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Clarifications and answers in response to 02-21-2023 BABCNC PLU meeting 

 

Before moving into the questions, we wanted to update you on the status of the project as there were 

some modifications resulting from the first round of corrections at the City (LADBS). You will notice that 

some architectural elements were adjusted to satisfy these requirements. The most significant and the 

ones that have impact on some of the concerns raised by this Committee are the following: 

- Overall building height: Although previously there was no enclosed portion of the building 

protruding into the allowed maximum building envelope, we removed all unenclosed 

projections like roof overhangs and canopies from encroaching with it by reducing its size and 

elevation. The only portions encroaching with the envelope height right now are the guardrails 

on the uncovered balconies which are permitted by the Baseline Hillside Ordinance. This will be 

addressed and explained during the response to Stephanie Savage question #2.F 

- The 3’ Private Street Dedication was removed from our plans and the Survey per City’s request 

as it is not shown in their records. This can be verified by looking at the GPI Report (Grading Pre-

Inspection Report). 

 

QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE (from February’s meeting, following the order of the document 

provided by Stephanie Savage) 

1) Ellie Evans: 

a. Verification of road width? 

Please refer to page 2 in the powerpoint presentation or the printed Tabloid document 

that we distributed. Here we are marking the two items in the approved and signed 

Referral Form where it shows that Briarcrest Rd and all the streets listed in the Street 

designation section, including Alto Cedro, do not have a roadway width of less than 20’.  

This can also be verified on the submitted Survey along the frontage of the subject site 

and it is reflected in the project’s Sections, referenced in page 3. This can also be 

verified by referring to our previously developed project across the street (9049 Alto 

Cedro/2423 Briarcrest Rd) where we had more quantity of soil export and it was 

handled with no haul route, normal trucks and no problems. Find attached the 

Earthwork calculations for 9049 Alto Cedro/2423 Briarcrest Rd for your reference on 

page 5 of the Powerpoint. 

It is important to note that North from our client’s property the street narrows down to 

18’ in some small sections but it isn’t be part of this development. This is also relevant 

as a response for Stephanie Savage’s question #2.a which we will address later. 

 

 

Documents attached:  

 Architectural Plan Set – Sheets A301; A302; A303; A304 



 Architectural Plan Set – T.05 Survey 

 

 
 

b. Verification of project construction phasing recommendations in environmental 

report? 

Please refer to page 4 of the PowerPoint where we show that the Vegetation Clearing 

was confirmed to occur during autumn as suggested in the Biological Report. As noted 

on the previous meeting, we are highlighting the milestones to reach a good and well 

sized pad area to secure ground and be 100% out of the street in the least amount of 

time. 

 

2) Stephanie Savage: 

a. Verification of Road width, on both Alto Cedro and Briarcrest. Survey of 2411 Briarcrest 

confirms less than 20’ wide. By right grading is reduced by 25% when roads are less than 28’. 



(RE-15 lots are allowed 1600 CY by right, therefore 1,200 CY, for roads less than 28’ wide). Any 

planned road widening? And does this require an entitlement for substandard access- (LAMC 

12.24X28)? 

As mentioned in the first answer, the Road Width for City’s records is over 20’ for the 

entirety of the drive up.  

This can be verified in the signed LADBS/PW Preliminary Referral Form already 

portrayed to answer question #1.1. (Page 2) 

This can also be verified by referring to our previously developed project across the 

street (9049 Alto Cedro/2423 Briarcrest Rd) where we had more quantity of soil export 

and it was handled with no haul route, normal trucks and no problems. Find attached 

the Earthwork calculations for 9049 Alto Cedro/2423 Briarcrest Rd for your reference on 

page 5 of the Powerpoint. 

This is a small private street that has its own small Neighbors Association to discuss and 

vote over all shared decision. Most developed lots (nine in total, other than the one 

from our client across the street) have minimum setbacks making it not desirable by the 

residents, therefore there are no plans to widen the street at all.  

Consequently, this project does not require any entitlements. 

 

b. Grading Calculations notes 500+ cy of building cut, does not mention fill, piles, deepened 

foundations or remedial grading (as noted in grading approval letter). All are exempt, however 

not exempt from a haul route. 8’ of fill noted in materials and questions on pile depth 

combined with down slope pile day lighting requirement, needs clarification and amounts to be 

included in civil grading calculations.  

 

Please look at the updated earthwork calculations on page 6 of the Powerpoint with the 

final numbers of sheet C3 of the submitted Civil Plans. This table includes all piles, grade 

beams and understructure, exempt and non-exempt items, for a total export of 723.58 

CY after fill while maximum. allowed is 1000 CY.  

 
 

Following into the next question, the soils report does show that 8' of fill was 

encountered, but the plan is to install a Tecco mesh with soil nails and pin the fill in 

place which was granted by the city (the approved Request for Modification is attached 

and it is the only request of ordinance modification in the entire project). It is important 

to note that this proposed system won’t produce any considerable number of spoils that 



should be included in the calculations, as the nails are 1” in diameter and the holes are 

less than 4” wide. Even if the length of the nails is 26ft deep, there would be only 3 cubic 

yards per hole but in reality, most of it is rock dust and the actual soil extracted blends 

into the existing slope as these holes are being done. Since these are evenly distributed 

it is imperceptible. 

In relation to the piles and structure the Structural Plans had been submitted. You can 

also find the pile schedule on page 6 showing depth of piles ranging from 30’ to 58’ 

designed to meet daylight requirements. This is also being considered in the Civil 

Grading Plans and calculations.  

 

 
 

 

 
c. Based on house size, (5) required on-site parking spaces needed however only appears to be (3) 

covered and (2) in the street / dedication which does not comply with on-site parking.  

 

Now please refer to page 7. Here we have the Plot Plan, showing the location of our five 

parking stalls. Three of them are covered and the other two are uncovered compact 

parking spaces.  

The two uncovered parking stalls are on the easement - approved by LADBS. 

This site has no private street dedication as it was previously mentioned. This is shown 

on the electronically submitted GPI which we forgot to include on this presentation. 

 



 
 

   

 

d. Where does the water drain and where does it go? The contribution area of your house is 8875 

sq. ft. while the planter is pretty smaller than necessary. Please explain 

As shown on page 8, all rain water from roof and decks is directed to our LID planter 

box. The City's sizing requirement for a planter box for LID purposes is 5% of the 

tributary impervious area being 443.75sf (8875sf x 5% = 443.75 sf). We are proposing a 

larger planter than required, with 460 sf. Overflow from the planter box will be 

conveyed and discharged to the street through the use of a site sump pump system 

shown on Civil Plans. The planter box will be capable of storing runoff in the event of a 

power outage. 

  



  

e. Plans for other property under construction mentions an 8.5’h x 21.75’ fence proposed in the 

street (see attached permit 20020-30000-02330). Are neighbors informed and do they agree? 

What about an entitlement? 

The implementation of this Private Street gate was proposed by our client and accepted 

by all the neighbors. As previously mentioned, there is a Private Street Neighbors 

Association in which all these decisions are taken. The intention with this gate is to 

reinforce the sense of what a Private Street is and give some extra security and control. 

Some neighbors had raised concerns with noise from tenants (from rented houses) and 

this is a measure to have extra control over who access the street and mitigate 

inconsiderate behaviors. However, it’s important to note the gate is not part of this 

project and should be treated separately. 
 

f. Recently 2411 Briarcrest requested height entitlements for a (2) story building on the abutting 

(same) slope. The 2424 Briarcrest project is taller and questions the overall building height and 

possible entitlement, similar to the 2411 property.  

Please refer to page 9 where we are showing a section through the worst case scenario. 

We added Natural Grade/Finish Grade (NG/FG), ToR (Top or Roof) and Plumb Height 

(PH) numbers around the entire perimeter of the house to show compliance with 

Baseline Hillside Ordinance (BHO) 30’ max. height. We also added a section showing 

compliance with MSPSP Section 6.D which regulates max. building height for structures 

visible from Mulholland Drive.  

 

 
 



Please note that on the Northern end, we have a 1 story garage and a big deck area at a 

lower elevation. The project continues to step down along the N/S axis and the steepest 

portion of the lot (Southern end) is left undeveloped and with a big balcony to set back 

the roof structure. The entire building is broken up in many different levels to achieve 

this while achieving on of the most important MDRB guidelines: blending the project 

with the surrounding and the Santa Monica Mountains. 
 

g. Neighbors along private street are impacted by this project, have they been contacted 

regarding all permits?  

In relation to the approval of the neighbors along Briarcrest Road, there are nine other 

properties from which only three are owner-residents. The rest of the houses are 

rented. We are attaching the signature of support from two out of three owner-

residents (William Hair and Bob Feldman) and the third (David Bennet), for which we 

have proof of contact, did not oppose.  

 

Signatures and proof of contact are attached in Page 11. 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Now we are going to Jamie Hall concerns; 

 

3) Jamie Hall: 

a. Questions on environmental report due to the SMMC habitat linkage zone map and the parcels 

habitat value for wildlife corridor on the parcel. Maps show wildlife corridor on subject 

property and links to open space (Fryman Canyon, etc). Environmental report requires the 

SMMC mapping 

This revision has been included into the Bio report and the mitigation strategies were 

considered and added to the project, for example not fencing during construction, not 

fencing the entire project boundaries. Leaving as clear as possible the north/south axis 

and avoiding interrupting the wildlife corridor. 

 

 

b. Added questions on the environmental report section for natural resources protection plan and 

the biologist conclusion. And the mountain lion analysis section of the report and the 

conclusion drawn regarding deer frequenting property (ie: SMMC mapping).  

This section of the Biological Report has been modified. You can find it in the new 

Report in the submitted documents we have attached. 

In paragraph 4.3.1, the mountain lion analysis in the Biological Report has been 

modified and updated according to the last recommendations. 

 

 
 

c. Questions on the number of non-protected trees removed. Confirm the trees along property 

frontage are indeed small trees, replacement value? And requests replacements for native 

species and maintenance commitment.  

Please refer to page 12 of the PowerPoint. Here we are showing the Tree Plan overlaid 

with the project. As you can see, we are not removing any protected trees. The total of 

removed non-protected trees is 55. These are not significant nor native trees and had 

been planted over time. The pictures showing the frontage trees are in page 13 of the 

PowerPoint. We can see that they are not significant trees and the decision was made to 

replace them with native trees at a ratio of 1:1 downslope where they can be easily 

relocated and contribute to the environment. 



 
 

 

 

 
 

 

4) Travis Longcore:  
a. Questioned fencing at the rear of the property, which is undeveloped. Based on the SMMC 

mapping, fencing the property would impact the wildlife corridor/connectivity. Imperative to 
NOT fence the entire property. 

Please now go to page 15 of the Power Point. We added a new plan called Erosion 

Control and Parking Plan to show this situation. 

During construction the fencing will be strictly around structure, 10ft away from outer 

caissons as it was suggested. 



The project does not include any fencing of the property either, leaving the eastern 

portion of the lot (approximately 80% of the lot surface) and the entire N/S axis open 

and undeveloped, to mitigate the impact on the wildlife corridor and wildlife 

connectivity.  

The fence along the structure is called out as “Silt Fence – 10’ away from structural 

piles”. This is the ONLY fence we are proposing during the construction phase. 

 
 

b. Questions regarding errors in the environmental report on tree species for both California 
Walnuts and Toyons. If report is corrected on the species, then do sensitive natural 
communities occur? Are any trees in need of mitigated that are not reported due to 
encroachments (near construction).  

In relation to the errors made in the Tree Report, the arborist agreed with it and 
modified the names as suggested by Travis Longcore. For example, in the list, number 
33, the name of the tree was correctly replaced by Southern California Black Walnut. 
You can find the rest of the corrections in the complete Tree Inventory in the Tree 
Report. 
 

 
 
 
This modifications on the trees names does not impact the trees classification. As explained in 
the Biological Report, the project contains three habitats onsite that are protected under the 
City’s SEA Program. 
However, the site is not currently located within the SEA Program boundaries (CLA 2020) and no 
portion of these three habitats is being touched by our development. 
This is properly shown in page 16 of the Power Point.  
Lastly, regarding the two protected trees near the building (Toyon Tree #100 and #109 in the 
Tree Inventory) we added a section showing how these are not impacted by the house, not even 



at their maximum mature height. These trees will be protected during construction as requested 
by the City. 
 

 
 

c. Project must commit to specified lighting mitigations for house and landscape due to impacts 
on the known wildlife, per SMMC mapping. Requests no lighting downslope at all.  

As it was suggested, we are proposing a lighting design which it based on reflecting from 
the edge of the deck to the inside of the property – we are NOT using lighting facing 
down slope in order not to disturb any wildlife species. 
The lighting design is shown in the L.03 Lighting Plans and in page 18 of the Power Point. 
There you can see the specifications of the lighting that we are proposing. 
 



 
 

 
5)  Robert Schlesinger:  

a. Questions regarding caissons and grading needs confirmation and how much more grading on 
site (export, etc).  

This was answered in Question 2b -from Stephanie Savage.  
Civil plans and sheet were modified and updated to show total amount of export. 
 

 
6)  Nickie Miner:  

a. Questions regarding depth of caissons and accumulative effects/impacts, to be 
confirmed.  
The depth of caissons and accumulative effects/impacts are shown and considered in 
the updated Structural and Civil plans. Most important numbers were already expressed 
during this presentation and they are summarized on Page 6 of the PowerPoint. 

 


