of the Specific Plan:
The Director may approve a project's penetration into the viewshed after making the
following findings:
a. The Department of Building and Safety has determined that the height of the project
does not exceed the height limit in lowed in paragraphs a, b or ¢ of subdivision 2.
b. The project is designed to complement the view from Mulholland Drive.

The project is upslope and is furthermore located on a lot within 100 feet of the Mulholland
right-of-way. As such, the project’s height is restricted to 15 feet. As proposed the project is
15 feet high, and complies with Sections 5.D.1.a and 5.D.2.a.

While the project abuts the right-of-way, the lot depth is less than 100 feet. As such, Section
5.D.3 does not apply to the project.

The project proposes a driveway guardrail/wall visible from Mulholland Drive. The gaurdrail
has been conditioned to be constructed of earth tone stucco textured materials, and is
therefore in compliance with Section 5.D.4, which requires a finish such as rough-cut,
unfinished wood; native-type stone; split face concrete block; textured plaster walls; black
or dark green chain link or wrought iron; or a combination thereof.

The roof, which is visible from Mulholland Drive, will not have any equipment placed on it,
with the exception of solar panels, and will be surfaced with non-glare materials. As such,
the project complies with Section 5.D.7.

As such, the project complies with Section 5.D of the Specific Plan.
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Section 11.1.3: Design Review Criteria

Based on a review of the project proposal, and the recommendation of the Design Review
Board, the proposed single family residence, as modified by the conditions herein, is
compatible with the surrounding homes and the parkway environment in terms of design,
massing, materials, and color and as such complies with Section 11.1.3 of the Plan.

Design Guideline 50: Neighborhood Compatibility

The size of the project including the square footage and height is compatible with the other
neighboring homes. The project proposes 1,266 square feet, 2,990 gross square feet, and
a 15.9% Floor Area Ratio. Nearby homes have an average of 1,718 square feet and an FAR
of 14.81%. Finally, the project’s finish materials of stucco, concrete, and aluminum are also
found in nearby homes. As such, the project’s size and design fits with the neighborhood
and complies with compatibility Design Guideline 50.

Design Guideline 54: Protection of Native and/or Significant Trees

Design Guideline 55: Replacement of Native Trees

To ensure existing protected trees are maintained, the project is conditioned to require a
certified arborist be present during all construction activities. As such, the project complies
with Design Guideline 54 and 55.

Design Guideline 63: Landscape Screening

The project is conditioned to screen the driveway, driveway bridge, pool, deck, and all
structures visible from Mulholland Drive by plantings selected from the current preferred list.
As such, the project complies with Design Guideline 63.

Design Guideline 71: Planning and Design for Sustainable Building Practices

The project will follow the Green Building and Low Impact Development codes, as seen on
Exhibits E-2. As such, the project complies with sustainable building practice Design
Guideline 71.

3. The project incorporates mitigation measures, monitoring measures when
necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review, which would
mitigate the negative environmental effects of the project, to the extent physically
feasible.

Mitigation measures are not necessary for the subject project, and there are no potentially
significant negative environmental effects associated with the project. The Director of
Planning has determined that the project is Categorically Exempt from the environmental
review pursuant to Article 1ll, Section 1, and Class 3 and Category 1 of the City of Los
Angeles CEQA Guidelines.
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OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS - TIME LIMIT - LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES

All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be
established. The instant authorization is further conditioned upon the privileges being utilized
within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if such privileges are not
utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical construction work is not begun
within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits do not lapse, the authorization
shall terminate and become void.

TRANSFERABILITY

This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented
or occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly
observed.

VIOLATIONS OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR

Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction.

Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.”

APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE

The applicant's attention is called to the fact that this grant is not a permit or license and that any
permits and licenses required by law must be obtained from the proper public agency.
Furthermore, if any condition of this grant is violated or not complied with, then the applicant or
his successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these conditions the same as for any
violation of the requirements contained in the Municipal Code, or the approval may be revoked.

The Determination in this matter will become effective and final fifteen (15) days after the
date of mailing of the Notice of Director’s Determination unless an appeal there from is filed
with the City Planning Department. It is strongly advised that appeals be filed early during the
appeal period and in person so that imperfections/incompleteness may be corrected before the
appeal period expires. Any appeal must be filed on the prescribed forms, accompanied by the
required fee, a copy of this Determination, and received and receipted at a public office of the
Department of City Planning on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted.
Forms are available on-line at http://www.planning.lacity.org/forms.htm.
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Planning Department public offices are located at:

Downtown Office Valley Office

Figueroa Plaza 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251
201 North Figueroa Street, 4" Floor Van Nuys, CA 91401

Los Angeles, CA 90012 (818) 374-5050

(213) 482-7077

Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are
done at the Development Services Center of the Department of City Planning at either Figueroa
Plaza in Downtown Los Angeles or the Marvin Braude Building in the Valley. In order to assure
that you receive service with a minimum amount of waiting, applicants are encouraged to
schedule an appointment with the Development Services Center either by calling (213) 482-7077
or (818) 374-5050 or through the Department of City Planning website
at http.//cityplanning.lacity.org. The applicant is further advised to notify any consultant
representing you of this requirement as well.

The time in which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California
Code of Civil Procedures Section 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek judicial
review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5,
only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section is filed no later than the 90th day
following the date on which the City's decision becomes final.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
Director of Planning - /
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EXHIBIT C

Eastern Santa Monica Mountains Habitat Linkage
Planning Map
(Detail of 6825 Mulholland Drive)
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EXHIBIT D

Project CEQA Clearance
ENV-2016-2415-CE
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CITY CLERK’S USE

COUNTY CLERK'S USE

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 360
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

(California Environmental Quality Act Section 15062)

Filing of this form is optional. If filed, the form shall be ﬁled’ with the County Clerk, 12400 E. imperial Highway, Norwalk, CA 90650
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 (b). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 (d), the filing of this notice]
starts a 35-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval of the project. Failure to file this notice with the County Clerk

results in the statute of limitations being extended to 180 days.

COUNCIL DISTRICT

LEAD CITY AGENCY

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning

LOG REFERENCE

4

o

PROJECT TITLE

* SPP-DRR & S«Na\e_ F&m\\u Dwelling

ENV - 24)¢ -291 S - (<€

PROJECT LOCATION
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DESCRIPTION OF NATURE, PURPOSE, AND BENEFIC!ARIES.bF PROJE’CT
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EXEMPT STATUS: (Check One)

o MINISTERIAL

o DECLAREb EMERGENCY

O EMERGENCY PROJECT

v CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION
Class 3 Category.

o  OTHER

STATE CEQA GUIDELINES
Sec. 15268
Sec. 15269
Sec. 15269 (b) & (c)
Sec. 156300 et seq.
(City CEQA Guidelines)

(See Public Resources Code Sec. 21080 (b) and set forth state and City guideline provision.

CITY CEQA GUIDELINES

Art. Il, Sec. 2b
Art. ll, Sec. 2a (1)
Ant. li, Sec. 2a (2) & (3)

Artlll, Sec. 1

JUSTIFICATIQN FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION: Single family residence not in conjunction with the building of two or more units. In

urbamzed areas, up to three smgle family residences may be constructed under this exemption.

FRTIFIED DOCUMENT.ISSUED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STATING THAT
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PROJECT ADDRESS: 6825 Mulholland Drive
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NUMBER: ENV-2016-2415-CE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Construction of a new, 1,266 square-foot, two-story, single-family residence with an attached, two-car, 341 square-foot
garage. This would result in a total structure of 2,990 square feet with a maximum height of approximately 22'-6”. The
project includes approximately 174 square-feet of covered porch/patio/breezeway/balcony space, 492 square feet of
hardscape, and 1,209 square feet of basement area. The project includes the removal of one protected tree.

JUSTIFICATION FOR CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION:

The proposed project includes the construction of a single-family dwelling.
As a single family home, this project qualifies for a Class 3 Category 1 Categorical Exemption.

There are six (6) exceptions (listed as a-f) to this Exemption which must be considered in order to find a project exempt under Class 3,
Category 1 which are as follows: (a) A project which ordinarily may have insignificant impacts may have significant impacts if it is
located in a particularly sensitive environment. (b) All exemptions from CEQA are inapplicable if a cumulative impact, significant over
time, will occur from successive projects of the same type in the same place. (c) A Categorical Exemption from CEQA cannot be used if
there is a reasonable possibility that an activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. (A
Categorical Exemption from CEQA cannot be used for a project which may result in damage to scenic resources (such as, trees,
historic buildings, rock outcroppings) within a highway officially designated as a State Scenic Highway. (e) A Categorical Exemption
cannot be used on any site included on a list of hazardous waste sites (compiled pursuant to Gov. Code 65962.5). (f) A Categorical
Exemption cannot be used for a project which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

The subject site is located within the Hollywood Fault zone, High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Landslide Zone, and Hillside Grading
Area, however, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los Angeles regulate the grading and construction of
projects in these particular types of “sensitive” locations and will reduce any potential impacts to less than significant. RCMs require that
design and construction of the building must conform to the Califomia Building Code seismic standards, must comply with conditions
contained within LADBS’s Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter, must comply with LADBS Methane design requirements, must
comply with Los Angeles Fire Department recommendations prior to building permit approval, and grading on site shall comply with the
City's Landform Grading Manual, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. These RCM's have been historically proven to
reduce any impacts from the specific environment the project is located. Thus, exception (a) does not apply.

The proposed project is located on a hillside street which is mostly built out with Single Family residences. While it is anticipated that
other properties in the vicinity might apply for building permits to construct additions or modify existing homes, it is unlikely that
significant number of properties will be constructed at the same time. Therefore, it is unlikely that there would be cumulative impacts
due to successive projects conducting construction activities. In addition, specific Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City
of Los Angeles regulate impacts related to construction noise and transportation/traffic. Numerous Los Angeles Municipal Code
Sections provide requirements for construction activities and ensure impacts from construction related noise, traffic, and parking are
less than significant. The Noise Regulation Ordinance, No. 144,331, provides regulatory compliance measures related to construction
noise and maximum noise levels for all activities. LAMC Section 62 provides specific regulatory compliance measures related to
construction traffic and parking. Finally, LAMC Section 41 requires construction site postings listing representative contact information
and permitted construction/demolition hours as established by the Department of Building and Safety. Thus, exception (b) does not

apply.

The proposed project is located in an RE15-1-H zone and is designated for such development, nearby lots to the south and west are
similarly zoned and developed and have similar geological conditions and are located on similar hillside streets. Thus, the exception (c)
does not apply.

According to the State of California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the subject site is not designated as a state scenic highway, nor
are there any designated state scenic highways located within 1,000 feet of the project site. There is one protected tree proposed to be
impacted due to the construction of the single-family home. The one protected tree requires removal for the reasonable development of
the site. The one protected tree proposed for removal shall be replaced according to regulatory compliance measures in place in the City
of Los Angeles. Thus, exception (d) does not apply.

According to Envirostor, the State of California’s database of Hazardous Waste Sites, neither the subject site, nor any site in the vicinity,
is identified as a hazardous waste site. Thus, exception (e) does not apply.

The project site is currently occupied by a single-family dwelling Within 500 feet of the project site, there are no identified Historic-Cultural
Resources according to the City's HistoricPlacesLA website, the City's new online information and management system created to
inventory Los Angeles' significant historic resources. Thus, exception (f) does not apply.
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This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary
actions administered by the Department of City Planning.

1.  APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:
Area Planning Commission O city Planning Commission O city Council 0 Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: DIR-2016-2414-DRB-SPP (CEQA: ENV-2016-2415-CE)

Project Address: 6825 Mulholland Drive

Final Date to Appeal: 02/08/2017

Type of Appeal: 0 Appeal by Applicant/Owner
4 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved
O Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

2.  APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print): Jean-Pierre Dorleac

Company:

Mailing Address: 6851 Sunny Cove

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip: 90068

Telephone: (323) 851-1069 E-mail: PourRire@aol.com

® Is the appeal being filed on your behalf or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

[ Self O other:

® Is the appeal being filed to support the original applicant's position? O Yes No
3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION

Representative/Agent name (if applicable): Dean Waliraff, Esq.

Company: Wallraff Law

Mailing Address: 10211 Sunland Blvd.

City: Shadow Hills State: California Zip: 91040

Telephone: (818) 353-4268 E-mail: _dean@wallraff.law

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016) Page 1 of 2



JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEAL
Is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? 2 Entire O Part
Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? O Yes 2 No

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here:

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state:

© The reason for the appeal © How you are aggrieved by the decision

® Specifically the points at issue ©® Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

| certify that the statem Z@jﬁt&%W 7 complete and true:
Appellant Signature: Date: 02/07/2016

FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATK“J

® FEight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):
o Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
o Justification/Reason for Appeal
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

® A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.

o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) (required to calculate
their 85% appeal filing fee).

® All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

® Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K .7, pay mailing fees
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

® A Certified Neighborhood Council (CNC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only
file as an individual on behalif of self.

® Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants (must have documentation).

® Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the Area or City
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said
Commission.

® A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes
a determination for a project that is not further appealable. [CA Public Resources Code ' 21151 (c)).

... ___This Section for City Planning Staff Use Only o
Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepted by (DSC Planner): Date:
J7. | Dawel Skawlz — | 2 /3//2
Receipt No: _ Deemed Complete by (Project Planner): Date:
8101333452 “Dantel Skrlay 2/2/12
A" Determination authority notified ] I'_'I'Original receipt and BTC receipt (if original applicant)

CP-7769 appeal (revised 5/25/2016)

Page 2 of 2




\ X )ALLRAFF
chruary 8. AW

Department of City Planning
Attn: William Hughen

6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 251
Van Nuys, CA 91401

Re: Justification of Appeal of January 24, 2017 Director’s Determination on DIR-
2016-2414-DRB-SPP and ENV-2016-2415-CE

Dear Department of City Planning:

I write on behalf of my client, Jean-Pierre Dorléac, to appeal the Director’s
Determination approving a Project Permit Compliance Review and Design Review (the
Determination) for the project proposed to be built at 6825 Mulholland Drive (the
Project). Mr. Dorléac appeals on behalf of the public at large, due to the significant
effects that the Project on the wildlife on the wildlife corridor running through the
Project, and on the parkland adjacent to the Project Site.

Mr. Dorléac and the public will be aggrieved by the Project, if it is constructed as
approved, due to the significant environmental effects that the City of Los Angeles failed
to analyze because it determined that a categorical exemption under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000-21189.3) was applicable.
As discussed below, a categorical exemption for the Project is not available because of
“unusual circumstances,” namely the significant wildlife corridors running through and
adjacent to the Project. In addition, two required findings are missing from the findings
required to support the determination of specific-plan compliance.

Inadequate Specific Plan Compliance Findings

The Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan (SP) allows structures to be
constructed within 50 vertical feet of the top of a prominent ridge only if the Director
finds that “the placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more
compatible with the purposes of the Specific Plan.” (SP 5.B.1.b.iv.) The Project is to be
constructed within 50 feet of the top of a prominent ridge, but the Director made no
finding that the placement of the building and/or structure will allow for a project more
compatible with the purposes of the Specific Plan. Accordingly, the Project should not
have been approved.

Similarly, the Specific Plan allows a project within 200 feet of public parkland to
be approved only when the Director finds that “the project preserves the natural
vegetation and the existing ecological balance.” (SP 5.B.3.c.) The Determination contains
no such finding. In fact, due to the Project’s location at a critical junction of wildlife
crossings, the Project is likely to substantially disturb the existing ecological balance.
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Improper Use of CEQA Categorical Exception

The Director determined that the project is categorically exempt from
environmental review under City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines, Article III, Section 1,
Class 3, Category 1, which exempts single-family residences. This exemption is
essentially identical to the Class 3 exemption in the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code
Regs. § 15303.) But an exception applies here, which precludes the use of a categorical
exemption in this case. “A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. (14. Cal. Code Regs. § 15300.2(¢).)

A party invoking this exception “may establish an unusual circumstance ... by
showing that the project has some feature that distinguishes it from others in the exempt
class, such as its size or location. In such a case, to render the exception applicable, the
party need only show a reasonable possibility of a significant effect due to that unusual
circumstance.” (Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th
1086, 1105.)

The Project Site is adjacent to a large area of public land managed by the
Mountain Recreation and Conservation Authority. (MRCA) (Exhibit 1 — see blue arrow
at right showing location of Project Site.) It is near several other large MRCA-managed
parcels. (Exhibit 2, prepared by MRCA staff.) The Exhibit 3 map, also prepared by
MRCA staff, shows the Project Site is a major confluence of wildlife corridors. My client,
Mr. Dorléac, who has lived next door to the Project Site for 32 years, has personally seen
deer, foxes, red squirrels, quail, pheasants, Mallard ducks, and ground squirrels on the
Project Site.

Mr. Dorléac, who is very knowledgeable about big cats, having owned several of
them, has also seen mountain-lion tracks on the property. The February 8, 2017 L.A.
Times article attached as Exhibit 4 analyzes the habits of the mountain lion known as P-
22, which lives in Griffith Park. Griffith Park is located directly to the east of the Project
Site, connected to it via the open space surrounding the Hollywood Reservoir. The P-22
article states that P-22 was probably born in the Santa Monica Mountains west of the I-
405 highway, and traversed most of the territory shown on Exhibit 1 to reach Griffith
Park, presumably using the wildlife corridors shown on that map. A glance at Exhibit 1
suggests that P-22 must have gone through, or very close to, the Project Site before
crossing the 101 freeway to travel east into Griffith Park.

The presence of so much wildlife on the Project Site, the existence of regionally
significant wildlife corridors coming together on the Project Site, the proximity of
parkland, including Griffith Park and the adjacent MRCA-managed parkland, together
show that the Project may have a significant effect on wildlife movement in the area.
These factors show at least a “reasonably possibility of a significant effect.” The intense
wildlife activity on or near the Project Site is an “unusual circumstance” that
distinguishes the Project from run-of-the-mill single-family homes that are appropriate
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for the Class 3 CEQA categorical exemption. These unusual circumstances, when there is
a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect preclude the use of a
categorical exemption for this project. (14. Cal. Code Regs. § 15300.2(c); Berkeley
Hillside Preservation, supra, 60 Cal.4th at p. 1105.)

The evidence adduced above also supports a fair argument that the project may
have a significant effect on the environment. Building a house at the junction of multiple
wildlife corridors, adjacent to public parklands, will constrict wildlife movement in the
region. This is a significant environmental effect requiring the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report. (Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of
Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1602.)

Conclusion

The Director has erred by approving the Project without making the findings
required by the Specific Plan.

Regionally-significant wildlife corridors coming together on the Project Site are
“unusual circumstances” that preclude the use of a CEQA categorical exemption for the

Project, and support a fair argument that the Project may have significant environmental
effects, requiring an EIR to be prepared.

The City should grant the appeal, and remand the Project back to the Department
of City Planning, to prepare an EIR, and to make the proper findings if it approves the
Project after complying with CEQA.

Sincerely,

MW

Dean Wallraff,
Attorney at Law
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