CITY OF LOS ANGELES
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MASTER APPEAL FORM

APPEALTOTHE: _City Council

REGARDING CASENO.: _ VTT No. 53072-1A
ENV-1999-3251-EIR

This application is to be used for any authorized appeals of discretionary actions administered by the
Planning Department. Appeals must be delivered in person with the following information filled out and be in
accordance with the Municipal Code. A copy of the action being appealed must be included. If the
appeliant is the original applicant, a copy of the receipt must afso be included.

APPELLANT INFORMATION: PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY

Upper Mandeville Canyon Property Owners Assoc. and

N Canyon Back Alliance, a non-profit, public benefit corp.
Mailing Address  ~/y Phomas R. Freeman, Bird Marella

1875 Century Park East, 23rd Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90061-2561

Work Phone: 310)_201-~2100 Home Phone: 310} _ iR

Name

a) Are you or do you represgnt the original applicant?
(Circle One)  YES @

b) Are you filing to supporithe original applicant's position?
(Circle One) YES (]

c} Are you filing for yourseif gL gr.behalf of other parties, an organization or company?
{Circle One)  SELF R

d) If "other" please state the name of the person(s), organization or company {(print clearly or type)
Upper Mandeville Canyon Property Owners Assoc.

Canron Back Alliance, Inc.

REPRESENTATIVE

Name (1) Thomas R. Freeman

Mailing Address _ Bird Marella
1875 Century Park East, 23rd Floor
Los Angeles, CA Zip 90067-2561

Work Phone: 310) _201-2100 HomePhone:GlOMT_t
iiterest,

(2) Robert Garcia, Esd., ExeC. D1r. Center for Law TS
1055 Wilshire'Blvd.: Suite 1660, Ios Angeles, CA 90017-2499 (213) 977-1035

APPEAL INFORMATION

A complete copy of the decision letter is necessary to determine the final date to appeal, under what
authorizing legislation, and what, if any, additional materials are needed to file the appeal.

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the City (Area)
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the orally stated determination of the
Commission at the Commission hearing. Do not wait for the decision letter to appeal.

Final Date to Appeal: October 31, 2005
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REASONS FOR APPEALING

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it?
& Entire A Part

Indicate: 1) How you are aggrieved by the decision; and 2) Why do you believe the decision-maker erred or
abused their discretion? If you are not appealing the whole determination, please explain and specifically

identify which part of the determination you are appealing.

Attach additional sheets if necessary. Appellants Upper Mandeville Canvon Property Owners'
Association ("UMCA") represent members who reside in the vicinity of the
project. Appellant Canyon Back Alliance, a non-profit public benefit
corporation ("CBA") 1s dedicated to the protection of public access to
recreational trails in the Santa Monica Mountains. Appellants are adver-
sely impacted bv the project and the failure to properly analyze these
adverse impacts in the draft and final EIRs and the CPC ruling on Appell-
ants' appeal, as specified in the letters and exhibits filed by Appell-
ants and others, which are hereby incorporated by reference as set forth

in full. [Continued on Page 3.]

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FPR i

- original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt.
(BTC not required for Building and Safety Appeals)

any additional information or materials required for filing an appeal must be provided in accordance
with the LAMC regulations as specified in the original determination letter. Copy of

determination/decision letter is required.

acceptance of a complete and timely appeal is based upon successful completion and examination of
all the required information.

- seven copies and the originat appeal are required.

| certify that the statements conjaingd in this application are complete and true:
Appeltant ! oA

OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Receipt No. Amount Date
{871 if filed by aggrieved party)
Application Received By
Pty
Application Deemed Compiete
Copies provided: U Determination a Receipt (original
applicant only)
Determination Authority Notified (if necessary) Q
CP-7769 (01/26/05}) PAWORDPROCWCPFORMS\CP7000V7 769.wpd



[Reasons For Appealing, continned]

THE PLANNING COMMISSION HAS DEGRADED PUBLIC ACCESs To
RECREATIONAL MOUNTAIN TRAILS IN VIOLATION OF CEQA.

Developer Castle & Cooke took a calculated risk when it circulated its EIR for public
comment. The developer decided to ignore the project’s significant adverse impact on the
public’s long-established recreational use of trails in the Santa Monica Mountains. The
developer’s cynical motivation is easy to discern — push the project through before anybody
notices that it degrades public access to recreational trails.

In this case, Castle & Cooke manipulated the EIR process by devoting not a word of
its Draft EIR to the project’s significant advetse impact on the Canyonback Trail or the Mt.
St. Maty’s Trail. And when public commentators noticed that the project’s proposed
extension of Canyonback Road as a private and gated street would threaten open and
unrestricted public access on Canyonback Trail, the (inadequate) response in the Final EIR
was simply to defer analysis of that impact until after Tract Map approval — when it would be
too late to design the project’s street and houses in a way that could protect the quality of
public recreational access.

The project’s impact on the Mt. St Mary’s (“MSM”) Trail was even more
camouflaged. The MSM trail was not mentioned in the Draft or Final EIRs. As a result, the
public did not realize that the project would terminate public access on the MSM Trail until
after the public hearing before the Deputy Advisory Agency. It was only after that hearing
that it became clear that the developer planned to lock and gate the back-end of its Stoney
Hill project site in order to terminate public access on the MSM Trail.

This failure to describe the project’s significant, adverse recreational impacts in the
EIR, or analyze ways mitigate such adverse impacts, violates the core purpose of CEQA.
The EIR is “the heart of CEQA.” It must analyze the project’s potentially significant adverse
environmental effects, including a project’s potential impairment of recreational uses.
Significantly, state policy under CEQA is to “take all action necessary to provide the people
of this state with . . . enjoyment of aesthesiz, natural, scenic, and histotic environmental
qualities.”! Aesthetic, natural and recreational issues must be assessed in an EIR whenever a
project is likely to significantly degrade an area’s recreational uses.2 This is consistent with
the City’s own policy, as reflected in the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan,
Goal/Objective 4.

U Pocket Protectors ». City of Sacraments, 124 Cal. App. 4th 903, 936-937 (2004), quoting Pub. Res.
Code § 21001(b).

Pocker Protectors, 124 Cal. App. 4th at 937 (citing cases); Genrry ». City of Murrieta, 36 Cal. App. 4th
1359, 1417 (1995).
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