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LUNA & GLUSHON   
A Professional Corporation 

     
16255 VENTURA BOULEVARD, SUITE 950   

ENCINO, CALIFORNIA 91436   

TEL: (818) 907-8755      
FAX: (818) 907-8760 

 
December 12, 2024 

 
VIA EMAIL  
 

The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
County of Los Angeles 
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

Re: Final Tract No. 45465-04 
 December 17, 2024 - Agenda Item 49 

 
Honorable Supervisors:  
  

In the December 17, 2024 recommendation to this Board, the Director of 
Public Works recommends that the Board approve the final map for Tract 45465-
04 stating that “subdivider has complied with all requirements imposed as a 
condition of the approval of the tentative map.”  

 
This recommendation is incorrect.  
 
Our law firm represents Jennifer and Carey Chrisman (the “Chrismans”), 

the beneficial owners in escrow for the purchase of the property located at 26763 
Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, CA 91302 (the “Subject Property”) which is a 
part of the recommended approval action and to which the Chrismans do not 
consent. The County has no discretion to approve a map which includes 
property that the subdivider has no title or interest to.   

 
I. Conditions of the Tract Map Not Met 

 
The subject Vesting Tentative Map No. 45465 approved the subdivision of 

land into 81 single family lots (the “Vesting Tentative Map”) and required the 
construction of “off-site improvements necessary to adequately serve” the 81-
home single family subdivision.  

 
 

  DENNIS R. LUNA 
             (1946-2016) 
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Vesting Tentative Map No. 45465 is specifically conditioned upon the 
following condition: 

“Subdivider shall secure at the subdivider’s expense sufficient 

title or interest in land to permit any off-site improvements.” [see 
Exhibit 1]. 

The Subdivider has failed to fulfill this condition of approval. 

In particular, the required off-site improvements include a Drainage 
Concept dated 9/8/87 which incorporates a system of storm drains and debris 
basins on the Subject Property. As set forth herein, the subdivider has no title to 
the Subject Property.  

II. The Subdivider Holds Insufficient Title or Interest to the Subject
Property

On May 7, 2021, the Chrismans entered into a purchase and sale 
agreement to purchase the Subject Property from the Arthur A. Alisi Survivor’s 
Trust (the “Seller”). At that time, the subdivider of the property subject to the 
Vesting Tentative Map had no legal title or interest in the Subject Property. 
Therefore, in order to meet the requirements of the Vesting Tentative Map 
condition referenced above, the subdivider had to somehow acquire title or 
interest to the Subject Property. 

On May 26, 2021, prior to the close of escrow and without informing the 
Chrismans, the Seller secretly conveyed certain rights to a portion of the 
Chrisman Property to the subdivider to meet the requirements of the Vesting 
Tentative Map (“Seller’s Conveyance in Dispute”). It is unlawful for a seller to 
secretly transfer a portion of property in escrow. Therefore, escrow on the Subject 
Property did not close and litigation between the Chrismans and the Seller 
ensued. 

In November 2023, an arbitrator issued a binding award ordering that the 
Chrismans were entitled to specific performance on the purchase and sale 
agreement so that the Chrismans are the rightful owners of the Subject 
Property, subject only to a determination on the validity of the Seller’s 
Conveyance in Dispute.  [Exhibit 2]. 

The issue of the Seller’s Conveyance in Dispute is currently pending in 
litigation in Los Angeles Superior Court Case No. 21STCV31211 (the 
“Litigation”). If the Court sets aside the Seller’s Conveyance in Dispute, as it 
should, the Vesting Tentative Map conditions including the approved Drainage 
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Concept dated 0/9/87, which includes the Subject Property, cannot be fulfilled.  
Until there is a final, binding Court decision on this issue, including any 
possible appeals, the County should not and cannot approve the final map for 
Tract No. 45465-04. 

Again, the County has no discretion to approve a final map which 
includes property that the subdivider has no title to. The Chrismans are the 
beneficial owners of the Subject Property and have been awarded specific 
performance to the Subject Property. It is arbitrary, capricious and without any 
authority whatsoever that the County can unilaterally “impose” a debris basin 
on their private property.  

III. The County Cannot Approve the Final Map

Government Code §66473 sets forth that “[a] local agency shall disapprove a 
map for failure to meet or perform any of the requirements or conditions 
imposed.” Id.; Soderling v. City of Santa Monica (1983) 142 Cal.App.3d 501, 509 
(where a tentative map is approved subject to conditions and those conditions 
remain unfulfilled, approval of a final subdivision map is not a ministerial act). 

Until the above-referenced litigation is resolved, the subdivider remains 
without sufficient title or interest in the Subject Property and cannot comply with 
the conditions of Vesting Tentative Map No. 45465. Accordingly, the subdivider 
has failed to fulfill the conditions of approval of Vesting Tentative Map No. 
45465, applicable to the final map for Tract No. 45465-04.  

The Chrismans request that the final map not be approved until the issue 
of Seller’s Conveyance in Dispute is resolved. Without such resolution, the 
County’s finding of “sufficient title or interest” is without substantial evidence 
and proposed in error.  

Very truly yours, 

LUNA & GLUSHON 
A Professional Corporation 

ROBERT L. GLUSHON 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit 1 



October 7, 1988 

Certified - Receipt 
Requested 

Malibu Valley Farms, Inc. 
2200 Stokes Canyon Road 
Calabasas, California 91302 

Gentlemen: 

Los Angeles Coun I y 

DEPARTMEN f OF 
REGIONAL PLANNING 

320 West Temple Street 
Los Angele~ 

Cal1forn1a 90012 

974.5401 

Norman Murdoch 
Planning Director 

Subject: TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 45465 (Map Date: July 13, 1988) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMITNO. 87-058 
OAK TREE PERMIT NO. 87-058 

A public hearing on Tentative Tract Map No. 45465, Conditional Use Permit No. 
87-058 and Oak Tree Permit No. 87-058 was held before the Regional Planning 
Commission on August 31, 1988. 

After considering the evidence presented, the Regional Planning Commission in 
concurrent actions on October 5, 19 88 approved the tentative tract map and 
granted the Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit in accordance with the 
Subdivision Map Act and Title 21 (Subdivision Ordinance) and Title 22 (Zoning) 
Ordinance of the Los Angeles County Code. These actions enable the property 
shown on the attached legal description and the tentative map dated July 13, 1988 
to: (a) be subdivided into eighty one ( 81) single family lots; ( b) be developed 
in compliance with the Performance Review Procedure as established by the Coun­
ty General Plan for proposed projects which have natural slopes of 25% and great­
er; and ( c) permit removal of seventy eight ( 78) oak trees from the project 
site. 

Your attention is called to the following: 

1. Condition No. 1 of the Conditional Use Permit and the Oak Tree Permit pro­
vides that the permits shall not be effective for any purpose until the appli­
cant and the owner of the property involved, or their duly authorized repre­
sentative, have filed at the office of the Department of Regional Planning 
the affidavits stating that they are aware of and accept all the conditions of 
the permits. 

2. Condition No. 3 of the Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit pointing 
out the limitations of the grants. 
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3. That during the fifteen-day period following your receipt of this letter, the 
Commission's decision regarding the Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree 
Permit may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors through the office of the 
Clerk of the Board, Room 383, Hall of Administration, 500 West Temple 
Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The permits will not become effective 
until and unless the appeal period has passed without the filing of an appeal. 

4. That the decision of the Commission regarding the tentative tract map shall 
become final and ef/ective on the date of decision, provided no appeal of the 
action taken has been filed with the Board of Supervisors within ten ( 10) days 
following the decision of the Commission through the office of the Clerk of the 
Board, Room 383, Hall of Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angc,­
les, California 90012. 

The tentative tract map, Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit approvals 
shall expire on October 5, 1990. If the subiect tract map does not record prior 
to the expiration date, a request in writing for an extension of the approval must 
be received in writing prior to the expiration date. The Conditional Use Permit 
and Oak Tree Permit shall be null and void unless it is utilized prior to the expi­
ration date. Recordation of the tract map shall constitute use of the Conditional 
Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit. Time extension granted for the tract map shall 
also apply to the Conditional Use Permit and Oak Tree Permit. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact the Subdivision 
Section of the Department of Regional Planning at (213) 974-6433. 

Very truly yours, 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
James E. Hartl, AICP 
Acting Director of Planning 

hn Schwarze, Administrator 
urrent Planning Division 

JS: PH: jc 

cc: Subdivision Committee 
Board of Supervisors 

Zoning Enforcement 

Building and Safety 

H MK Engineering-, Inc. 
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1. 'nle subject property is an irregulary-shaped parcel of land with an area of 
approximately 443. 35 acres. It is located on the northerly side of 
Mulholland Highway, and on the east and west sides of Stokes Canyon Road in 
the Malibu Zoned District. 

2. 'nle property is zoned A-1-1 (Light Agriculture - one acre minimum lot 
size). 

3. 'nle site is depicted within the Non-urban (hillside management) category of 
the Countywide General Plan; and within the Mountain Land II (l du/20), 
Rural Land I ( 1 du/10 ac), Rural Land II ( 1 du/5 ac) and Rural Land III ( 1 
du/2 ac) categories of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Area Plan. 

4. 'nle proposed project and the provisions for its design and improvement are 
consistent 1,1ith the goals and policies of the General Plan ancl with the 
zone classification since it is in substantial compliance 1,1ith the 
following conditions and has met the burden of proof for the Conditional 
Use Permit for proposed developnents -which have a natural slope of 25 
percent or greater, in that: 

a. 'nle proposed project is located and designed so as to protect the 
safety of current and future coomunity residents, and 1,1ill not 
create significant threats to life and/or property due to the 
presence of geologic, seismic, slope instability, fire, flood, or 
erosion hazard; 

b. 'nle proposed developnent demonstrates creative and imaginative 
design resulting in a visual quality that 1,1ill COf11?lement 
cornnunity character and benefit current and future coomunity 
residents; 

c. '!he proposed project is ccxrpatible 1,1ith the natural biotic, 
cultural and scenic resources of the area; 

d. 'nle proposed project 1,1ill not be detrimental to public health and 
safety, design and/or environmental considerations; 

e. 'nle approval of proposed dwelling units exceeding the mmver 
permitted by the low density threshold (55) for the proposed 
developr.,ent in Non-urban Hillsides is based on the ability to 
mi ti gate problems of public safety, design and/or environmental 
considerations as provided in the General Plan; 

f. 'nle proposed project is conveniently served by neighborhood, 
shopping, and coornunity facilities, can be provided 1,1ith 
essential public services without inp:,sing undue costs on the 
total coornunity, and is consistent with the objectives and 
policies of the General Plan; and 

g. 'nle proposed project has the necessary provision for open space 
areas. 
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5. The pc-oposed pc-oject requires the awroval of a C.onditional Use.Permit to 
insure C01Tpliance with the Performance Review Procedure as established by 
the County General Plan to regulate development where slopes are 25% or 
greater. 

6. It is the intent of the Conditional Use Permit to protect the resources in 
the hillside management areas as specified in the County General Plan frcrn 
incompatible development, which may result in or have the potential for 
environmental degradation and/or destruction of life and property. It is 
not the purpose to preclude development within these areas but to ensure to 
the extent possible, that such development maintains and where possible 
enchances the natural topography, resources and amenities of the hillside 
management areas while allowing for limited controlled development therein. 

7. The site is physically suitable for the type of development and the density 
being proposed, since the property has adequate building sites, to be 
developed in accordance with the Grading Ordinance: has access to a 
County-maintained street; shall be served by sanitary sewers, except for 
Lots 80 and 81 which are to be served by private sewage disposal system, to 
be installed in accordance with the requirements of the Health Services 
Department: shall be provided with water supplies and distribution 
facilities, with sufficient capacity to meet anticipated domestic and fire 
protection needs: and shall have geologic hazards and flood hazards 
mitigated in accordance with the requirements of the Department of Public 
Works. 

8. An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the project, discussing in 
detail the potential impacts of the proposed development and the mitigation 
measures which will be undertaken. The findings of facts with respect to 
these impacts are set forth on the final EIR. 

BA.SED CJ,I 'l'HE !'aU'XDING, 'l'HE REGICNAL PLl\!fiING a::MUS.SICJ,1 CXH:UDES: 

1. That the proposed uses will not be in substantial conflict with the adopted 
general plan for the area. 

2. That the requested uses at the location pc-oposed will not: 

a. Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons 
residing or working in the surrounding area, or 

b. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of 
property of other persons located in the vicinity of the site, or 

c. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise oonstitute a menace to the 
public health, safety or general welfare. 
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3. 'nlat the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accomrodate the 
yards, walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping, other 
development features prescribed in this ordinance, or a.s otherwise required 
in order to integrate said uses with the uses in the surrounding area: and 

4. 'nlat the proposed site is adequately served: 

a. By highways or streets of sufficient width and improved as 
necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use 
would generate: and 

b. By other p.lblic or private service facilities as are required. 

THE REGIONAL PLANNING CDMMISSION APPROVES: 

1. 'nle Final Environmental Impact Report and certifies that it has been 
completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and 
the State and county Guidelines. 'nle Planning Colrrnission has reviewed and 
considered the information contained in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report, and determined that the proposed project will not have a 
significant adverse effect on the environment because all reCOrrtllended 
mitigation measures are incorporated within the conditions imposed on this 
proposed development. 

2. 'nlat, in view of the findings of fact presented above, Conditional Use 
Permit No. 87-058 is~, subject to the attached conditions. 
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CCN>I'l'ICIIIS 

l. This permit shall not be effective for any purpose until a duly authorized 
representative of the owner of the property involved has filed at the 
office of the Department of Regional Planning his affidavit stating that he 
is avare of, and accepts all the conditions of this permit. 

2. It is hereby declared to be the intent that if any provision of this permit 
is held or declared to be invalid, the permit shall be void and the 
privileges granted hereunder shall lapse. 

3. It is further declared and made a condition of this permit that if any 
condition hereof is violated, the permit shall be suspended and the 
privileges granted hereunder shall lapse; provided that the a;::plicant has 
been given written notice to cease such violatioo and has faith to oo so 
for a period of thirty (30) days. 

4. That all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and of the specific zoning of 
the subject property must be corrplied vith unless set forth in the permit 
or shown on the approved plot plan. 

5. That the subject property shall be developed and maintained in substantial 
compliance vith the tentative tract map on file marked "Exhibit A". 
Ar.'lended or revised tentative tract map approved for Tract Map No. 45465 
shall be deemed to be a revised Exhibit A. 

6. That develo;::nent of the subject property shall conform to the conditions 
approved for Tentative Tract Map No. 45465. 

7. That a maximum of eighty ooe ( 81) residential uni ts may be constructed on 
the subject property. 

8. That all developnent shall comply vith all applicable requirements of the 
County Zoning Ordinance and the County Subdivision Ordinance. 

9. That open space shall comprise not less that 70 percent of the net area. 

10. That any adjustment to the lot lines must be to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Regional Planning. 

11. All utilities shall be placed underground. 

12. Private sewage disposal system shall be installed in compliance vith Lo.s 
Angeles County Ordinance No. 2269 and 7583, to the satisfaction of the 
Health Services Department. 

13. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a site plan shall be sut:rnitted 
to and approved by the Planning Director indicating that the proposed 
construction and grading is compatible vith hillside resources. Review of 
this site plan, vi thin the limits established by geologic and engineering 
constraints, shall ertp"lasize grading amount and technique, preservation of 
natural features, landscaping of altered open space and graded slopes, and 
placement of residences oo site. 
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14. That the applicant shall contact the Fire Prevention Bureau of Los Angeles 
County Forester and Fire Warden to determine facilities that may be 
necessary to protect the property from fire hazard. Water mains, fire 
hydrants, and fire flow shall be provided as may be required. 

15. Contour grading shall be used on manufactured slopes. 

16. To minimize impacts of the easterly entry gate on adjacent residences, 
comply with the following: 

a. Relocate road alignment and entry gate on the easterly side of 
Stokes Canyon Road as far as practical from the existing property 
line; 

b. Construct a minimum six-foot high wall northeasterly of the guard 
house to buffer existing adjacent residences, deflect vehicle and 
project lights, and reduce noise; and 

c. Provide screening landscaping around guard house area. 

17. Submit a plot plan for said wall, gate and landscaping for review and 
approval by the Department of Regional Planning prior to recordation of the 
tract map. 

18. Provide an intercom system outside the gate for use by visitors when the 
gate is unmanned. 

19. That the acceptance of the conditions of this grant be recorded with the 
County Recorder. 

20. That unless this grant is used within two years from the date of the 
Regional Planning Commission approval, the grant will expire. A one year 
time extension may be requested prior to such expiration date. 
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FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

FOR OAK TREE PERMIT NO. 87-058 

1. This application for an Oak Tree Permit is for the purpose of removing seventy 
eight (78) oak trees from the 443.35-acres project site, which is proposed to 
be developed with 81 single family lots. 

2. The subject property is located at the northerly side of Mulholland High,..·ay, and 
on the east and west sides of Stokes Canyon Road in the Malibu Zoned District. 

3. Out of the 78 oak trees for removal, 49 have either very poor health, dead or 
nearly so, have heavy trunk damages or cavities because of fires, or are regro,..'th 
from old damaged stumps. Twenty nine healthier trees are determined that they 
will interfere with the proposed development of the site. 

4. The proposed construction or use will be accomplished without endangering the 
health of the remain ing trees on the property. 

5. The necessary drainage improvements for soil erosion control will be designed in 
accordance with the standards of the Department of Public Works as condil!I ioned 

for tract map approval. 

6. The trees to be removed shall be replaced with 15-gallon oak trees on a 2: 1 ratio. 

BASED O:t-; THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION CONCLUDES: 

1. That the oak trees for removal for development reason will interfere with the 
proposed interior rights-of-way, building pads or driveway locations and that no 
alternative to such interference exists other than removal of the trees; and the 
re, t of the oak trees for removal are necessary for horticultural reasons. 

2. That removal of the 78 trees will not result in soil .erosion through the diversion 
ot increased flow of surface waters which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated. 

3. Removal of the oak trees for development reason is necessary as continued exist­
ence at their present location frustrates the planned improvement or proposed use 
of the subject property. 

THEREFORE, in view of the foregoing findings of facts, Oak Tree Permit No. 87-058 
is GRANTED, subject to the attached conditons. 
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CONDITIONS 

1. This permit shall not be effective for any purpose until a duly authori'ze represen­
tative of the owner of the property involved has filed at the office of the Department 
of Regional Planning his affidavit stating that he is aware of, and accepts all the 
conditions of this permit. 

2. It is hereby declared to be the intent that if any provision of this permit is held 
or declared to be invalid, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted here­
under shall lapse. 

3. It is further declared and made a condition of this permit that if any condition here­
of is violated, the permit shall be suspended and the privileges granted hereunder 
shall lapse, provided that the applicant has been given written notice to cease such 
violation and has failed to do so for a period of thirty ( 30) days. 

4. Access for storage or equipment and materials shall be restricted to areas out­
side of oak tree driplines. This shall be ensured by the installation of fencing, of 
not les5 than four (4) feet in height around the dripline of affected oak tree5. The 
oak trees should be centered within fenced perimeters. 

5. All excavation within or close to driplines shall be carried out with small power 
equipment or hand tools. Any major roots exposed during this work shall be pro­
perly protected in a moistened condition until construction is completed in adja­
cent areas, at which time ttey will be sealed. All excavation work within or near 
driplines shall be supervised by a qualified arborist. 

6. The permittee shall provide and plant 156 trees of the oak genus in fifteen ( 15) 
gallon or larger size, at locations on the property designated by a qualified arbor­
ist. 

7. Replacement trees shall be properly maintained for a period of two ( 2) years and 
replaced by the permittee if mortality occurs within that period. These trees 
should receive regular watering during the summer months throughout the replace­
ment period. This can be accomplished by manual means or by the installation of 
an appropriate ( drip or low flow) irrigation system. All watering should be done 
so as to wet the entire root zone. 

8. The permittee shall give special consideration to any impacts made to those trees 
designated as heritage trees. All due planning and precautions shall be exercised 
to preserve thse trees. 

9. That acceptance of the conditions of this grant be recorded with the County Record­
er; and 

10. That unless this grant is used within two (2) years from the date of Regional Plan­
ning Commission approval, this grant will expire. A one-year time extension 
may be requested prior to such expiration date. 
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FINDINGS OF 'l'HE REGIOW. PLMfi.lNG O'.MUSSICli l'CR 

fflNl'ATIVE 'fRACT MAP II). 45465 

'!he tentative map proposes eighty one (81) 
approximately 443.35 acres which are situated 
classification in the Malibu Zoned District. 

single family' lots on 
within the A-1-1 zone 

2. '!he subject property is depicted within the Non-urban (hillside management) 
category of the Countyvide General Plan and within the following categories 
of the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains Area Plan: Mountain Land II {1 du/20 
ac), Rural Land I {1 du/10 ac), Rural Land II {1 du/5 ac) and Rural Land 
III {l du/2 ac). '!he proposed BUbdivision and the provisions for its 
design and improvements are consistent with the goals and policies of the 
General Plan and with the zone classification in that: 

a. Conditional Use Permit No. 87-058 has been approved for this 
project as required by the Zoning Ordinance to implement and 
insure compliance with the Performance Review Procedure for 
proposed developments which have a natural slope of 25 percent or 
greater. 

b. 'nle proposed project is located and designed so as to protect the 
safety of current and future corrrnunity residents, and will not 
create significant threats to life and/or property due to the 
presence of geologic, seismic, slope instability, fire, flood, or 
erosion hazard. 

c. The proposed development demonstrates creative and imaginative 
design resulting in a visual quality that will corrplement 
C011t11Unity character and benefit current and future corrrnunity 
residents. 

d. 'nle proposed project is coopatible with the natural biotic, 
cultural and scenic resources of the area. 

e. The proposed project will not be detrimental to ~blic health and 
safety, design and/or environmental considerations. 

f. 'nle approval of proposed dwelling units exceeding the nUl!ber 
permitted by the low density threshold {55 units)· for the 
proposed development in Non-urban Hillsides is based on the 
abi 1i ty to mi ti gate problems of public safety, design and/or 
environmental considerations as provided in the General Plan. 

g. 'nle proposed project is conveniently served by neighborhood, 
shopping, and co,rmuni ty facilities, can be provided with 
essential ~blic services without imposing undue costs on the 
total comnunity, and is consistent with the objectives and 
policies of the General Plan. 

h. 'nle proposed project has the necessary provision for open space 
areas. 
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3. The site is physically suitable for the type of development and the density 
being proposed, since the property has adequate building sites, to be 
developed in accordance with the Grading Ordinance; has access to a 
County-maintained street; shall be served by sanitary sewers, except for 
Lots 80 and 81 which are to be served by private sewage disposal system, to 
be installed in accordance with the requirements of the Health Services 
Department; shall be provided with water supplies and distribution 
facilities, with sufficient capacity to meet anticipated domestic and fire 
protection needs; and shall have geologic hazards and flood hazards 
mitigated in accordance with the requirements of the Department of Public 
Works. 

4. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements will not cause 
substantial environmental damage or substantial and avoidable injury to 
fish or wildlife or their habitat, since the project is not located in a 
Significant Ecological Area and the Environmental Impact Report and 
recommended conditions of approval provides for appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

5. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements will not cause 
serious public health problems since sewage disposal, storm drainage, fire 
protection, and geological and soils factors are addressed in the 
recommended conditions of approval. 

6. The design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future 
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision. 
The proposed lots are of sufficient sizes so as to permit orientation of 
structures in an east-west alignment for southern exposure or to take 
advantage of shade or any prevailing breezes. 

7. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict 
with public easements for access through or use of, property within the 
proposed subdivision, since the design and development as set forth in the 
conditions of approval and on the tentative map provides adequate 
protection for easements. 

8. The proposed subdivision does not contain or front upon any public 
waterway, river, stream, coastline, shoreline, lake or reservoir. 

9. The division and development of the property in the manner set forth on 
this map will not unreasonably interfere with the free and complete 
exercise of the public entity and/or public utility rights-of-way and/or 
easements within this map, since the design and development as set forth in 
the conditions of the case and on the tentative map, provide adequate 
protection for easements. 

10. The discharge of sewage from this land division into the public sewer 
system will not violate the requirements of the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board pursuant to Division 7 (Commencing with Section 
13000) of the Water Code. 
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11. Pursuant to Sections 21.32.150 and 21.32.190 of the Subdivision Ordinance, 
the requirements of street lights (except at the intersections -of "A" and 
"D" Streets with Stokes Canyon Road, and Stokes Canyon Roadwith Mulholland 
Highway) and sidewalks are waived since all lots in the division of land 
contain a net area of not less than 40,000 square feet and street lights 
and sidewalks are not in keeping with the neighborhood pattern. 

12. Pursuant to Sections 21.28.060 and 21.24.120 of the Subdivision Ordinance, 
all the streets serving this land division as shown on the tentative map 
and as required (except for Mulholland Highway and Stokes Canyon Road) are 
approved as private and future streets. 

13. Pursuant to Section 21.24.100 of the Subdivision Ordinance, a m:x:lification 
to permit street grades in excess of 10% but not to exceed 15% (except on 
Stokes Canyon Road) is approved on portions of the streets in this land 
division, with final determination within these limits to be made by the 
Department of Public Works, since a lower grade is not possible due to 
topographic condition. 

14. The housing needs of the region were considered and balanced against the 
public service needs of local residents and available fiscal and 
environmental resources when this project was determined to be consistent 
with the Los Angeles County General Plan. 

15. It is determined that the Mello Bill requirement to provide housing units 
for persons and families of low or m:x:lerate income on the subject property 
is unfeasible. 

16. The Regional Planning Commission certified that the Final Environmental 
Impact Report which was prepared for this project has been completed in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the State and 
County Guidelines. The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report, and 
determined that the proposed subdivision will not have a significant 
adverse effect on the environment because all recommended mitigation 
measures are incorporated within the conditions imposed on this tract map. 

THEREFORE, the Final Environmental Impact Report and the tentative tract map are 
approved subject to the conditions recommended by the Los Angeles County 
Subdivision Committee. 



• 
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNmG 
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 45465 

• 
Map Date: 7-13-88 

1. Conform to the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance and the 
A-1-1 zone. 

/ 2. Permission is granted to adjust lot lines to the satisfaction of 
the Department of Regional Planning. 

3. Provide for the ownership and maintenance of the private and fu­
ture streets and for the driveway serving Lots 9, 10 and 11. 

4. Provide at least 40 feet of frontage at the property line and ap­
proximately radial lot lines for all lots fronting on the cul­
de-sacs, except for those lots shown as being served by access 
strips. 

5. Label the access strip serving Lots 9, 10 and 11 as "Private 
Driveway and Fire Lane" on the final map. 

6. Construct or bond with the Department of Public Works for paving 
over the driveway serving Lots 9, 10 and 11 with width as shown 
on the tentative map, and over the fee access strips serving 
Lots 32, 53 and 78 with a minimum width of 15 feet. 

7. The maximum allowable grade for the driveway/access strips shall 
be 20%. 

8. Provide slope planting and an irrigation system in accordance 
with the Grading Ordinance. Include conditions in the tract co­
venants which would requite continued maintenance of the plant­
ings for lots having planted slopes. Prior to recordation, sub­
mit a copy of the document to be recorded to the Department of 
Regional Planning. 

9. Prior to recordation, obtain any permit required for the subdi­
vision under the provisions of the California Coastal Act of 
1976, or provide evidence that the subdivision is exempt from 
the permit requirements of the Act. 

10. Dedicate secondary construction rights over all the residential 
lots in the subdivision. 

11. In lieu of standard street lights, provide low-level, low inten­
sity, decorative project lights to the satisfaction of the Depart­
ment of Public Works. 

12. Prior to recordation, submit a copy of the plan for the proposed 
east gate, including the wall and landscaping at this entry for 
review and approval by the Department of Regional Planning. 
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1e followi:'lg repo,t c-o:-ii=:i!'ti:'lg or / i page!' a:-e the rec-omne~ation!' of the Depa:-t­
~:-it of Public- Wo,K.!'. Tne followi:.g C-01111\e:-it.!'/:-equi:-eme:-it!' fo:- thi!' t,.e:-,tative,map are 1."l­
icated by L, Xi:-, the 2pp,op:-iate box alo:-ig the left ma~gin of the page. 

~ Details a.,d note.!' !'ho..r.l o:-i t."le te:-itati ve map a:-e not nece!'!'a:-ily approved. A.,y 
detail!' o:- ootei=: which may be i:-ico:'l!'iste:.t with requi:-eme:-its of o:-di!la,")('es, ge:-,eral 
conditio:.i=: of app:-oval, o:- Depa-tme:-,t policie.!' mu!'t be !'pe<'ifically app:-oved i:-, other 
c-o:idi tio:-,s, or ordi:ia:.c-e re~u:. '."e:ne:-,ti=: B'."e 111:Xlified to tho!'e sh:,,r.i on the te:-,tati ve 
map upo:-, app'."oval by the Advi!'o:-y age:-,cy. 

~ The dista:.ces froffi the p,oposej lot/pa'."cel line!' to the buildi:-,gs which ire to :-emai:, 
mu.!'t be sho~~. If su~h dista:-ices will c:-eate no:'lC'onformi:-ig ro~itio:-,s unde:- Buildi:-,g 
Code Oiapte~i:: 5, 18, 19 a:-id 2; o:- Zoni:,g 0:-di:-,a,,ce requireme:it.!', such lot/pa,cel 
li:ie.!' shall be re:ocated o:- the :ic:.-c-omplyi:-,g rondi tions of the buildi:igs shall be 
co,,ected p,io, to the divisio:-i of la:id. 

::J The relatio:ii=:hip of exist.i:ig buildi:ig.!'/sewage disposal compo:,e:,t to the new lot/ 
pa~cel li:'le!" will create co:i::itio:-1i=: that do not t"omply with the Buildi:'lg Codell'linl>­
i:,g Code/Zo~i:ig o~=:.:ia:ice. Tnese !"lO:-i-complyi:ig ronditio:is shall be t"Orrected o:- the 
lot/parcel li:-ies relocated prior to the division of la:id. 

&: Easeme:-i"s a~e te~tatively :-e~ui~e;, subject to review by the Director of Public Wo:-ks 
to dete-mi:-ie the f:.:-ial locatio~s a,d requireme:,ts. 

~ Ease~e:-i"s sha:l nc: be g-a:-ite: o~ rec-o~ded withi:i a-eas p:-oposed to be g:-a:-ited, dedi­
t"ated, or offere: f,,- de:::.ca:i~~ fo,- public streets, highways, access rights, build­
i:ig :-est~ictio:-i :-i ght.s, o, othe'." easeme:its u:-,til afte:- the fi:-,al map is filed with 
the Cou:ity Re~o:-der. If ease~e~:s a:-e g•a:-ited afte, the date of te:,tative app•oval, 
a subo,-::::.:-iatio:i m.:s: be executed by the easeme:-it holder p:-io:- to the filing of the 
fi:ial map. 

~ In lieu of establishi:-ig the fi:-ia: specific lOC'ations of ~tructu:-es on ellt"h lot/pa:-cel 
at this time, the o.-:ier, at the time of issua:ice of a g--adi:-,g o:- buildi:-,g pe,ut, 
ag·ees to develop t.'ie p:-,pr:y i:, ro:-iforma,ce with the County Code a:-,d othe:- ap,­
p,-op,i ate o~di:-,a:-ices suc-h as t.-ie Buildi:-,g Code, Ph.rnbi:-,g Code, Gradi:ig 0:-di.,a:ice, 
H:gh.ay Pe:-~it Ord::ia:-ice, Mec-ha:iical Code, Zoni:-,g 0:-di:.a:,ce, Unde,grou:iding of Utili­
ties Ordi:ia~ce, wa:e• Ord::ia:ice, Sa:iita•y Sewer a.,d I:idust:-ial Waste 0:-di:iance, Elec­
t,-ical Code, a,d Fi:-e Code. l~?rovements a.,d othe:- requi:-ements may be imposed p..i:-­
sua:.t to such C'Odes a,d o:-di:ia:ice!'. 

D P:-io:- to fi:.al a;;p'."oval, a:-ra~geme:its will be made for the Cou:ity to ac-cept 
______________ as offered o:i __________ filed i., 



PE~AR71'£NT OF PUEL!: \.URKS 
LAND DEVELOPttE:ff DivI.SION 

It ap!)l!ars t.:-.at cff-site ilt.prove~ec.ts 
develo;:rnent. If off-site easeme!"its are 
subject to the lSl;tcivider's acceptance of 
these easements: 

_ .... 

er., ne~l!SSary t..: a~e;;ua~e:j ~e;·w; _t:-.:s 
re·.;~!red, t.his ta~tat.i V! r..1;, 2;-;:c·:~: is 
the f:llowing cor.C:.t:ons f;)r cc~1.::.s:t:~r: :f 

a. ·Subcivider ~hall secure at the s.;tdivider's ex;iense sufficient title or ir.teres: 
in land to perl:lit any off-site i~rovernen:s to be mace. 

b. If the su'::divider is unable to acquire s~fficient title er interest to per::i: t".e 
off-site i.!:.prove~ents to be made, the sutd:vider shall noti:y t.~e Co~r.t/ o: t.-.:s 
inatility net less than six months prior to approval of t:.e f:!"ial ~z~. 

c. In s.;ch c.;se, the County may t.~ereaft.er ac:;uire sufficiec.t i:.terest in t."" l:r.:5 
wr~ch w:ll per:nit the off-site i"~rove~ents to be mace ty s.:c:,i:~r. 

d. SubCivide; 5:'lall pay all cf t.:;.e Cour.:.:_;'s costs cf ac~..:i;i:;g ~a:.c or:--:s.:.:.: 
prc~e;ty i."":te.;es:s pu~s;;a::t to Gcve;:"ll:le:::. Codt? Sec':.ior. CE:!62.5. .S\.::..:i•,:..::::-- .s:-:::: 
pa:,, SU::-!1 c::sts irrespec:ive of "'+.et.he; t.~e fina:! ma;:, is re-:~;.::: er i,.,.-:--.e:.:-.e:- a 
revers:.0:1 occurs. The cos~ of r-quisit:.::n 'lll2Y i."lck:e, l:i.:t is ::c: L'.n:'.:e:: to, 
ac~uisi:i~~ prices, da~.ag~s, e~g:.ne~::.r.g se;vices, ex;e;: f~~s, t:::~ 
exc:"".'".i:.c:. :.en, ap;:,ra~ sal costs, acquis::. ~:.en se!""·rices, re::;c= :.:.:'.;. c.ss:s:a-:::e 
se::;i :ces a::C payme~t.s, lega~ se:vices a::d fees, m.:;~::-:; se:-",':. :es, Ccc._-:-.::-.:. 
pre?arat:.cr:, ex:;;e~ses a::C/or da::-..ages cs pr-~vije.: ur.Ce; C:.Ce o: c::;:.l F:--c·:::·.::--e 
S-e:::io::s 1253.510-.62·'.l ar:c ove:-hc:a.::. 

e. At t.'le t:.=e subdivider notifies Cou:1:1 as provice~ b b. J:-.e,e:.r.a:0·1e, :::e 
sw:.Civi:e: ~~all si!T?Jlta~e~usly s~:reit to ~~e Ccu~ty Li 2 fer~ ccc!;~a:le t~ :~e 
Co~~:y a:1 appro?riate apprc:sals, e;.6i~ee;ing s;ec::ic~::cr.s, leg:: l~~= 
descri;,t::c:-is, phns, plead:.ngs a.":d other cccumen:s deec.::1:: ne-.:e!~ar:; by Coe::::::· :.:: 
corrrne:-ice its acquisition proceedings. Said documents n::.;s: be s.;::r.i:tec tc C:;..:~.:.y 

• for preli:::i~.ary revie•.i and con:r:e!'lt at leas .. thirty days prior ~ s.;x: ·,::e.- '.s 
notice described hereinabove at b . 

.. 
f. 'Subd:. vider ag:-ees to deposit wi::i County, .. 1,thin five dcys of r~uest by Cct.::::,·, 

:s.c.-: s..:r.s of mney as County estima:.es to be re:;:;i:-ed r-~ t:.e cos:~ c:· 
.~ac:;uisit:or.. County may require additicnal deposits fr::= ti~e t.:: ti=.e. 
/~ 

g. , Su::di vide:- ag:-ees that County will have satisfied the one hund:-e-:5 a::c t"..ec.:J ::aJ 
lit".it.2t::.c:1 of Government Cece Sectior. 66ll62.5 and t:.e for .. ;ci::e; conc::i:::s 

. .'relating t.'lereto when it files i:s emine::t domain actic!'l i.."l su;:eri:!'" cct.:r: .. ::.::::.:: 
. : said time period. 

h •.. Subci vide:- shall not sell any lct/parce: .shoW'll on the f:.::a: a:.:;: 1.:!"i:::.: Cou:::1 :-.zs 
acquired said sufficient land ir.terest. 

i. If t.:,e S\,;;e~:.cr court t..~e?""eaf~e:- rul~s i!"! a final jl..::;!~e::t. t::.=:. ;..~e Cc-t,.:r.:~: =.2:1 
not ac::;".Jire said sufficient lar.d inter es .. , the subdi ·;icer ag:-ees t".a: t.::e C:·..::::y 

'. may ir.:.til!~~ pr:x:eedi!'-!S for reversion to ac:-e.ag'!. 

j., Subdivider shall execute any ag:-eement er agreeme~ts o.):".J2:1, a.;-e~ao:e pr:.:r :o 
:: approval of the final map as may be necess2r1 to as:sure c::r.:;::iar.ce wi ':.~. ::.e 

.·• foregoing conditions. 
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--··---- ~\ !,.._ '_.::;:i.,. •. ,1 

k. F::.:..;:---,: :·: t:":.:: .s·.;:::.v:..:-:=:-- t:- nc~:.;-:,~ ~\.:~.:.:.,·, 2s r~:;i.:i~-=~ by b. h~r.ei;-::7c·.-_:, er 
s.:.7_::::··-::_s:~- ::.:::'.':::. ~:--.e r;-~•..:;..;;-: c~.= c;pr:,'le: ~:.:-!--:::?nts a;:>e-:1f::-.: 1:-: e. 
te:-e:.; . .;: :·.-;, c~ ~.S.:-:e t:·~e Ce;:si ':.s s;:-:?·:i: .. it: i!": f. he;~!.:-:=-bove shall c::-:.~:.i t~:.e 
s..:t.::. ·.;~ :-:~ 's •.-:::. · . .--:~ o: :.:-:e !"':~:;::---e~e::t.s c:>.e:--.,;::t irri;:,cs:?: u:,on Count1 t.: c-:;1.:::.~e 
r.e::s~:;~: ir::.e:-:~:s i:": li:-,j pu:si.J.t~t. t.:, Se:tior. 66.!.:62.5. In s·.,;:;~ e'1e:-.:., 
.!;..::-..:;: ·,:..::::- 5'.°'".c::. :r::-::. a_.. c:!'".Ci :.:.c:--.5 f~r i!':s':.all.ing or ccnstr-1.Jcti:-:£ cr:-.s.:. te 
i~;:"": ·;~:-.e'."'. :.s r.=:.·...::. :;';.st.a:.::.~; Se~t:.0:1 66~62. 5. 



l)E?AF.7:-!E:,: OF PUSL! C .. -OF.KS 
L;l.;I;) DciE:..O?ME:n Div:s:oN 

•• \. 

!:ll\C7/i.'.:iCC~ JL"r? NO .. ~ .. $._ ____ _ TENTATIVE HAP DAS 

?-ic: t~ ~~~u~~~e ~f = ?e~mit ~ .... ~the~ g-a~~ or a~:-~val r,: ~~vel~pme~: or ±he de~ig~atej 
:""=::.a.! ~c e- pa~c-:-2. . c-crr::: J wi :h :.:ie f:>1 lo..., :::il: 

gJ !~e o~:ie, at the :::ne of i~~wa::ce of a pe,.-mi; :,, othe, g:-a::t of app,oval f:,, devel,~­
me::: ove, the de~: :;::ated ,ei1ai::de• pa-eel, !'hall develop tbe p,ope,ty i:: c:,::f:,s:n2:1ce 
w:. :h the Cou::tJ Code a::c o .. he,.. a;;p·:,p,..iate 0'di:ia::ces !Ouch a.~ t."lt! Bui ldi:ig Cxe, 
P:.:.-~i:ig Code, c,.-a:i:16 c,.-::.::a::ce, Highway Pe,~it o,.-di:ia:.ce, Mecha:iical Code, z~::i::g 
c,.- j:.:,a::c-e, U::d e· g-ou:idi:ig of Utili tie~ 0,di:ia::c-e, Wate, Crdi:ia:ic-e, Sa::i ta,.., Se·.;e- a::c 
I~~u~:~ia: -a~:e C:di~a~ce, Ele~t~ic-al Code, a~d Fi~e Code. 

1i:l P,:,v:de d,..ai::a~e facili::.e~ t:, eli:n:::ate the flood haza•d t.:l the !'ati~fac:io:: of the 
De;a:t:ne::t. 

g" F::v:.:e 1-a:.e .... f.::--:.::t:es :.::: t:'le ~a::.5:""ac-tio~ cf t.:ie te;,c ... :.:ne.jt. 

~ P-:>Vide !"'Oad ~:..;:-::. of we~.,; a::d co~~~;uct ~t;ee:. imp:ove::e..--:ts to the s.otistac-t:i::i of 
t::e )epa,.-~:ne:::. 

Phc:-:e ll1•7JI-Zli1 Date /(-11-11 



:PARn-!EiT OF PUBLIC WORKS ( • t'ii> DEVtl.OPl'IE:llT DIVISION - SUBDIVISION SECTION 

TEl,TATIVE HJ.P DATED I - - ·• w7 --.,::, .. ~ 

, Tn~:-iy days prior t: re~uestin6 final approval of the tract/parcel inap s.;~"it gu!1T.lej 
rn:ii: i'."lg lc,;,els fo:- ea::-i tenant b t."le st.ructu:-e to be cor:ve!"~ed, a notarized af­
fidavit signej by a:: of the Ow'."le:-s listing ell vac.int units, a 111inim.m: deposit of 
t,1ent,-fi ve <•2?) do::ar-s for ea::h occu;iie::i unit, and recorded copies of all cove­
nants an: a;;reernen:.s applicable to this conversion project to 't."le Dire::tor of Public 
wor~s. Copies of t."le covenan:s anj agreements llllSt be mailed to all ~enants by the 
apylican~ a:. leas:. tn:r:.y days prior w final approval. 

::::::i Prior ~o fina: ap;:,:-0·,,.2 of the tract/parcel map submit a nota:-ize: a:ficavit to the 
tire::.::!" oi Pu;,:ic .. :,~s, signed by all o.rners of record at t.'le time of filing of the 
ma;; ..-: :-i tne Co.ic::y iie:orde:-, s:.2:.ing that. ar1y pro;:,osed condo~ini .i~ bJ:. ld:.ng has no: 
bee:-: c:;"";s:;.;:ted or t:":a: all builC;;.~gs have not bee~ o:::cu;,ie: or re;.~e: a."'l: t:'"l.at. said 
bci::::n;; 1,;:ll n:::. be o::::u;ne:l or rented until after the filing of t."le ma;:, w::.th t."le 
Co~~:i rie::rde~ .. 

iii<"' A:: e .. :e:::;;c.:s exis:.:c:;; a:. the time of final map approval rus: be ac::o.;n:eci for on the 
a;-;::.)· .. ·~.: :.::--.:=:::·w·e rr.a;;. Tnis in::.,;:es the lo:a:.io:i., o-ne:, p:..::i)ose, and re::irdi'."!~ 
re:e:e~:e f~; c:~ ex:s:.:ng eose~~'.'";:.S. Ii a~ ease~e~~ is b:a~~e: er i~dete:~i~a~e in 
na:..;:e, a s:..a:.e~e:--.: :: t.:"Ja.:. ef'fe,;: rust be s..110;..72 on U1e te;1t.o:ive ma; in lie•..i of its 
lo:.::::;.. !:' a:: e.:..s;~:::~t.s have !"lo~ been acco·u;"Jted for, sut:J.;i:. a CO;":""ecte: t..e;;ta,~ive 
:-::a; :.: :..--:= ::.e;;a:-:.:-:-.-::-::. ::- Regio~a: F:a;"J!"ling for a;,;,:-oval. 

g F..:::--.:s:--: :.:".:.s :e;.:;;:,:7:~:--.:. 's St.ree:. ;;a~.e Ur-1:it wit:i a list of s:.re:: na~es ac::e~:.aOle to 
r..:-.:: s..:=:.:. ,_..:.:e:-. ;..-.es-: ::a~e.s :r-..Js: no:. be d'Jplica~ed withi;; a ra::::.'Js :f 20 rr.iles. 

C A ~=;..:;::.:.; a:--::: F::;-:::.:,- Mcr.a~e'.":ie:.:. !)ivision h:,Jse nu."!lbe:i:-i~ c:.ea;:::-::; is re::;;,.i:;e; 
pr-.::.:; ~:) a;;::,:,va: of :.::e fina: rna~. 

C 1:--.e :: __ : ... :'.'":i nc:.e s::=-~ ~ pls::i.: 0!1 all tract and parce: 1ncps .,;!,:.:'1 lot/pa:cel sizes 
of :-i ·.-e a:,e:o or rr.::::-e: "rurii,e,.. d::. vision of this property to lot/pa:-cel sizes be:o..­
r: .... ~ a::--es .,_i:,.:::_1 re~·~:.;e s:.a:lda:d iY:.;,rove:ne~ts be completed as a conOit.ion of a;ip:ov­
a: . 7:-;-:: i··.~rove-.e·.:.s will inc:ci:::e b.it not be limiied to providing access, installa­
t.' -· c: "'=:e,- m;,::.ns, a;:;;urtena,-;ces and fire hydrants, and conf::;,-:nance to L.os AnEeles 
C,;:..:~-:.;;· ::ie,.,-e::;~e.-::. s:a:::=ards. 0 

C P:a:e s:2c-::2r::: c:,-.::;r,;::.niuni/res::.::e'.'ltial plan'.'led develop:ne'.'l:./co:T,e,cia! planne:: 
c~-~-~~::;,1e:-::.l:..a:::~::=;:,e :-1a:.:1tena:1ce iiist.rict ootes on the final may to t."'le so~isfac~io0 
of ~e l,je:;ar~:;1e!1t.. 

C P~,;;::e s:.cn::ar:i lease ;,ur;:,ose only/division of land for lease ;,ur;:,ose only noies on 
the fina: mo;: to :he sa:.~sfaction of t.,,e De;:,artment. 

g Laoe: drive..-a:,,s a:-ic rr-..J:t.iple ac:ess strips as "Private Driveway and Fire La'"le" an:: 
de:::.nea:.e on t.he f::.r.a: ma;:, to tne satisfaction of the Depart.men:.. 

f..::: If uc-:::.:. r::.:::.ng oc::ci,s, reserve reci;:,rocal ingress and ee;ress ease:nents in docl.t!lents 
ove, ::-:e ;:r::.·,a:.e :::-:ve..-ays anci de:::.neate on the final ma;: to the satisfaction of the 
De; :,.-::nen:.. 

C P: .. :e a r.::-:.e on ":.he !"::.nal map ~ the satisfaction of the Depa!"tment to convey as a 
u,:: x:.n ;:,or:::.or.s of ownership wi:.r.in lot/parcel-,---------...,.-.,-• separate::: 
by _____________ , an: connect said portions wi:.n a s:.an:::a:-: land hoo;.c. 



f.PAR1l1DIT Of PUBLIC ~ \_ A 
AllD' DE'VELOPHEHT DIVISION - si)a'!!llfvISION SECTION • 
!!!: Remove existin& structures prior t.o final •??roval • 

.. ,. .. , .. ;11. ... + ~,, • ., ,r,,.. .. -t .. ,. 
i!f. Provide proof of accessJ\prior t.o final •?;roval and delineate on t.~e final llli?. 

!ii:: ~itclaitn or relocate easeme,1ts running t:1rough propose:! structures. 

S::: A final tr.,ct •~:'e,. pc. ui ma? rust be processed through the Director of Public 
Wvr~s prior t..o being file-d with the Coi.J;;;.y Recorder.P', dni a-c '"t: · c;a .. ' p-rco .. z-,- ic 
-.e:,cd ts s·aa ·i··:s-rr ·i• 1 ... 

:i3 Prior t.o sul:ni':.ting the trac-;. ♦. . .:,·_. pa eei m,q to the Director of Public ,iori<s for 
nis examination pursua:1t to Sections 65:i42 and/or 66..i:50 of the Governme:-it Code, ob­
tain clearances from all afiected De;a-tme:-its a:-id Divisions, including a clearance 
from the Sub::vision Section of the Land Development Division of this De?artme:-it for 
the follo,..in;; ma;:,;:,in& items: mat.ile:nat.ica! accuracy; surv.:/ anal1sis; and correctness 
of certific.,-;.es, signatures, e"c. 

~ If the sub:ivider intends t.o file rulti?:e final ma;:,s, he ~Jst so inform the Advisory 
Age:-icy at the time the tentative rr~;:, is filej. Tne boun:aries of the unit finol ma;:,s 
shall be des~gne: to the sat"sfaction of the Director oi ?uo~ic wori<s and ~he De?art­
me:-it of Re~~o:-ial Piannin&. 

g Show the re:~.a.:.;1de; of tb~ las~ lei:::y crea:.ed po;cel as a "Re:-nainde; Perce:" on a.,.._y 
final ma;, to 1..ne Sctisfactio:-i of t~e ,ire:tor of ?ub:ic .or~s. 

~ Ext.e:-id lot/par:.,} lines to the cen:er cf private a:-i:J f.itJre s:.reets. 

g: If signa1..ures of record th.le interes1..s a?;>ear o:; t."le finol map, a p-e.1!1Unary 
gu .. rantee is needed. A fina: g.iara:11..ee will be re:;.iire:. If sai:! signatures do not 
a;:,?ear on the final tilo?, a title re?ort/gu .. r.,ntee is nee:ied s.ho.;i:-ig all fee o.mers 
anJ interest holders and this c1cco,mt rus: re:r.a::-i o;>en un:ll tne fin .. l parce: map is 
filed with tne Cou:-ity Recorder • 

.......J Additional Cc:::ie:-its/Re:;uireme:-its: 

Phone z,r-711· 2t11 Date /1- n.- B 1 



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC W~ 
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISiW-ROAD UNIT • (LDDRl) 

TRACT/ MM NO. 45465 {£~\/-) TfNTATIVE MAP DATED 10·~ 3-S? 

~ The subdivider shall prepare signing and striping plans for all multi-lane 
streets and highways within or abutting this land division to the satisfac­
tion of the Department. 

~ The centerlines of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs 
of less than 150 feet. A one foot jog may be used where a street changes 
width from 60 feet to a 58 feet right of way. 

~. The minimum centerline radius is 350 feet on all local streets with 40 feet 
between curbs and on all streets where grades exceed 10%. 

~ The minimum centerline radius on a local street with an intersecting street 
on the concave side should comply with design speeds per Road/Sewer/Water 
Section's "Requirements for Street Plans" and sight distances per Caltrans' 
current Highway Design Manual. 

~ Design local streets to have minimum centerline curve radii which will pro­
vide centerline curves of 100 feet minimum length. Reversing curves need 
not exceed a radius of 1,500 feet and any curve need not exceed a radius of 
3,000 feet. The length of curve outside of the BCR is used to satisfy the 
100 foot minimum requirement. 

~ Compound curves are preferred over broken-back curves. Broken-back curves 
must be separated by a minimum of 200 feet of tangent. 

~ The central angles of the right of way radius returns shall not differ by 
more than 10 degrees on local streets. 

~ .Provide standard property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street 
intersections, including intersection of local streets with General Plan 
Highways, and 27 feet where all General Plan Highways intersect, or to the 
satisfaction of the Department. 

[] Construct drainage improveme~ts and offer easements needed for street 
drainage or slopes. 

[] Driveways to be abandoned shall be replace with standard curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk. 

[] Repair any broken or damaged curb, gutter, sidewalk, and pavement on streets 
within or abutting the subdivision. 

;,q Construct additional pavement on partially improved highways to provide a 
strioed left-turn lane at entrance street intersection , w,·tlel'li11tJ 
fo be 1'o -1-lte l)e;n':S. ss;t,:s,rsci-lo,,,. 

M Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins 
when street grades exceed 6%. 

[] Construct full width sidewalk at all walk returns. 

[] Construct a slough wall outside the street right of way when the height of 
slope is greater than five feet above the sidewalk and the sidewalk is adja­
cent to the street right of way. 

~ Provide and install street name signs prior to occupancy of building(s). 



•• •• ·. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WOR~S 
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION. ROAD UNIT 

TRACT/ MAP NO • .o\'54'Cl':;,(11-~»') TENTATIVE MAP DATED __ , o=---"Z._~_-_,..c-_·_. __ _ 

(] Make an offer of future right of way feet from centerline on -- ----

[] 

[] 

_____________________________ ....:_ __ ,. 
Make an offer of future right of way __ feet from centerline on ___ _ 

--------------------------------· 
Make an offer of future right of way feet from centerline on -- ----

Make an offer of future right of way feet from centerline on -- ----

Dedicate slope easements 

Dedicate slope easements 

Dedicate slope easements 

Dedicate slope easements 

Dedicate slope easements to 

Works on 

the 

• 

feet wide on 

feet wide on 

feet wide on 

feet wide on 

satisfaction of the Department of Public 

~~cepf 0 c.,"'""o.., dwy. 
___ ,'--,(,-•, t. f S Z."' < i. 5 ~ ,,.J 

,1 '1/ 1 11 f Hit p,..;.,~ 1-,e ~ f•f.,.,e 
~ Dedicate vehicular access rights on M4't1l'l~r1 an"' lfWt· • unless the Sfrtef 

Department of Regional Planning requires the construction of a wall. In 

[] 

[J 

[) 

[] 

[] 

X. 

such cases, complete access rights shall be dedicated. 

Construct curb and gutter feet from centerline on 

Construct curb and gutter feet from centerline on 

Construct curb and gutter feet from centerline on 

Construct curb and gutter feet from centerline on 

Construct base and pavement on ----------------· 
Construct drainage faci 1 it ies on 

Construct s i dewa Hs on 

Construct grading and drainage facilities on -------------· 
Street lights are.'::: , required on 1l"' 
to the satisfaction of the Oepartment.--,C~o-n~t-a~ct,......,S~t-r-ee~tc-.-L~i~gh~t~i~n~g-Sre~c~t~i-on~,--
(213) 226-8441. I /I II j If 11 / 1, 
~ ,+ f/i.e i"'l+ersec,r,o-,,J t,f A , /) Sis. wi/.J.. Sf'Ol{u 4n, 

£). ' Sfo~e, 4,,.1!./. ,.,.,,·IJ. M,.,./lio//a,..J /lwy. 



:D.tPARTHENT OF PUBLIC \«)RJ<S ( • 
·LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION~ ROAD IJNlT • 
TRACT/ TENTATIVE HAP DATED --'-'' ":c.__?_'!-_·_'e"-,--

gJ 

l8l 

D 

Prior to final approval, the subdivide:- shall ente:- intc L'l ag:-eerneit vith the Cou:ity 
fra:ichised cable TV operator to permit the installation of cable in a C'O!!l'll~n utility 
tre:>ch. 

Whenever there is a., offe:- of a future street o:- a p:-ivate a.'"ld future st:-eet, p:-ovide 
a drainage statement/letter. 

Whenever the cente:-line of the existing pave1nent doe.!' not roincide vith the reco:-d 
cente:-line, p:-ovide a new cente:-line to t.~e satisfaction of the Depa:-tment of Public 
Wo:-ks. 

Design the inte:-sections of local streets with Gene:-al Plan Highways to provide a 55 
m;:,h sight dis ta,ice along the highway. Additional right of way dedication a.,d/o:­
g:-ading may be requi:-ed. 

Bea:- the c-ost of any t:-affic signal re!o~ation o:- modification at the intersectio:i of 

_____________ and-------~-----
la~e~-+ app.-o,,ecl 

~ Decicate right of way SO fee':.. frcm/'ce::te:-line on Mv.f hol/i~J Uv.1y • 

Dedicate right of i.ay !2. feet from ce:,terline on Stok.es C!!I n, R.J • 
Dedicate right of i.ay __ feet fr:m ce::terli:ie o:, _____________ _ 

Dedicate right of way __ feet from ce~.terline on _____________ _ 

1K Make an offe, of p~ivate a:1d future rig~.~ of way 30 feet from ce:iterli:ie on 
"A" ,, " ., ,1 ..... .ft_ ,, ,, ''G'' 
r.. St. ➔ D Sl-.f~-- StokaC~n-EJ. -kl f-1 Si. ~ Cs+. ~,.o""' D c;;.. +o St .. 
Make a:, offer of private and future righ~ of way 3-Z. feet f:-om ce:ite:-line on 

West pl""0re...+~ t;Y'\e f-o....-- t.A .... 1h~11~""c1 ~'j- +o l'A'' s+. 
Make a., offe:- of private and futu:-e right of way z, feet from cente:-line on 

\\ •' I J WE-..+ v...-cv-e~~".) n \'\e fr:....... A Si- ~o 0T I • . 

Make a., offer of private 2:1d futu:-e ri6ht of way~ feet from ce:iterli~e on 

a \I Ct.A.l - J. e,. sac 

• 



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC wo: • 
.. LAND DEYCELOPMENT DIVJSJON - ROAD UNJT 

TRACT/ TENTATlVE MAP DATED ,c., ·- · <:-

)Cl Offsite improvements are tentatively required. 

14 Existing trees in dedicated right of way or right of way to be dedicated 
shall be removed if they are not acceptable as street trees. 

[] Prior to final approval. enter into• written agreement with the County of 
Los Angeles whereby the subdivider agrees to pay to the County of Los Angeles 
a sum not to exceed S 2.000 times the factor per development unit for the 
purpose of contributing to a proposed Bridge and Thoroughfare Benefit 
District to implement the highway element of the General Plan as a means of 
mitigating the traffic impacts of this and other subdivisionsin the area. 
The form of security for performance of said agreement shall be negotiable. 

The agreement shall include the following provisions: 

Upon establishment of the District and the area of benefit. the fee shall 
be paid to a special Department of Public Works fund. 

Jn the event funds are required for work prior to formation of the 
District, the Director of Public Works may demand a s1111 up to a maximum of 
Sl,000 times the factor per development unit to be credited toward the 
final fee established under the District. 

The subdivider may construct improvements of equivalent value in lieu of 
paying fees established for the District subject to approval of the 
Director of Public Works. 

The Director of Public Works may require the developer to submit a traffic 
report periodically that addresses traffic congestion and the need to 
mitigate the problems prior to issuing building permits. 

Factors for development units are as follows: 

Development Unit 

Single family residential 

Townhouses per residential unit (4 or more 
residential units per structure) 

Apartments per residential unit 
·-

Neighborhood conrnercial per acre• 

Industrial per acre• 

Regional shopping conrnercial including 
office conrnercial per acre• 

Factor 

1.0 

0.8 

0.7 

1.0 

3.0 

s.o 
•Slopes greater than 10' vertical in height may be deducted from net lot 

acreage. 

~~ostal delivery receptacles shall be located behind the sidewalk and installed 
1n groups to serve two or more res1dent1al units. 



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC .S • (LDDR4) 
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION-ROAD UNIT 

_TRACT/ PA MAP NO. 45465 /"ge-v.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED /O·Z3-S7 

~ Construct inverted shoulder pavement I¥- feet (lane width) and 'I- feet 
(shoulder width) .,,w, Ct>ncrefe. rf"wl,·nes ,,,, 8// l<>cal S/,ee/s. 

, 

z Construct Mu/hotla,,.d 11-y. -r-o Hte saJ..,·s,Ca,-1-,'o" of tlie lk!'I• 
+o Correc. f any dra/n a9e d~E,'c/~n c/qs . 

[) 

[) 

~ 

!)!I 

[) 

Construct inverted shoulder pavement feet (lane width) and feet 
(shoulder width) on 

Construct inverted shoulder pavement feet (lane width) and feet 
(shoulder width) on 

Plant street trees on 

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, sidewalks and street lights on 

Permission granted for street grades up to 15 % 
1 

exc.epf S-lott-~ c;.,..,e,:1. 
e;,cess A/w 0-'7 

Permission granted to vacate11..sfo>tes c.,,,.u.Easements shall be provided for 
all utility companies that have facilities remaining within the vacated area. 

Prior to final approval, pay the fees established by the Board of 
Supervisors for the-~~------~---,---...,.,---- Bridge and Major 
Thoroughfare Construction Fee District. The applicable fee is$ ---per ________ _ 

A traffic study is required to the satisfaction of the Department. Comply 
with any additional requirements, if any, as a means of mitigating any traf­
fic impacts as identified in the traffic study approved by this Department. 
If a Bridge and Thoroughfare District is formed and if signals identified 
in the study are included as facilities specifically identified for inclus­
ion in that approved District, then the amount and eligibility for a credit 
against your District obligation may be given if approved by the Department 
of Public Works.· 

Comments/Additional Requirements: 1.) Al,·911 dwy. oppc.s,'-le 11 c''s--1. c,..,,'t-J.., 

"c''s-1. 2.) p,...ov.-de /a,,d,·n9 on ''A" f "l)''S'-ls. ,,.1- S~i:es ~,,.Rd 

f-o fue IJe,Pfs. s a f,'$fsclt:.,.,. 3,) Mod;.,c y cu Iv ert uni er 
:,. ~ 

Mullu,//a,,..J llr;,Jt· -a.s 17ece,;rar3 f,r c,,~uf"r-tAcl.·o,-,. of' le.Et l"r" 

pPCl<ef- af J"lol:2.r Cyn,f?.J. Iv ~ee(:S-. .,.._f/sf'a.ci£.o,... i',) Gnsfr,,,cf 

me.l/a,,_:s 4 fra,,, 5;/,'u,is 11n ''A,, .ef "l) '' S-fs. HJ /)ep/J. Sa f,·r/2,_,.<;," . 
• 

HCA/jor 
Name J1m Erpenbach Phone (818) 458-4910 Date t ·3o -e8 

( /!?cV✓St -') 



DEJ'~DIDIT OF PUBLIC WORKS • R E\.t Is ED 
L.Alm DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SAIP.fARY SEWER UNIT • 

MAP NO~ L/5'-165: TENTATIVE MAP DATED /0/2, ?jez 
D The ,distances from all sewage disposal components to the proposed lot/parcel lines 

11r.Jst be shown. If any such sewage disposal component is oot oo the same lot/parcel as 
the building it serves, or if it does not meet the horizontal clearance requirement of 
the Plumbing Code (Table 11-1), the proposed lot/parcel line shall be relocated to so 
provide, or'a replacement sewage disposal system complying with Plumbing Code require-
ment~ shall be provided prior to division of land. /,. t . .!. c. 'I 

, f..._f;.ICef tots (Jo ~ 
12'.l The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers and serve each lot..(parcel 

with a separate house lateral or have approved and bonded sewer plans oo file with the 
Department of Public Works. 

D The subdivider shall install separate house laterals to serve each building/lot/parcel 
in the land division. Installation and dedication of main line sewers may be neces­
sary to meet this requirement. 

12si Tne subdivider shall sutmit an area study to the Director of Public works to determine 
whether capacity is available in the sewerage system to be used as the outlet for the 
sewers in this land di vision. If the system is found to have insufficient capacity, 
the problem must be. resolved to t.~e satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. 

D Tne subdivider shall send a print of the land di vision map to the County Sanitation 
District, with a request for annexation. Sue.~ annexation DJJSt be assured in writing. 

D Sewer reimbursement charges as determined by the Director of Public Works shall be 
paid to the County ?f Los Angeles before the filing of this land division map. 

D Ordinance frontage charges as determined by the Director of Public Works shall be paid 
before filing this land division map. 

E Tne subdivider shall determine from the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District where 
tte connection to the trunk sewer system and disposal facilities of the Dis"rict shall 
be mace, and s.~all meet the requirements of the Water District for the use of the 
se·werage facilities. Acceptance by the ·District must be assured in writing . 

. . 
K Off-site irro/rovements are tentatively required. 

~ E2se::ents are tentatively re•:;uired, subject to review by the Director of Public ;,·or~s 
to deserrnine the final locations and requirements. 

t:2 A de;::osi t is required to review docu.'llents and plans for final map clear,mce in accor­
da:1ce .;ith Seccion 21.36.010(c) of the Su:xlivision Ordinance. 

Z Tr.e discharge of sewage from this land di vision into the public se•..ier system ·.;ill noc 
violate the requirements of the California Regional Wacer Quality Con:~ol Scar: per­
s..;ant to Division 7 (co:rrnencing with Sect.ion 130JO) of the Water Code. 

,_J Approved wi tho~t conditions. 

u Corrr::ents/Addicional Requirements: 

t.13 -· 
Phone 7~!-2,!~/ Date 9· 30-88 

(~~\/tStD )· 



• ~--········· ...•. - .. 
. 
l..EPARTI0iT OF PUBLIC W:,RKS AJJ//Je/ LAND DEVELOrHDlT DIVISION - llAn:11 ORDINANCE UliIT 

TRJ.CT/PM!G-1 MAP No: 454£~ TDITATIV£ HAP DA!Il) /p. 2:J -,57 

D Provide all materials neeessary to svbst.a:-itiate that there is a:, edeq<Jale water SUP­
ply &."ld a firm cor:r.iit.me."lt from the water purveyor that the ?lee'essary qua:;tities of 
water will be available to the proposed developme.."lt; From the 1nformat1o:-i available 
to this office~ there are O:'lly limited water supplies available to the area; 

~ Co:-istruct a water system with appurte:-ia:-it facilities to serve all lots/parc:els i.."l the 
la:-id di visio:-i; The system shall i.."lc-lude fire hydra."lts or the type a."ld locatio:-i as 
deter!l:i!led by the Forester a.-;d Fire Warde."l; The water mins shall be sized to acco:i,. 
modate the total domestic &."ld fire nows. 

..J 

D Co!lstruc-t the nec-essary improve!llents to the existing water syste:n to ac-con:rr.::>date the 
total domestic a!ld fire flows. Accordi!lg to our records, the water mai:-is serving this 
proposed la:-id division do not have ade~uate capacity. 

t8 There shall be filed with the Departrne!lt a statement from the water purveyor indicat­
i::g that the water syste:n will be operated· by the p.irveyor rid that U."Xler norir.al 
ope•ating co::ditio::s, the system will meet the requirements for the la."ld division, a::d 
that water service will be provided to each lot/parcel; 

D This proposed la!ld divisio!l is not withi!l the service area of a water utility. A 
water utility to provide service to a~l lots/parcels withi!l the land division IIAlSt be 
formed and registered. · 

DA wate• Utility Certific-ate of Registratio!l shall be filed with the Departme!lt. 

D 

D 

t8 

□ 

□ 

A warni:;g note shall be placed O!l the final map a:;d/or in the CC & ll's i!ldic-ati::g that 
the a•ea has a limi te:i grou:-d water supply a-;d water may not be available duri::g pe:-i­
o:s of severe drought. 

Off-site improve.~e!lts are te!ltatively required. 

Easeme::ts shall be gra::ted to the Cou::ty, appropriate agenc-y·or entity for the purpose 
of i::gress, e&res~, co::struction a."ld mai!lte!la!lce of all infrastructure constructed for 
this la::d division to the satisfaction of the Departme."lt. 

A deposit is required to review doc:i.rne::ts a"ld plans for fi!lal aap clearance in accor­
dance with Sec-tion 21.36.0iO(c) of the Subdivision Ordi!lB."lee. 

Approve~ without conditio:is. 

Co=e::ts/Additional llequireme."lts: 

Phone{_Zt.V7:,S-?.il'$Date /J-4-8? 
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?.!.!'.~ C: PUE'...!C V.::l'.KS 
i.!!D D~vE' OP:-!Di7 Drl.i:SION - I)li)..Di.\L.'"! Alm Gn.ADINCi SE:rIOll 

ti<C£1i:-~:=- il.'.i NC. -15#? TufrATIVE HiJ> 

a:s; P=r-icn:s cf t.':.e pr-o;:e:-ty a:-e s..:'bject to s.'.eet cv!!.'"n01o1, 
flo~:s fr:: :s:ee;: ~ll:.:.ces. 

g: ~:-1.i~!ie pl==:s r.:! r.~=~~scr/ .su;;-;cr". cbc·:.:e."'lt..s 
re~...::.r~nts t'"...!S:0 be c;?:--:ved to t..~e sa:i5tac:Oion 

·pr:.e:"" t., !ili~g o! t..~e fi~al c::p~ 

D !: 2 C:rs.~-:. ct ;.·e,~ ve:- ·i.s a:.1 c• e =. , i:::e r:::::: 1:- - .. ~-~---
c:: Ca ;:• =---- "'".:...;,...:.. ~ :.i.:e ;:--· "· - ctj t!:e _.,:, ve:-. 

c::te (--.: '-·•- c;:.-=' __ , ::-:,:: 

g Ne l::\J:.l:::::;; pe~ ':..s >r..:.l be u:.i.:e:: fc:- lc::s/;:,.:-::e!: :s..:::j~: tc flc:::: 
t..~e b-~i:~~~&s ar~ a~e~ua:~!y pr:tec~eC. 

,. __ 

~-?--v' "'e ~ ..... --

be 

l:!:s:: lk!::fy the S.:..:ate De;a~':.::-.e::t cf fi.sl': anc r.;;-~ prior tG ccu=.~:::e:i:e::t er;;;:;;-',_ "-it.':..:.:: ar.1 
nat~ral d..-~~~.cg~ c::~~se. 

ar.;-

..... 

' 

\ 
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;? A::.�r. CF P\J!:_:[C \i�P .. 1'.S 
lllt- tE"vC::.OP�-fi' J>:rr�:::ON - �RA!��C� ANO GAA.CL'fC SECTI<Jl 

iACT r.,.r:.:. )l .. IC. "f f;i!!f fc t;. r,;r.,rrm: 11:.P Dr.W _/O p� .. 1-· __ 

s T.·.!.s site b lcc2�e-.! 1n z.:ne •;.• pe!"' t."'-e Federal F!oed Ins..::..-.e� btt Mi;:. �:n 
c:�s;.:-.Jc:!.c:1 er t.�e a::>r:n drain facilities, e:r:!:.,ct t.�e Pla.--.:ii:;, Div!.sicn
(21312.25�,jZi i to obtain p:-::,c�l..l:ats for revising the t'l= 1,...,,s,.::..-,ce nte mp. 

S' A c!e;-cs!.t is re-:;u:ree to re..-ie•.1 ec::.:.:.�?1:s an� p!&:-.s fc� fir.al s:z;, c!ur.:::e 1."l 
ai:::r::. .. -::e \o":.t..'I.: Se:tion 2i .. 31S.O1O{c) c!" t.":� Subdivision 0r:!..·.ance ... 

� c::��!,ts/�t:! �!e:ic: l�c!re:"ie::ts: 

jJ 

·:.,

..... 

-· �

- - - -.. . . - , 
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rt;::::-:, bc�-e= \J;:� 2:e�..:ate tes-; be:-::�.! er e."tc:a·,;�icr.s, sh.:!! (1) c!!�=-�=e .:.: s:il 
c:- !£!-::::;::.: c:::-::::;.:c::s(s) -..:-::.�, i: r.:: c:r:-ect� Ill.it-:; le.=c t= £:-.Jct .. �.!. U.":2.g! er 
s::-;:e fa!.l�=-�, ar.c (2) r�c:::r.e:-:: ac:::cr:. lik�J t,.) prevet. st:"\:c��-r-.: d;;-;;;� c:- :s!c1=e 
!.:.:.li.::-!!!. A s:!.l ex?a::!:.:n ir:::e:t tes: is re-.;-.,;ired r.c s.;;411 'be d:ne 1r. .ac::::-;a.�:e l.::.:."l 
t.�e �;::�::.:��s c; UEC S;!. No. 2;-2.

� -:-..... t---·-·:v.,. ... ,,,.� •'- -··s �'"'- .. �---se ,J •"--•s v.-;i, c:--:ss lot'""a.--•1 ,-i..... r-cr .·---v-� ..... .: ----•-=-- ..- ---� ..,.,.... ._._.. r• -r• - •-... r- ...., • r -- .,.._,.,IM,_.. c1 �=--· .._ 
. a: cf � i :.;.::� p!.::::.s, t::ese s::pe c:- lct/pa�!l lir.es st:.,, 1 be ac;.i.s-:.� so i..':a: le:/ 
Fe.:-:�: l:::e� are lee.:::!: at er- r.e.:.:- t..i:e _t:;: i:,f �":! s!o"r!!, a!c:-_. d:-::!.""lci� te:::-ac:e!, c:­
ac. s:..:!..�!:- le::::t:.:::s ac::�;��=:� fer e.!�3illis�:::.�: 01· sl:;e 1nc!:-:t!;.c:-::i 
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Df,i, ,Ur!l-!DlT CF PUBLl C l«>RICS • • ' 
!.A.ND _DE'wEl.OP!'!EST DIVISION - Gl ,.x;y AND SOILS SECTICII , 

• 
X The rlnal rr.a;, m.;st be appr:,ved bv tht Ce-:>:OiY and Soils Sect~or: to ass;;re that all 

61!0logic factors nave betn pro~~rly evaluate:. 

• &' A gradin6 plar. 11:.Jst be a;:-prove.:: ~ t.'le Cecl:>i;J r..: Soils Sect!cr:. i'n.:.s i--adi::i ::,lan 
:21Jst be based on a detailed en6:.nee!'"ing geol::iY report and/:,r soils r.ig:.r.ee!'"ing re;,or:. 
and rust. be specifically approve,j by the 6e:>log:.st and/or scils e:-:.;:.r:eer ar:d s.'-\01J all 
recon-inendations submitted by them. It Ill.ls: ~so agret >1ith the te!'":.ative map ar.d con­
ditions as approved by the Planning Co.mission. All outt:-esS<!s over 25 ree:. hii,'1 l!lJSt 
be accom;:,anied by calculations. · 

DA detailed e.n6inee!'"ing geologic report a.nd soils engineering report 111.lst be approved. 

& All ge-ologic ha:ards· associated with t.'lis proposed develop.~nt. m.:st be eliminated. 

g or delineate a restricted use area approved by t.'"le consultant ge::logist to t.'le sa::s-
ra::tion of t."ie Ceology and Soils Section an:: dedicate to t.'le Cou:.:., the rig.'"lt to pro­
hibit the erection of buildings or other s:.!'"uc:.ur?s within t.'le res:!'"i::te: use a:-eas. 

E Specific re::or.nendations "'!:4:.: be r~uired from the conS\Jlta:.:.(s) rega!'"cir:g the 
suitability for developr,:ent of all lots/ra!'":e:s designej essent:a::y as ~gcacej si:.e 
lots. A re;;_or:.,.~ be filed witi1 t."le S:.ate Real £stat! C~iss:.:::~!"' in:i:::a:.i!':.g t..,at 
adci tional geologic and/or soils er.6ineering s:.ucies may be r~ui!'"e:: for u::grade: site 
lo:.slyarce:s by t.-ie Ceology and Soils Sec:ior.. 

~ ·rr.e subci vi :e!'" is advised t.-iat a;:,;:,roval of tr.is di vision or lan: is cor.:i:'lBen;; i.;,on 
ti1e instal:a:.ion and use of a se.e!'" sys:.e~. 

D Tne Hedlth Services De;,art:nent is advis~d tha: t.-iere is no assurar.:e at t.-:is ti:ne ~-iat 
geologic and soil conditions will allo1J t.-ie $.JStained i.se or pri:~a:e se .. age d:s;x:sal 
on each lot/parcel. 

~ Tne Real Es:.ate C01miissione!'" ':t?1 be advised tnar., due to adverse geologic conditions 
which exist on t.-ie land division, a final ge:>logi: report approve: by ~e Ceology and 
Soils Sec:.icr.-·.,. · be filed 1Jith the Co,rr.:issioner concurrently wi:.h the filing of t.'le 
final land division :nap. 

~ A geology and/or soil enginee!'"ins repor~ may !)e re,;iuired prior to a;,;,roval of building 
or grading plans. 

D Approved without conditions. 

g Coumer.ts/:.dcitional Re;i;;irements: ~lerrrc- ,uelcJ t;. S'.;lr 6;i--e,,: .. } J!•ie1,,1 
!ANf cl,.lel 3/.J!lll z) , • ., t",,~ ali11(f,...,,,,t.s ,..,., -'c 4C(trro,., 

~ ~ J r , 
Acc•,~;.,41 o 4eofc,t'~,,i,e4 / t'1t11H/IA-,lr /1t,ey,lc i1 /.I A',,t Jef.,,.,,., 

/ ✓ . JJ>lr sz ,,,,,1_s:1,..._ _________________ _ 

Phone fl?• Zl'.f•4ot,1 Date /0·28·82 



• 
PAA(.TL •~ ~- _________ -TIVt ••P IP.TE 

VlCI>'l":'I" l'JIIL181)_ __ 

✓ 

✓ 
✓ 

r 1 

":t;is oror::,e,:·tv is 'oc:at~ W'it."iir. ~ 'J.r"?a 1!-scn:b,e,d ~ t.~ t='orl!'St.e-r aOO J'ir~ -..r1en as 
rir~ tone • anr' •\Jt.ur'! construct.ion fftlSt ctrff')ly Wlt~ IIDCi icab1e- code r'!!Cuir~!lt..S. 

Provi~ ... ter •ins. 'ir!' trfdra.nts. arc! •ir• 'lo-is as rtl!!Oui re-d t:,., t.~ County •or~ur 
anc ':'in! Warden 'or all ~ •~ on the •c to be- r"!'Cerded. 

I 1 
1;,.~ instal,ation of a ~ir~ ~rant is reouir!d "'°'"~ qradi~ o" nat.:Jrai slor')l!>S ..::r..r": 

':.~ '"!vrkant, a r~tainim 1a11: 1 shal 1 ~ constr·JC-:::.-d tc insur"! .,.;e-:,1.Ja:e K"=-ess :.:, ~"'le 
h....-3ra.~t. 

!'irJs:": c'•Hra.nc-@ sha11 CO""Olv witl-i ~ 't.os •~ies CCl.l?"lty "'ir"' :cne. ')ivision ·1. 
~~lOl"I 11.501 ~~ru ~ions 1'.520. 

c-ir"'!' ~:ia.r.:tent ac::-ess s!'la.l! exterrl to wi~'"iin 150 fe-i:!'t. dista.ncie o• any i;x,r:.ion (;? 
st.r.JC-:.:..in~s to ti!- tuilt. 

'Dr:,vi-ie r'ir• t-e-oa~nt .oor~ st.r@lol!t sic;ms W ,,il ➔i?"J:? !d➔r~ss oo""Oe-!"'S ;irior to 
OCCJOilnc" r'. 

'Prior to r--cordation o• ~ final nap, aoolication sha:..! !:,e, 'TB.:3e to the Los J.n:JelM!s ::o.m~y 
f'ir'! Oeoar-::rent request.in:;; annexation into the- Fir'! Prot~ion 1'istrict. 

lr.c~ss shall C'0'1"0ly vit'i the Los &~!es Countv Fir!!' Cede. ~io-n 11'.).20i whiO r!!':::nJir~s 
al 1 W!'!!lt.~r ac~s. J.11 we-a";.."',er ~s flBY reouire tevin:;. 

sui~!ble ~or f:ir~ orot~ion ec:.:.i-;,,,e!'lt .lSf!' shall ~ oroviC~ arr. si-.::,..,,-: on t."'ie !ina: 
T'.JrnarOUl'r.s s.'".a.11 2 ~sian!!d, constru~ed and naint:ained to i.Mur~ their inteority 
"ir~ ~r.::nl!'Tlt use. Iller!!' topooraphy "ictates, turnarounds shall t,e, orOV"i~ ~or 

/ drivewavs whic:"l e:rterd ewer tsn feiet.. 

~ 'the orivat~ -iriV!!'Wl!lv Iha}, b! irrlicat'°" on the- !ina.! ffl!lD as --r-r?E LAt.."£5• arr. shal~ ~ 
...aint.ain!-1 in acC"Oroi&no! vit."'i the Los linoe-les Co.lnt:y Fir!!' Code ~ion 1.0.2tJ7. 

r 1 'th!!' i:ourrt"'f !'ore-st.er aDd 'rif'! Wa~n is crohibi ted !::Pr' the Subdivision Or-Hnanct-- frCJT' 
se~inc N!'O"'.Jirene~ts !or W!lter rrains, .-ire hy'1ra.n~ arrl !ire !1.orws as a coOOi:.ion rf 
aoprO'l.'Zll !or this ,.,ivision of lard as tx'~ntly zo~ a.rd sut:mit.t.e-:3. 

f 1 ~ 1:'or"!'Ster and 'F'ire Wllrden ?\as no additional recruirenents for this ,.ivision af la?'r'. 

r 1 n,,ere are no additional fir~ 1,ydrants or '"ire- fl.CMS r'!Ouire-:9 for this -ii.vision of 1.ana. 
tt~.Ji!'"~!'lts !'or fire prot~ion lll!lter ~ IICC'eSS will be ~t.e-r:,ined a.t tine ~ :Llilair,;i 
D"!t""'\'li t i.s"S.iance. 

✓ &Jl f90Uir'!'d f"ire hydran""..s ahal1 be inst.a1led, test.in &rd acceoted orior to const!""'.lC"tion. 
V•!"iic-..11.ar -9C'O!'SS "l1St :II!' 0("0Yitied W fflllintained servic..!-able- t.J"lrouo!-\0\Jt cons':r.JC'!:ion. 

,.,. 



• 
COl'DITil:>'S Of' lli'P'ICM'L !'OR !lll!DMS!D"S IN OO~T!tl Nl'l'IIS 

':'Rt<C-:- .,.p M:>. ~"" i,S'" 
1'El'DITI\IE IGP 

✓ '!'his wccen::,; is 'ocated wit.'"iin t."'le- •r~a ~sc:-ibed by the rore-st.e>r •~ Fir!- Warle;'; as 
/T:-ir• Zone.- • ~ ~lJ'ture eonst.ruc:ion 'l'USt C011:1ly vit.."1 m,o1 ic:ab1e eode r!Ouiren!nt.s. 

f"f ?rovilie •ter •ins, ~in• hfdra.nts. ari:! 'ire f'lcws u reoui red Of the- CoJnty "ore-ster 
an:! f'ir!' Warden for all lam si-.:,.,,n on t."',e '111.0 to be reco~. 

✓ I'" t."'l~ inst.a11ation of a fire hvdrant is rt!'O':.::ired where oradinc: o~ net:Jra1 sl~s ~'J:. 
':.~ livdrant, a ~t.ainin:: wal, shall b! consL-.>~!!'d to it'lSur~ 1'3equat'° ~ss to t~ 
hv1ra.nt. 

✓ P.r.ish c,e-ara.nc,e, shall C'C7t"Oly vit.'1 the :Cs ~eles Ccunty f'ire Ccrle. Oivision ·J. 
S~ion !l.SDl t.."'lrJ ~ions ii..s20. 

✓ -c>ire, ~~'"J't IICC'e'SS shall er:.em :-.o W'i~~in 150 f~t dista.nc.,! of any mrtion o~ 
/ s~:-.J~:Jre-s to O!' a.lilt. 

ti' 'Provide 'F'ir'! ~r.::::Tent aoor~ed st.re-et si;m.s W ~ildi~ a:Br~s r1.ll'l'i:iers prior to 
oc:::JOL"'lC'y. 

I l 

r 1 

r 1 

t>rior to ~rdatlon ~ the final mto, tDOlieat:ion sha11 ~ "8de- to the Los ,~e'!es :oorr~:y 
"ir-!' Oe-oar.::"!'ent requestirJ? a.n.-iexa'tiol'l into t.~ Pire -Protection \)istriC"";. 

~s shall CO'T!Oly ,.,;.t,.~ th@ Los 1!'De1es COll"lt:v l'ire Cede, Se-c'tion 10.207 whic:'l re:'.:?':.li~es 
all 'tllll!'5,t..'1er access. •11 weat..~r JIC'C"e'SS iay r!O'Uire- l=BVirs;. 

~er~ 1riveiwavs ~errl ~her than 301'.l ~e-!'t. srrl are of sin:ile access -iesian. tur!'larou."'!-5s 
su.i"":~ble ~or fir'! orot~:on eo:.:i;n-e~t :Jse- sha.1! :If! orovid~ a.t'C s~ on the !ina: "Tl!':: • 

.,...lnar01.ll'Y5s shall be tiesian!!":!, C'Ol"lSt.r.lC':e:! ard rm.intained to insur'! thrt-ir int@aritv for 
i:-::.r'! !>et:iar=M!"!t use. W"iere t.oooc:iraohv ~ic-...at.es, 'blrnaround.s shall be ocovi~ !or· 
dr:ve,,,,a.VS .tlit:'). en.e~ over isn fe-et. · 

~e orivat.!' drivewav shaJ 1 he- in:!ic:at~ on t.~ !inal aao as --r!RE I.ANES• an-5 shal: !:le 
f'\a.inta.in!'d in accorrlanCI! '-'it.~ the tos ~eles COUnty f'ire Code- Sec:ion 10.207. 

'r."ie County ~rester and l'i~ lillrl~n !.s orct:ibited btt' t.lieo Sl.lbdivision 0r1inanee !rO"" 
ff~ino n!O'Uireme-nts for .. ter nins, ~ire h-Mrant.s arc fire flews as a corrlition rr 
at:7?roval for this di vision of l.a.ro as oresent.ly zoned arrl sut:mi ttecl. 

~ ~rester and Fire Marde-n has no additional rwoui rerrents for this '1i viaiOl"l of larrl. 

f 1 "n"le-re are no a:.'ditional fir'! hydrants or 'iN' fic,.,s re::ruired for this division of land. 
i,<POUir'!ne'nts for fire protect.ion •ter arrl ~s llri.ll be rletemined at ti.mi! o! !::uildin;? 

_/oeNt U.uance. 

r/( >.11 =ired fire hydrants ohaJ 1 be installe<l, t:est'!ll """ ICQ!l'te:l crior to cons~roctioo. 
VehiC".tl.a.r IIC'C."eSS '9JSt. bl! crcwi-ied and •int.ained •r'lfice-able- thrC11.JC?1'out construction. 



10:-:c:: c:- r.V'l( CI.:~nc:r 

Stcti~~.s :1.:~.:;o. :1.:~.:!,. :!.:3.!:,. :!.::s.:---, ~~~ ::..:::3.::o ct:.~~ 
los Ar.;eles C::.:.-:::.· c..---c:~. ':";.:le- :t. _;::~ S..::X::v!s~=:i C:-:::;.::.ce. ~t"!'~~ !:-.at 
c:..:~ s.:.Xiv:.s;.o 1r.:l:.;:e ~:.:~; sr~ee !o: ~e r-~1.=~~:.:. o! t:O:.e S'~c.:.·::.3:.on. 

r-""'. s~--- t•• s-·""""'··~s•-- ~ ........ 1·•r -•ct'"·•"' 'i'•- , ... ~ ..... _ ... ,., .. ,., ..... •s L.,;_,J ···-· ··- -----·. ·-·· ......... ·- ,..... ··-· ..... , _ . ., ......... _ ..... --" • 
:-~".J.:.:c-J :,:, :::--:n=c- ::.;:::--:-x;..-:-~:el7~ _____ ..... :-~ o! b .. -.:1 :r.J1 ':.:.;,!~ !o:-
";J.:".< \:.Se. !:i tt'.e ev~..,.t, t!'-..:i! t~e (r.:..:- __ ~t of ?:L:~.s a.-.d. ?.e-:::-e-:.:.:.::, 
de:.e:-:-~-.J!S C-.:u. 1t is i:--..:ic:v1s:a.!:>le to !lcee;:,t 1:2. .... .d., the s~:;.:r:.e~:- ,:.·:.11 te 
1'1!"':·.:..:.:d ~ ";::ly a:"I es-::.-.:.t~ r,.rk i~lie-J !e-e f!'C:\,;l.l to the !:ii:- ~itet 
va.l:.ie o: a.o_ ~',J;.·oale:"tt ::a.-:,:;,-..:.nt 01' lr~ :5 est:l!l!.a.:.ed. t,y o~....l.:'.:.. .. ..:.e. 

D Si:-::!' t!':.e !:'".:::C!.·.-!si:.:i e:,~t:.ir.s ti!,:-; ~ less lot.s. t.":4! r~ivi~~r· t-.:i.s t~e 
c;,t:.on o!" e!.~':~r ~~-.·:c..:.:-.; •;;:-t::'.'t~~tely ________ .. _ .. :e.s o:· ~=--~ 

• S\,l.lU~l~ !o:- a p~k Site 0:' ~:iy :I. ~:i:k. i~•"":.e--.. ;e-e t"C:_:.:.l.l ":O t~e f3,;.:­
r.i:l:e-:. "~:.;.e o! :a.n ~.ava.le!-.t a..-:-c:..:..~t of b:-.::! :a.s est.:.~l:.s.~ed t1 . . 

D 1! a f~ is ;,iC !:,, l!e-4 o! s~:..!:.!::!e 11,~~ ~~...:.::.:.:.-:.::~. t~e !~ -:-ill 
~ t::.se-= c=i t!".'! :ive:-_,;e !i:.:- r.::i.rhet ·.-».l.;e re:- :.::=e- ;,·,:,: :.-:.e ;;:.:..~-~.:.:-..: 
a.:r~:i. ts ec::.~-:..:-ied in '!.~e S·..;...---0.1•.·.:.s:e:-,, C!"':.:.:-.:.:--.::e ~t :r:.e- t~~.ee t:--.e ~:-.­
lie-..: !tt is ;-:,.:.~. ~e ;:::-ese::t .::se:-...::'? :·~=- ::i:~~t "~\.:~ ;::;: :..-.;...s 
p!~~.-..i.:-..;_;---e3 iS s. _______ _,ac::-e. 

r-::.:-, ~:O loci! ;:~'.-: s;:::l.ce ~~i:,:)..ti:::-_ o:- r:::.1-~t c! ~"'I i:'l•!~e-4 !e-e is --:-~'.l,;.~ 
~ by t..~e C:;:;..-:.:r fer t:..:.s ;.-:-o-.;e-.::. =~:.:.se-: 

Dti. 

J:Sl e. 

'tti.s s-~Civtsic:i. is r.:,t :1.."1 u::i==-=:-;:c~t~ r,c:-;.i.:i:i 
_ o! -:.:-.e C.:--..::,:-:.:,·. C.:::-;a.::! ____________ _ 

to:- a.:-:y i:;:;:.s.:i=:--.s a:C'J,: ;:.:~: ~ :~.,;.,;1::.:::: ~er 
u-~t city. 

r.o ne-• "U-:-.ita :!.!"e- bei:-..; :.~ed :o L"'I ec.s-:.!.:.; cc-:-.:.:r 
ci.~...!.._-: p~;e-:.t wr.e.-e tr,e- t.;;.:..:.:..::.; i.s ::o:-e "t:°.:.."l ilv~ 
ye:i.:-s old. # 

~e s-.:.::Ci·,·isi-::."I ~s a p:,te~t:..:.l Ce!".Sit:,· o! one 1.:..--..i: 
_pe: ~=-e c:- less. 

' 0--.. .e:-________________________ _ 

A subc!h"i~~r i.:a.y, by ,Titte-:'I ~uti:,!'I to t':e Z..:::rd ot c-.1,.-;e-:·•viso!"'S, T't'q-.:.est 
C-..::1.t ;a. l.oc,:ll p::irk s1t.e te ;,:-i-.~tt!ly cw:-:.ed !:.;.:! ::-..::1:r.:.:: 1i:.-.:: ~7 t!":e- f-.:.:.-.=e 
resiC.e~ts o! the s,.:.:C1viSl.0n. Pric-r t.o s.;t."":".1SSiC-:'I o! thie pe,;,1 -:i=!'I. 't.l\e 
s..:.!::l:~vh!!?!'" ~..:ill c=t::11.n 2-ny ;-eeits re-:-,t.!J.:-!'C by '!it!e :::.. t~-e :'.:::a:-.,,:: 
0rC:ll'l..l.:'.ce. 

Tor !u.rt.her i.n!or.-:-:i.tion on t.ne hrk. 'O.!dic:ition C'r'Cir~ce, plei.1,;ca co:-it~! t?le 
eo..._"'ltj• of Les 1-n~le-s !:~c:-.e:"tt of P;rl'.s ~.d ~P.::re: n~. •1'3J Sout. .... Ve:"':"!'Cnt 
Avenue. Los 1.n,e1es. C:..li!orn1a 000::0. (:1:3) "iZS-::!>71. 

De..Li ,,. l c. 

T,~:\ 
.•n-.~ 

e-.te~~"'T 
P-.r-tcs: -. ... J. 

R;LJe. e:~-.... ., .... ~ li-<,:,j 
T• T\.\t s"Tis .fc_;r-;e"' of­
fetci-e ~ T", o " Ot ,=a..-flO'\ e "t. 
.. 

.. 

,. ·, 



VUNTI' Of-' I.OS A N<,Tl.lc'S 
~OAIU> OF Sll/'"1~ l'ISONS 

Pc1c Scl,abarum 
F1rs1 Dutno 

Kcnnclh Jlahn 
Second v,~Incl 

£dmund Edelman 
Third District 

Deane Dano 
Fourth Disrricr 

MiJ..e Antonovich 
Fifth District 

PARK AND RECREATION 
a:JMMJSSJON 

Jami!$ Bishop 

Arturo Ou,yra 

Gloria Heer 

George Ray 

Douglas Washington 

FISH AND GAME 
a:JMMJSSION 

J. Bradford Crow 

Oiarles G. Johnston 

IUchJJ.rd Kne" 
George Kobayashi 

David Lippey 

PARKS ARE FOR 
PEOPLE 

couNrr or LD,ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PANKS AND RECREATION 

Thomas Tidemanson, Director 
Department of Public Works 
Los Angeles County 
550 South Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90020 

Attention: Subdivision Section 

Dear r.r. Tidemanson: 

CLEARANCE TO RECORD 
TRACT NO. 4'\465 

Sections 21.24.340, 21.24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130 and 
21.28.140 of the Los Angeles County Code, Title 21, the Sub­
division Ordinance, requires the dedica·tion- of park space, or 
the payment of a fee-in-lieu thereof, or a combination of both 
as a condition for final approval of maps of residential sub­
divisions. The park land obligation for (this/these) 
(Tract/Tracts) has been fulfilled for the following reason(s): 

Hap dated July 13, 1988 
Shows trail as required by the Trail Coordinator. 

c..s-ro~ R10Gc ,ra1t.,) 

Sincerely your5JJ. -~~ 

~tl. ~ 
(loan A. Rupert 
Park Planner 

css 

cc: Tract File 

-



__ ...:b. installed in 
~ l:::.l.:..1-".:;-s 

.. 

___ c. :rf, ~= Cf f1.zture 9 • ._.,:,;-S', C':- {O!:. Cl..,::' c'-J"_ei X°"'...!!5= "it .is 
fo~cd tl-'-"'t the re:7•i ~'""5 o~ 1:.he Fl~ ~ c:ar::r..ot. & =t 
on cc:--'-:=i;~ lcr---s,· t.lie Los J.-"'l::-:lS:S C::.:=-t:-" r:-e-:a..:.. ~:s:r;:;; of J:"~a"'t,. · 
S-=-.!:"\.~cc_s \.-:ill :re-c:.z: ..... ~ t.'h..at r.o .. r··iJ~'" ... ~ :---.;~ be .issi.:.ac £or 
il.e cx:...1s~...ic::l o! hc.~.s c:i Sud':. lC----.....s.. .... · __ •. ~ 

d. 'rr.e t::sa~ of t.a.'"ie 
Se"_:aS°i= S;,iS":~ tr.at 

lot.s r:av be Ji~~t.:c. l:·1 tl:e 
ca., legally re i_=--= ~ 1 sd. 

___ e. The c .• ~e:r•s st.aterer,t :i.r.dicates t.i:"!. c=estic ,.,.,te:- \.-:ill i:e 
s~;;lice P'j' -~'-------------------------· 

C:-:tl ! ""·-= ~ave c::::c.=-=-.. ~ t.h~ ~t..i.'1cd of s;..:ase C:is-~-1, ~::. s~ be 1:.able 
tv i.:..;;·:c:;e t:.e rir.1::Ll tract. xr.ap .. 

'rr,e o .. 7,==-'s 
cc::.> t..r .. ·.ct£"0 

s tz> ~ ~"7.:::7 t ir.=!i cat es tJ-.i: t c: se:w~ s= t:::-£2 !::::.o""l~ 
to s;.::-"~ F!"cpc~e'C. 'Iract lb .. ______ _ 

___ 1-:., :t-... ,r,e r:o cb:j':C'""...ic:i. 1:o tr.e apprc-.al cf ~':e te,t.ati"l.-e i.-a-::.; 
pla.:..s a.-:<l s:=--ec:..=.1e2:-:.ic:1S c! tr.e p:-c::c5E::i. t...--=::a:.._.:i..,..~t -pJa.:lt ~.a 
1c::cil.iti?s c:.J.St l:e su!:?ritted to l~-all~ .. i::.t.b-e.s~=-c': s=;~..; . .!:."rJtl 
fer c ;;.i:.:: o"'wi:2. 

£r. '.:i:ty s,'-.a!J.. be 
t.o .;; .ain~ d ~ joir.tl y 
ell ti.r=. 

establisl-.!!d to =.;;= 
o,.ned facilities b a 

Ja.;,prc•,-al of tbe . rE:thod of S!:<.:aCe 
--- e_;-p-r-c·y-a: by tr.e c:ali£c=ic1 -

~rd ____________ P~3icn. 

J::e 

l!::-..,;,·~, 
~::cs,..-11 
C';F' - ::::i.e.s 

,::'1::., sc=divic:-:-r s~.nll o~ai:: ,a t:ie=-i-t e::d i-;;::=;.~l f"r=>. t.~e I.cs ~;:9:"J.e.s. 
C.O~;it.v Ce;--?-.... UJ-el"t cf F.s.alt..li 5e.:viC!?~ fc:- -c.he cest=--...:~~c:=a er cc..-.st::!""..:c-c.ic:;. 
o~ a.r,y 1,:..:tc.::- "'·'"ll CZ"! this prc:::,er.:y. ln t::<:. ~--•;:;.~':: the --u is to te 
l'Z:lr.ti":i!"".F.:d for futur~ \l::.€,.the \.;ell ~hall t.~ r..:c-t~-=tcc! fre?. flccc.i.-~ c::.~ • • _,. • +, ·cr. . .,. , .. r r. - . .,.,...__ ·-CC::1!:...~-l:--.2t.1.on or Stl\.;.B protect.le~ ,.,u . tt..e .-.. !:-e.-.._""! ~= r..ice::: ~•~l:i'.'-=~==· to 
1:..: cdec;-~:::te. • 

-~ Cor:!r,e.-,::z: C,v~~ .s,-i,~ tt;,.~.uU#lJ/~~.:.,lf'.~~pSd!~S-,140~.-/-l.~v:~­
_/~..5 J(Lt .ill 

r,,_~~~/'-,e_ r"'"'-ffe_/43 
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I. THE PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL 

1. Claimants and Counter-Respondents Jennifer Chrisman (“Jennifer”) and Carey 

Chrisman (“Claimants”or “Chrismans” or “Buyers”) are individuals seeking to purchase a family 

home in the Calabasas. 

2. Claimants are represented in this arbitration by Keith M. Gregory Esq. and Aliya L. 

Astaphan of Snell & Wilmer LLP.  Martin S. Rudoy Esq. of Rudoy Law assisted at the arbitration. 

3. Respondents and Counter-Claimants Justin Freer (“Freer”) and Jaime Varley 

(“Varley”), (“Respondents” or “Trustees” or “Sellers”) are co-trustees of the Arthur A. Alisi 

Survivor’s Trust dated December 21, 1995 (“the Trust”).  The Trust contains the property located 

at 26763 Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, CA 91302, described by the Los Angeles County 

Records as Lot 1 of Tract 45465-01 (“the Property”).  The Trustees are the grandchildren of the 

now deceased Arthur and Mary Alisi.  They listed the property to sell pursuant to the wishes of all 

the beneficiaries of the Trust. 

4. Respondents are represented in this arbitration by Lisa A. Weinberg Esq. of Gaines 

& Stacey LLP. 

II. THE AGREEMENT 

5. On May 6, 2021, the Chrisman’s signed and dated a standard California Real Estate 

Purchase Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions (C.A.R. Form RPA-CA, Revised 12/18) 

(“RPA”) for the purchase of the Property at the asking price of $3,195,000. Claimant Jennifer 

Chrisman is a real estate agent.  

6. On May 7, 2021, the Trustees responded with Seller Counter Offer No. 1 

(“Counter”), defining the close of escrow date to be 45 days from acceptance, that the escrow to 

be Chartwell Escrow, Title Company to be Old Republic, and sellers retention of some potted 

plants.  The Chrismans accepted all terms in the on the same day. 

7. On 5/10/2021, Seller’s Broker, John K. Herkenrath (“Herkenrath”) confirmed 

acceptance. 

III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

8. On 8/21/2021, the Chrismans filed a verified complaint in the Los Angeles 
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Superior Court, case number 21STCV31211, against the Trustees, Spectrum Development Inc. 

and Brian Boudreau.  The action was originally filed in Los Angeles Superior Court alleging 

claims for Breach of Contract, Specific Performance Negligent Misrepresentation, Quiet Title, and 

Declaratory/Injunctive Relief against the Respondents.  Claims were filed against Spectrum 

Development Inc. (“Spectrum”) and Brian Boudreau (“Boudreau”) for Intentional Interference 

with Prospective Economic Relations and Slander of title. Additional claims of Quiet Title, 

Declaratory/Injunctive Relief, Declaratory/Injunctive Relief was filed against Spectrum, 

Boudreau, Malibu Canyon Trust, Malibu Valley Partners LLC, and Malibu Canyon LP. 

9. On August 27, 2021, the Chrismans filed a Lis Pendens on the property.  The 

Trustee’s moved to expunge the Lis Pendens, which was denied on 10/4/2022. 

10. On 1/820/22, the Court granted the Motion to Compel arbitration filed by the 

Trustees as to the Breach of Contract, Specific Performance, Negligent Misrepresentation, Quiet 

Title and Declaratory Relief.  (10/4/22 Ruling by Judge Lui.) 

11. The Chrismans moved to compel arbitration as to Defendant who were non-

signatories to the RPA, including Spectrum and Boudreau.  On 10/4/2022, the Court denied the 

Chrismans’ request to compel arbitration as to all non-signatories to the RPA, and stayed all 

Superior Court proceedings.  (10/4/22 Ruling by Judge Lui.) 

12. On 5/13/ 2022, the Claimants filed a Demand for Arbitration with Signature 

Resolution based on a Verified Complaint, 21STCV31211, filed on 8/23/21 in the Los Angeles 

Superior Court, alleging claims for Breach of Contract, Specific Performance Negligent 

Misrepresentation, Quiet Title, and Declaratory/Injunctive Relief against the Respondents.  Claims 

were filed against Spectrum Development Inc. and Brian Boudreau for Intentional Interference 

with Prospective Economic Relations, Quiet Title, Slander of Title and Declaratory/Injunctive 

Relief.  

13. On 5/20/2022, the Respondents filed a Response to the Demand for Arbitration and 

Cross-Claims, against the Chrismans, alleging Breach of Contract, Slander of Title, Intentional 

Interference with Prospective Economic Relations.  An additional claim was filed, against Jennifer 

Chrisman only, for Breach of Fiduciary Duty based on her conduct as a dual agent in the 
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transaction. 

14. On 5/25/2023, the arbitrator was appointed. 

15. On 11/4/2022, Claimants filed an answer to Respondents’ Cross-Claim. 

16. On 11/7/2022. Claimants filed deposition subpoenas on Boudreau and Spectrum 

seeking production of documents and testimony from Spectrum’s PMK.  Boudreau’s and 

Spectrum’s PMK, Beth Palmer (“Palmer”) were deposed.  Chrisman’s sought to depose Palmer as 

a non-party individual alleging that her answers as a PMK were evasive. Spectrum and Palmer 

moved to quash the subpoena and requested a protective order. 

17. The Motion to Quash/Request for a Protective Order was fully briefed and a 

tentative ruling issued.  After hearing, the Motion to Quash was granted and Motion for Protective 

Order was deemed moot.  (1/26/2023 Arb. Order.) 

18. On 2/8/2023, Counter-Respondents filed a Motion to Dismiss Counter-Claimants 

claim for Breach of Fiduciary Duty based on lack of subject matter jurisdiction.  Jennifer 

Chrisman based her motion on the grounds that neither she, nor the Sellers agent are bound to 

arbitrate pursuant to RPA, ¶22C(3).  On 2/15/2023, Cross-Claimants opposed on the grounds that 

Jennifer Chrisman consented to the jurisdiction of this Arbitrator when she filed her demand for 

arbitration.  The Motion was fully briefed, hearing held and granted without prejudice to refiling 

the same claim in the underlying lawsuit in the Los Angeles Superior Court.  (2/20/2023 Arb. 

Order.) 

19. On 2/13/23, a Final Status Conference (“FSC”) was held telephonically to discuss 

the logistics of the arbitration and Respondent’s Motion in Limine #1.  The Trustees sought to 

preclude any argument or evidence attempting to establish that the 1986 Option is invalid, that its 

1989 Assignment was invalid, or that its 2021 Exercise was invalid on the grounds that it is 

“outside the pleadings.”  (Resp. MIL #1.)  Claimants opposed it on multiple factual grounds.  (Cl. 

Opp. to MIL #1.) 

20. At the 2/13/2023 FSC, the Arbitrator found that the way the Respondents chose to 

exercise the Option as a weapon to encourage settlement during the escrow period is relevant to 

Claimant’s Breach of Contract Claim. However, the validity of the Option, the Assignment and 
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the ultimate use of the Option are beyond the scope of the claims assigned to the arbitration.  The 

Respondents’ MIL #1 was granted in part and denied in part. 

21. Within the discussion of the MIL, the Arbitrator found that there was confusion 

about the remedies available to the Claimants in arbitration.  Counsel were asked to prepare a 

short joint statement of the remedies each side was seeking. 

22. On 2/18/23, the parties filed a short joint statement on available remedies in 

response to the arbitrator’s request.  The document speaks for itself and will be discussed more 

fully below.  In summary, Claimants request: “A decree ordering Respondents to convey the 

Property in the condition that it was in as of the date they entered into the RPA (May 7, 2021) to 

the extent they still own it and to compensate the Chrismans for deficiency in performance….”  

Respondents dispute that Specific Performance should be awarded but if it were, “at most [the 

Claimants would] be entitled to an order compelling the Trust to close escrow in the same manner 

it was willing to do in September 2021: in exchange for payment of $3,145,000, the Trust would 

be ordered to convey a grant deed to Lot 1 of Tract 45465-01 subject to all encumbrances existing 

on the property’s title as of May 7, 2021, which includes the 1986 Easement and Option.”   

23. The hearing commenced as scheduled at 9:00 on 2/21/2023, at the Signature 

Offices in Century City, and continued on 2/22, 2/23, 3/3, 3/9, 4/7. 

a. The following witnesses gave testimony for the Claimants: Jennifer Chrisman, 

Edward Broder (776), John Herkenrath (776), Freer Freer (776), Varley Varley 

(776), Beth Palmer (776), Brian Boudreau (776), Alan Wallace (real estate expert), 

Michelle Lefever (Supervisor, Old Republic), Karl Shultz (valuation expert), 

Anthony Valencia (title officer, Old Republic), Carey Chrisman, Dennis Hunter 

(land use expert) 

b. The following witnesses gave testimony for the Respondents: Jennifer Chrisman 

(776), Carey Chrisman (776), Edward Broder, John Herekenrath, Justin Freer, 

Jaime Varley, Beth Palmer, Brian Boudreau. 

24. On 4/11/2023, Claimants filed their Closing Brief; on 4/28/2023, Respondents filed 

their Closing Brief; and on 5/5/2023, Claimants filed their Reply brief. 
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IV. FACTS PRESENTED 

25. In addition to the original and additional pleadings, during the course of the 

arbitration the arbitrator received a large volume of information from the parties including reports 

from purported experts, live testimony of 14 witnesses and more than 250 exhibits comprising 

numerous pages, as well as arguments of counsel.   

26. Some of the testimony was inconsistent and raised issues either irrelevant to, or 

beyond the scope, of this arbitration.  As a result, not all of the contentions made by the parties on 

all of the issues raised during this arbitration will be addressed. 

27. The following is a statement of facts found by the arbitrator to be true and 

necessary to resolve the claims presented in this arbitration.  The arbitrator has given full and 

careful consideration to all the evidence of record and all arguments advanced by the parties at the 

hearing and in their pre and post hearing submissions.  To the extent that the following 

foundational recitation and additional discussion of the factual record in this interim award do not 

present certain factual contentions of a party, or differ from a party’s stated position, that is the 

result of the arbitrator’s determination as to relevance, credibility, burden of proof consideration 

and weight of the evidence. 

A. Origin of the Relationship of the Parties 

28. Arthur and Mary Alisi owned 26763 Mulholland Highway, Calabasas, CA 91302, 

described by the Los Angeles County Records as Lot 1 of Tract 45465-01 (“the Property”).  The 

Property was historically part of a large working farm which has since been subdivided into 

individual parcels to be developed into a residential community, originally called Malibu Valley 

or Malibu Valley Farms.  (See, Exh. 1, Malibu Valley HOA CCRs; Exh. 8, Amended CCRs; Exh. 

9, Amended CCRs.)  The Alisis purchased their property early in the development process and 

built the home on the parcel at issue in this dispute. 

29. Prior, and subsequent, to the Alisi’s purchase of the property, numerous easements 

were granted to the HOA, various utilities and governmental agencies to further the development 

process.  (See, Exh. 6, 7.) 
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30. Among these transfers was a recorded “Easement and Option to Purchase Real 

Property” (the “1986 Option” or “Option”) from the Alisi’s to Jerry J. Albus and Alice Rogers.  

The 1986 Option was recorded on May 14, 1986, and viable for “50 years next following the date 

of execution of this deed.”  (Exh. 2, ¶2a.)  The 1986 Option has been assigned since the date of 

recordation, as will be discussed below. 

31. The developer (initially Charles F. Boudreau, and after his death, his son, Brian 

Boudreau) and the Alisis discussed plans to build a drainage basin at some location on the 

Property, but no formal agreement was ever reached. 

32. As the development process progressed, Boudreau took on investors and created 

Spectrum Development, Inc., with Boudreau acting as the principal. At some point, the Alisis 

Property was placed into a trust.  Mary predeceased Arthur in 2013, and Arthur became the sole 

trustee of “The Arthur A. Alisi Family Survivor’s Trust dated December 21, 1995” (the “Trust”).  

Upon Arthur’s death in February 2020, Ed and Nancy Broder succeeded as co-trustees.  After 

Nancy suffered a catastrophic accident, the Broders resigned as trustees.  In March 2020, they 

were succeeded by Arthur and Mary’s grandchildren, Justin Freer and Jaime Varley (the 

“Trustees”).  The Trustees received a notebook with the will and trust documents, but received no 

historical documents reflecting prior transactions affecting the property.  

33. Ed Broder (“Broder”) remained in control of the Trust’s finances and continued to  

actively assist the Trustees in the management and sale of the Property.  Broder originally met the 

Alisis through their son and remained friends with them for 40 years. As time passed, he helped 

them with their finances and appears to have served as a business advisor, in addition to acting as 

one of the original Trustees.  Broder, a licensed real estate broker, negotiated directly with Brian 

Boudreau (“Boudreau”) regarding easements on both the Alisi and adjacent properties.  (See, Exh. 

13.)  After Broder resigned as trustee, he continued to handle all the finances for the Trust, and 

communicated directly with Brian Boudreau and Beth Palmer about the Property and the sale of 

the property. (See, Exhs. 17, 18, 20, 44, 56.)  

34.   Acting in accordance with the wishes of the other beneficiaries of the Trust, the 

Trustees decided to sell the Property.  Freer is a musician who testified that he is unsophisticated 
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in the sale of property.  Varley is currently a full-time mother of five but was previously employed 

as a legal assistant in Utah. Ostensibly because of her legal experience, she handled many of the 

details of the sale. Both Trustees relied extensively on advice from Broder, Boudreau and Palmer 

for the drafting of documents and advice throughout the sale process. 

35. Pursuant to the Trustees decision to sell the Property, Bill and Daniel Moss were 

retained as the agents to sell the property.  The Property, advertised with an estimated lot size of 

3.47 acres, generated no buyer interest at the $3,695,000 or $3,595,00 list price.  Even when the 

price was reduced to $3,295,000, there were no buyers.  The contract with the Moss agents was 

terminated. 

36. In early May 2021, John Herkenrath (“Herkenrath”), with Compass, was retained 

to sell the property.  It is clear from the numerous emails and testimony of the witnesses that  

Boudreau and Palmer recommended that the Trustees hire Herkenrath to act as their agent.  

Herekenrath advertised the Property with the Multiple Listing Service for the reduced sale price of 

$3,195,000 with a lot size of 3.47 acres, as it had been previously listed. (Exh. 115.) 

37. Jennifer Chrisman (“Jennifer”), an agent with Compass, had been looking for a 

property in the Calabasas area with a larger home and lot than her current family home.  She 

arranged to see the property on May 6, 2021, and arrived at the showing with her husband Carey 

and their two children.   

38. She and her family loved the property and she immediately requested to see the  

Preliminary Title Report (“PTR”), and CCRs.  (Exh. 204, 205, 201.)  Prior to placing an offer, 

Jennifer called Herkenrath to see if there were any issues she should know about before preparing 

the offer.  Herkenrath told her that the Sellers would not accept anything less than $3,099,000 

based on a previously negotiated offer with another buyer.  He also believed a quick escrow would 

be appreciated.   
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39. Herkenrath and Trustees were well aware there was an issue concerning the use and 

transfer of a “proposed pad,” which was part of the 3.47 acre property listed for sale. Herkenrath 

did not disclose this to the Chrismans at the May 6, 2021 showing.1 

B. The Real Estate Purchase Agreement 

40. On May 6, 2021, the Chrismans placed a full price offer on the property. (Exh. 

207.) 

41. On May 7, 2021, Herkenrath sent Jennifer the Preliminary Title Report (PTR) 

which had been prepared on March 18, 2021.  (Exh. 205.) 

42. Later, on May 7, 2021, the Trustees/Sellers responded with Counter Offer #1 (Exh. 

210), which the Chrismans accepted on the same day (Exh. 31). Escrow was scheduled to close on 

June 21, 2021.  

43. After the conclusion of negotiations, Herkenrath told Jennifer that she needed to be 

aware that the prior owner asked to move a drainage basin to another side of the house so it would 

be less obtrusive, and this needed to be discussed with the “developer.”  A meeting was set for 

May 11, 2011, at the developer’s office.  No materials were provided to the Chrisman’s prior to 

the meeting. 

44. On May 11, 2021, the Chrisman’s met Boudreau and Palmer (now Spectrum’s 

General Counsel and Vice -President) and were provided with a map (Exh. 118) and a brochure of 

the proposed development.  Boudreau explained that the county required a drainage basin for 

flood water, tentatively located in the shaded in light red on the map, which would be placed on 

the east side of the property. When the county completes its work, the basin will be concrete, but 

Boudreau assured them that Spectrum would paint and landscape the area, which is otherwise 

“useless land.”  The Chrismans were not told that Boudreau, Palmer or Broder were in 

negotiations with the Trustees for what would become the Grant of Rights, which included a lot 

 
1 After meeting the Chrismans, Herkenrath texted Freer: “One great showing this morning, it’s a Malibu Agent she 
want the house for herself and her family….”  Freer responded: “How is this thing listed again? With the other parcel 
or no.  Hopefully no.”  Herkenrath replied: “No the proposed pad is not part of the deal I’m not mentioning that it’s 
not part of the listing that’s between you and Brian.”  (Exh. 26.) 
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line adjustment and ultimate conveyance of a portion of the Property. 

45. The Chrisman’s recall Herkenrath and Boudreau taking them on a tour of the 

property after the 5/11/21 meeting to explain where the basin would be located.  Jennifer said such 

a basin would interfere with the view of the valley and asked if it could be built where originally 

planned.  Herkenrath told them that perhaps they were not the right buyers for the property. 

46. After the May 11th meeting, Jennifer checked to see if the PTR provided for a 

basin to be constructed at the location Boudreau and Palmer proposed, and found nothing.  

Jennifer asked Herkenrath about an old permit regarding something another structure on the 

Property (Exh. 37, 5/11/21, 9:56 PM).  After Herkenrath conferred with Palmer and Boudreau, he 

learned it was unrelated to the Property (Exh. 37, 5/12/21, 10:54 AM) and conveyed the same to 

Jennifer (Exh. 213).  No further mention was made of the drainage basin. 

47. On May 12, 2021, the Chrismans deposited $95,850.00 into escrow with Chartwell 

Escrow.2   Inspections were scheduled, contact with bank appraiser had been made and Herkenrath 

reported to Boudreau and Palmer: “Seemingly moving full steam ahead” (Exh 37, 5/12/21, 12:22 

PM).  No further reference was made regarding the drainage basin. 

48. On May 13, 2021, the Trustees submitted their Exempt Seller Disclosure, which 

they were entitled to do having never lived at the property for any extended period.  The Trustees 

denied knowledge of any “[m]atters affecting title of the Property.”3  (Exh. 217.)  This disclosure 

is false.  During that time, the Trustees, Broder, Boudreau and Palmer were actively engaged in 

discussions to sell nearly one-third of the property to Spectrum. (See, Exh. 43,44.)  

49. On May 13, 2022, the Chrismans and Herkerath were proceeding with inspections.  

At the same time, Boudreau, Palmer, Broder and the Trustees were preparing to sign a new Grants 

of Rights.  Pursuant to an explanatory email from Palmer to Varley, Broder and Freer (although to 

an incorrect email address) and copied to Boudreau, the Trustees agreed to “convey the portion of 

 
2 Chartwell is an entity associated with Beth Palmer.  It is unclear if this relationship was disclosed to the Buyers. 
3 Exempt Seller Disclosure, ¶4: “Are you (Seller) aware of any of the following?  … (I) Matter affecting title of the 
property…… No.”  (Exh. 217.)  Both Trustees had signed away approximately one acre of the Property in the Grant 
of Rights prior to 5/19/21. 
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the property to Spectrum Development through a lot line adjustment” for the sum of $100,000. 4  

(Exh. 44, 5/13/21, 1:59 PM email.)  The Grant of Rights effectively conveys away approximately 

one acre of the Property currently under contract with the Chrismans.5  Freer signed the Grant of 

Rights that day. (Exh. 65.)  Without any knowledge of the Grant of Rights, the Chrismans 

proceeded with their due diligence and finalizing the financing process.   

50. On May 14, 2021, the Property is appraised as a 3.48-acre lot, with a market value 

of $3,195,000.  On May 17, 2021, the Chrismans receive an updated PTR with Plotted Easements.  

On May 20, 2021, the Property is appraised as a 3.47-acre lot with a market value of $3,275,000.  

Based on those appraisals, the financing is approved on May 25, 2021. 

51. On May 25, 2021, the Chrismans submit a Request for Repair No. 1, requesting a 

price reduction of $157,126 for issues raised in the pest control report.  (Exh. 227.)  The next day, 

the Trustees respond to the request, agreeing to a $50,0000 price reduction.  (Exh. 231.) 

C. Grant of Rights 

52. The Grant of Rights is recorded on May 26, 2021 at 8:00 a.m., (Exh. 230) but is not  

served on the Chrismans.  Later in the day, a meeting is held with Herkenrath, Palmer and 

Boudreau, where the Chrismans are informed, for the first time, about the signed and recorded 

Grant of Rights.  Extemely upset, they leave the meeting and receive a copy of the document the 

next day from the title company. 

53. On May 28, 2021, Herkenrath delivered the recorded Grant of Rights and a second 

updated PTR with Plotted Easements to the Chrismans. (Exh. 233.) 

 
4 In addition, the email explains that the lot line adjustment would require L.A. County approval, so while that 
paperwork was being completed, the Grant of Rights “provides an easement over the land for the work should (sic) 
that occur before the lot line adjustment is finalized.”  “Ed [Broder] has agreed to hold the $100,000 check until 
everything is back and recorded.”  (Exh. 44, 5/13/21, 1:59 PM email.) 
5 The Grant of Rights defines the Lower Portion of the Property as the “Conveyance Property” and provides that the 
owner of the property must convey the entire Lower Portion to Spectrum upon the completion of the lot line 
adjustment. (Exh. 65.) 
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54. The Chrismans, believing that the Trustees were “double popping the property” 

they consulted counsel.  On May 31, 2021, attorney Marty Rudoy sent a letter to the Trustees 

demanding full disclosure and mediation, pursuant to the RPA.6  (Exh. 234.)   

55. On June 2, 2021, the Trustees sent “Addendum No 1 to the Exempt Seller 

Disclosure” officially disclosing, for the first time, the Grant of Rights. (Exh. 238.) On the same 

day, counsel from Mayer Brown sent a letter to Mr. Rudoy denying that the Trustees breached the 

RPA and stated that the disclosures in paragraph 10(A) of the RPA were statutorily sufficient as 

the Trustees were “exempt sellers.” Further, he asserted that the Buyers were aware that the 

“Easement and Intent to Convey” was in the process of being recorded. 7 

56. On June 2, 2021, the Chrisman’s sign Contingency Removal No. 1 releasing all  

contingencies, including the loan, but exudes all matters affecting title from the release. (Exh. 

239.)  On June 5, 2021, the Trustees sends the Chrismans Notice to Perform No. 2 by waiving all 

contingencies. (Exh. 243.)  On Jun 7, 2021, the Chrismans send Trustees Notice to Perform No. 1, 

by conveying clear title and rescinding the Grant of Rights or else they may cancel or “delay 

removing an applicable contingency.  (Exh. 244.) 

57. On June 8, 2021, Freer submits a fully executed Grant Deed to escrow, but does not  

rescind the Grant of Rights. 

58. Pursuant to a request by the Chrisman’s lender, Union Bank, they sign a lease and 

receive a $6800 deposit from their friend, who they represent will lease their current home when 

they vacate.8 (Exh. 82, 83, 84.) 

 
6 Mr. Rudoy makes the following saliant points: 1. “The property conveyed [in the Grant of Rights] is considerably 
closer to the home purchased and its later use will negatively affect the Purchasers’ use and enjoyment….”  2. “This is 
a breach of the RPA on behalf of the Sellers.” 3. The Grant of Rights document was purportedly dated May 12, 2021 
but was not signed or notarized until the following week.  This was all done in secrecy, without disclosure or notice 
to, or the consent of, the Purchasers….”  (Exh. 234-2) 

7 Mr. Nadolenco of Mayer Brown correctly notes that the Trustees are “exempt” under Civil Code §1102.2(d).  (Exh. 
240-1.)  However, he is incorrect in concluding that the Trustees “had no obligation to disclose” that the Grant of 
Rights had already been signed by both Trustees although they denied “knowledge of any matter affecting title” in the 
original disclosure, DocuSigned and dated on May 19, 2021. (Exh. 240-2.)  
8 The Trustees believe the lease is a sham to preserve financing. 
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59. On June 18, 2021, the parties exchange Notices to Perform:  The Trustees demand 

a waiver of contingencies, and the Chrismans demand mediation and deliver clear title as it existed 

at the time of the RPA.  (Exh. 251, 85.) 

60. On June 21, 2021, the Trustees seek to cancel the contract, release the deposit and 

cancel escrow.  (Exh. 252.)  The cancellation is ineffective.  Two days later, Union Bank emailed 

escrow stating that it can fund on June 24, 2021, if all escrow documents are signed.  (Exh. 254.) 

61. On August 23, 2021, this action is filed in Los Angeles Superior Court after an 

unsuccessful mediation on August 9, 2021.  On August 27, 2023, the Chrismans record their Lis 

Pendens on the Property. 

D. The Quitclaim Deed/Exercise of the 1986 Option 

62. On September 3, 2021, rather than rescind the Grant of Rights, as requested by the 

Chrismans, Spectrum prepared a Quitclaim Deed (“Quitclaim”) in favor of the Trustees.  The 

Quitclaim was deposited into escrow, with instruction to escrow to record the quitclaim at the 

close of escrow, immediately prior to recording of the Grant Deed.9 (Exh. 263.)  The Trustees 

considered the deposit of the Quit Claim into escrow, with the accompanying instructions, to be a 

rescission of the Grant of Rights.10  

63. Simultaneous with the deposit of the Quitclaim into escrow with instructions, 

Spectrum, through Boudreau, signed a Notice to Exercise and an Exercise of the 1986 Option.  

(Exh. 264.)  The 1986 Option was in the chain of title and noted in the PTR the Chrismans 

received at the time the RPA was created.  However, the Chrismans did not believe the 1986 

Option would be exercised because their due diligence revealed that it belonged to Jerry Albus and 

 
9 The Trustees instructions are as follows: “You are hereby instructed to hold this Quitclaim Deed in trust and not 
record it at this time.  You are further instructed to cause this Quitclaim Deed to be recorded if, and only if, all of the 
conditions of RPA, as it may have been modified or amended, as well as any escrow instructions provided by 
Chartwell or any other party, have been met and escrow is set to close.  Then and only the, you may cause this 
Quitclaim Deed to be recorded the same day as, but immediately prior to, the Grant Deed from Seller to Buyer being 
recorded so that the Property is transferred to buyer without the Quitclaim Deed (sic) [Grant of Rights] on title.” (Exh. 
263.) 
10 As of the date of the arbitration, the Grant of Rights had still not been rescinded. 
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Alice Rogers, a now elderly couple living in Santa Monica with no apparent ties to Malibu Valley 

or Spectrum.  

64. On September 3, 2021, the Chrismans received a letter informing them that a 

Quitclaim Deed had been deposited into escrow, with instructions to record immediately before 

recording the Grant Deed. In the same letter from the Trustees attorney, Glenn Vazura (Exh. 

259)11, they were informed that Spectrum exercised the 1986 Option.  

65. On September 10, 2021, the Chrisman’s received a second letter from Mr. Vazura,  

advising them to dismiss their lawsuit and remove the Lis Pendens because the Quitclaim rendered 

their complaint moot. Before this, the Chrisman’s were not aware that the 1986 Option had been 

assigned to Boudreau’s father, Charles F. Boudreau, until they reviewed Exhibit D to 

Mr.Vantura’s September 10, 2021 letter.  (Exh. 95.)12 

66.  September 13, 2021, the Chrismans sent a Notice to Seller to Perform No. 3,  

requesting recission of the Grant of Rights and of the Exercise of the 1986 Option.(Exh. 271). 

67. On September 15, 2021, the Trustees again submit a Cancellation of the Contract, 

Release of Deposit and Cancellation of Escrow. The Trustees position from the onset has been that 

pursuant to ¶10A(7) and ¶14B(3) of the RPA, the Chrisman’s only remedy upon learning of the 

Grant of Rights, is to cancel the contract within 5 days of receipt of the disclosures or waive all 

contingencies.  Because the Chrismans refused to waive all contingencies, pursuant to ¶14D(1), 

the Trustees conclude that can unilaterally cancel the contract.  (See, Exh. 252, 273.) 

 

 

 
11 Mr. Venzura outlined a series of potentially unsightly and inconvenient obstructions to the Property resulting from 
the exercise of the 1986 Option.  The subtext to this recital is that the Chrisman’s would be better off agreeing to the 
Grant of Rights. 

12It is unclear from the documents provided whether the 1986 Option assignment to Charles F. Boudreau was ever 
recorded, but Ms. Lefebvre from Old Republic suspects it did not make it into the chain of title because it did not have 
an APN.  Only the September 3, 2021 assignment of the Option from “Brian Boudreau, Executor of the Estate of 
Charles Boudreau” to “Brian Boudreau, Trustee” of “The Boudreau Trust of 1990” is recorded, on September 9, 
2021.(See, Exh. 95, exh. D.) 

) 
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V.    CLAIMS MADE AND RELIEF SOUGHT 

E. By Claimant 

68. Claimant set forth the following claims in its Verified Complaint that are relevant 

to this arbitration: 

a. First Cause of Action for Breach of the RPA 

Claimants asserted that by entering into a separate agreement with a third-party 

purchaser, Spectrum, for the sale and transfer of the Rights in the Property, the 

Respondents violated Chrisman’s rights under the RPA.  Upon demand to rescind the 

Grant of Rights, knowingly entered into by the Trustees, the Respondents failed to 

convey clear title to the property under the terms of the RPA and Escrow Instructions.  

The Claimants remain ready, willing and able to perform the remaining obligations 

under the RPA.   

b. Second Cause of Action for Specific Performance 

Claimants alleged that the Property is unique, and the Respondents have unjustifiably 

refused to proceed with their obligations under the RPA to remove the clouds on title 

despite the Claimants’ full compliance with their contractual obligations.  Claimants 

claim that they have no adequate remedy at law because it is presumed that the breach 

of an agreement to transfer real property cannot be adequately relieved by money 

damages, citing Civil Code §3387. 

c. Third Cause of Action for Negligent Misrepresentation 

Claimants alleged that the individual Trustees, Freer and Varley, represented that they 

would covey title in the condition as of May 7, 2021, the date of the finalized RPA.  

However, on May 13, 2021, Freer represented that the Trust was not aware of any 

matters affecting title of the Property and that it had disclosed all material facts of which 

it was aware regarding the Property.  On Supplemental Sale Escrow Instruction dated 

May 24, 2021, both Freer and Varley stated that the only encumbrances on the Property, 

including easements, were those on record of that date.  Respondents made those 

representations without reasonable ground for believing them to be true because during 
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the same period they were in active negotiations with Boudreau to transfer the 

easements and associated rights to Spectrum.  Claimants further allege that the Trustees 

were not exempt sellers within the meaning of Civil Code §1102.2(d).  The Claimants 

justifiably relied on the misrepresentations, in addition to their own due diligence, in 

proceeding with their obligations under the RPA.  As a result, the Claimants are entitled 

to compensatory and punitive damages attorneys’ fees and costs. 

F. By Respondent 

69. Respondents denied all allegations and claims in Claimant’s Complaint and 

asserted affirmative defenses to Breach of Contract, Specific Performance and Negligent 

Misrepresentation.  Generally, the Respondents claim that the preparation lodging of the 

Spectrum’s Quitclaim Deed is tantamount to a recission of the 2021 Grants of Rights.  The 

Claimants failure to waive all contingencies within the time proscribed in the RPA, and pursuant 

to five Notices to Perform, is a defense to Claimants’ Breach of Contract claim. If the Claimants 

were not satisfied with status of title after the lodging of the Quitclaim with escrow, their options 

were: (1) to close, notwithstanding; or (2) walk away from the deal and take back their deposit. 

70. In Respondents’ Response to Claimants’ Demand for Arbitration, Respondent filed 

three Cross-Claims against the Chrismans: 

a. First Cross-Claim for the Breach of Contract 

Respondents allege that the Chrismans failed and refused to perform their obligations 

under the RPA by failing to remove all contingencies despite the Respondents 

submitting five demands to do so (Notice to Buyer to Perform No. 1 (June 1, 2021), 

No. 2 (June 5, 2021), No.3 (June 18, 2021), No. 4 (September 10, 2021) and September 

25, 2021.  Because the Cross-Claimants had performed all obligations under the RPA, 

yet the Cross-Respondents still have not performed, the Cross-Claimants have incurred 

significant carrying costs, interest on the selling price of $3,195,000, and an award of 

attorneys’ fees and costs. 

b. Respondents filed three additional torts that fall outside of the contract and are 

therefore not arbitrable:  Slander of Title, Intentional Interference with Prospective 
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Economic Advantage and Breach of Fiduciary Duty against Jennifer Chrisman only.  

These claims may be heard in the Superior Court Action. 

V. ANALYSIS 

A. Claimants’ Claims 

1. Formation and Disclosure of the Grant of Rights 

71. It is undisputed that the Trustees conveyed the lower portion of the Property to 

Spectrum after the Property was under contract with the Chrismans.  The Grant of Rights provides 

that the owner of the Property must convey the entire Lower Portion to Spectrum upon the completion 

of a lot line adjustment. 

Owner shall cooperate with Developer in all respects in accomplishing (i) the 
conveyance of the Conveyance Property to Developer by quitclaim deed (the 
‘Conveyance’) and (ii) a lot line adjustment (the ‘Lot Line Adjustment’) in 
connection with the Conveyance, including, without limitation, Owner shall 
execute any documents Developer requests to be executed to accomplish the Lot 
Line Adjustment and/or the Conveyance. Such conveyance to Developer shall 
occur concurrently with or as soon as practicable after the Lot Line Adjustment. 
The Grant of Rights grants temporary easements to Spectrum so that Spectrum can 
begin construction on the Lower Portion while it works on getting the lot line 
adjustment approved by Los Angeles County. (Exh. 65, § 3.1.) 

The purpose of the Grant of Rights was to ensure that the Property’s new owner would be legally 

obligated to convey the Lower Portion to Spectrum.   

72. Discussions concerning placement of a drainage basin on the Property dated back 

to the Alisi’s 34-year ownership of the Property.  The discussions were such that Broder, Freer 

and Varley remember the Alisis’ wishes many years later.  Although the Alisi’s and Boudreau 

signed other easements to assist further development, discussed different locations for the basin, 

contemplated development of a pad for a tennis court independent of the drainage basin (square 

footage that was part of the Grant of Rights), and even loaned Boudreau $100,000, no formal 

written or oral agreement was memorialized in writing.  Even when the Trustees took control over 

the property, first Ed and Nancy Broder and then Varley and Freer, no written agreement was 

reached and recorded prior to putting the Property up for sale. 

73. The Trustees listed the Property twice because the original asking price did not 

generate a sale. Each time the property was listed as a 3.47-acre lot. Old Republic, a reputable title 
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company, was retained to prepare a PTR for the purpose of providing complete title information 

with the general understanding that it would be reviewed and relied upon by both prospective 

buyers.  

74. Herkenrath admitted being advised that a significant portion of the Property would 

effectively be conveyed to Spectrum, but did not mention it to the Chrismans when they initially 

viewed the property; nor when he presented Jennifer with the PTR; nor when Jennifer called him 

to ask if there is anything else she should know about the property before she presented the offer; 

nor when he presented Counter Offer No.1; nor when the RPA became binding.   

75. Whether Boudreau and Palmer presented the plan to create a Grant of Rights as a 

fait accompli at the May 11, 2021 meeting is disputed.  The Chrismans admit there was a 

discussion about the placement of the drainage basin, but they believed they would have input in 

the negotiation process.  Boudreau and Palmer testified that the conversation was more definite. 

Regardless, there is no evidence that anyone advised the Chrismans, orally or in writing that a 

document was being prepared for recording whereby control over a significant portion of the 

Property was effectively being conveyed by the Trustees to Spectrum.  Putting aside the Trustees’ 

failure to disclose the agreement in their Exempt Sellers Disclosure, the Chrismans did not receive 

a single email, text or note advising them of the terms or the scope of the Grant of Rights before it 

was recorded, which occurred over two weeks after the contract for sale had been fully executed.  

Herkenrath knew that the Chrisman’s were complying with their contractual obligations complete 

the transaction.13 It seems somewhat deceitful to allow the Chrismans to blindly proceed with 

inspections and bank appraisals of the entire lot knowing a significant land transfer was in the 

works. If Boudreau and Palmer believed they had thoroughly explained their intentions to convey 

away nearly one third of the lot at the May 11th meeting, something more than a color map would 

have been provided.14 

 
13 Herkenrath assisted with the scheduling of inspections and two bank appraisals on which both Union Bank and the 
Claimants would rely. He also knew the Claimants were actively flushing out entries on the PTR. Claimants also 
consulted land use expert Don Schmitz to evaluate entries in the PTR. (See, Exhs. 220, 221.) 
14 Several times in the testimony Boudreau, Herkenrath and Palmer implied that a thorough presentation was prepared 
on Palmer’s computer, but she could not get it to work. The intent to convey critical information is not a substitute for 
actually providing the information. No follow-up meeting was immediately scheduled to make such a presentation, 
nor was the information sent electronically to the Chrisman’s any time after the meeting. 
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76. The Statute of Frauds, codified in Civil Code §1624(a) states that agreements 

conveying interest in real property is not valid unless memorialized in writing and signed by the 

parties.  Similarly, Civil Code §1091 and §1971 specify that real property can be transferred only 

by operation of law or an instrument in writing. 

77. The arbitrator does not find that Boudreau, Palmer or Herkenrath advised the 

Chrismans that the lower portion of the property would be transferred by the Trustees to Spectrum 

at the May 11th meeting. 15 The issue of the drainage basin was undoubtably discussed, but other 

than a single map showing a proposed location preferred by Mary Alisi, which included property 

beyond that needed just for the drainage basin, there is insufficient corroborating evidence that 

anyone disclosed that an agreement to purchase the “proposed pad” had been reached with 

Trustees.16  The Chrismans had a right to rely on the absence of any such conveyance in the PTR.  

As stated in the Chrismans’ closing brief, “as a matter of California law, the Grant of Rights did not 

exist until May 24, 2021 when it was a fully executed, legally binding and enforceable agreement.”  

(Cl. Closing Br., 14:11-13.) 

78. On June 18, 2021, competing Notices to Perform are exchanged: Respondents file 

Notice to Buyer to Perform No. 3 (waive contingencies, Exh. 251); Claimants send Notice to Seller to 

Perform No 2 (mediate, deliver title in the condition called for in the RPA and escrow instructions, 

Exh. 85.)  Neither party complies. The property is scheduled to close on June 21, 2021. The Grant of 

Rights remains as a recorded encumbrance on title. Respondents unilaterally send a Cancellation of 

Contract, Release of Deposit and Cancellation of Escrow.17 (Exh. 252.) 

 
15 Jennifer’s concerns about easements on the Property were legitimate given the early stages of the development. The 
PTR and CCRs were the first thing Jennifer requested from Herkenrath. She followed up on an entry about an old 
building permit, requested the plot map with easements from Old Republic, and researched details on the owners of 
the 1986 easement, the Rogers/Albus couple, to assess their likelihood of exercising the option. The Chrismans’ 
obsessive attention to detail lends credibility to their testimony.   
16 In contrast, the testimony of Herkenrath, Boudreau and Palmer lacks any corroborating documentation other than a 
single map. Given the numerous emails among the Seller, and those Herkenrath had with Jennifer, it seems unlikely 
that a critical issue such as the Grant of Rights would be unintentionally overlooked. Broder, who was an integral 
player in the negotiation of the Grant of Rights on behalf of the Trustees, claimed a complete inability to recall any 
detail at the arbitration. The arbitrator finds Broder’s testimony to have been willfully evasive. Finally, the subsequent 
conduct of the Trustees in the Exempt Seller Disclosure is consistent with an intent to knowingly deprive the 
Chrismans of information critical to their purchase. 
17 Respondents are not entitled to unilaterally cancel the RPA. See Ninety-Nine Investments v. Overseas Courier Service 
(Singapore) Private (2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 1118, 1131-32 (holding that the defendant seller was not entitled to 
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2. Consequences of the Grant of Rights 

79. The elements of a cause of action for breach of contract are (1) the existence of the  

contract, (2) plaintiff’s performance or excuse for nonperformance, (3) defendant’s breach, and (4) 

the resulting damages to the plaintiff. 

80. The Chrismans repeatedly stated throughout the arbitration that the RPA became 

binding on May 7, 2021 and is an enforceable contract.  The Trustees breached that contract on 

May 26, 2021, by conveying nearly one-third of the Property to Spectrum through the recording of 

the Grant of Rights. 

81. The Trustees argued that the terms of the RPA provide remedies for issues 

affecting title that may arise during the escrow period.  Specifically, if the Chrismans objected to 

the late recording of the Grant of Rights, then the RPA gave them two rights: (1) to close 

notwithstanding the new encumbrance, or (2) to walk away from the deal.   

82. At this juncture, the Chrismans are correct.  They bargained for a 3.47- acre lot on 

May 7, 2021, justifiably relying on the disclosures in the PTR. The bank agreed to provide funding 

based on appraisals relying on the RPA and PTR.  Two weeks before the Property was to close, 

June 21, 2021, the Trustees disclosed that they had secretly been working on a sale of a portion of 

the Property for $100,000. 18 

83. Respondents takes the following position: 

This [the RPA] includes that time is of the essence (¶29), that they have a deadline 
to review all disclosures and approve them (¶¶14B(1)(i) and 14B(3)), that they can 
cancel within 5 days of receipt of any disclosures (¶¶10(A)(7) and 14B(3)), that 
they will deliver the purchase price by 45 days after Acceptance or June 21, 
2021(Counter-Offer ¶1C), and that the seller can cancel the contract if the 
Chrismans do not timely waive their contingencies.  (Emphasis removed.) 
(¶14D(1)). (Resp.Cl.Br. 13:20-25.) 

In essence, the Respondents attempt to limit the Claimants’ remedies to either “(i) remove the 

remaining contingencies, or (ii) or cancel the agreement based on a remaining contingency.” 

(RPA, ¶14(4).) 

84. The Grant of Rights is not merely a “remaining contingency” that preexisted the 

 
unilaterally cancel escrow when its own failure to comply with the underlying contract prevented the plaintiff buyer 
from performing its obligations).  
18 They received $100,000 that they chose not to credit against the purchase price. 
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RPA and was unexpectedly discovered during the escrow process. The Trustees intentionally and 

materially altered the title and control of the Property they represented to sell in the RPA. Their 

conduct was an act of bad faith and material breach of contract. 19  They failed to cure their breach 

when requested to do so in the June 18, 2021 “Buyers Notice to Seller to perform No. 2, removal 

of the contingency.” Had they done so, the Chrismans would have been required to close on June 

21, 2021, or else they would have been in breach. 

85. The Chrismans failure to remove all contingencies is excused due to the Trustees 

bad faith and material breach of the RPA. 

3. The Conditional Quit Claim Deed 

86. Between June 21, 2021 and September 3, 2021, the parties engage in an 

unsuccessful mediation (August 9, 2021), the Chrismans file the lawsuit (August 23, 2021) and the 

lis pendens is recorded (August 27, 2021). During that period, no action is taken by the Trustees 

and Spectrum with respect to the Grant of Rights. 

87. On September 3, 2021, Spectrum signed a Quitclaim Deed of the Grant of Rights. 

The Chrismans were notified of the signing (but not recording) via Boudreau and Spectrum’s 

lawyer, Mr. Vanzura to Chrisman’s lawyers, on the same day. In the same letter, Vanzura advises 

that the 1986 Option had been assigned to Charles Boudreau in 198920, and exercised by his son, 

Brian Boudreau as Executor of his father’s estate as of the date of the letter.21 Prior to this time, 

the Chrismans did not expect the 1986 Option to be in play.22 

88. Five days later, the Trust sent Supplemental Escrow instructions to Escrow 

advising it to hold (i.e. not record) the Quitclaim until closing. 

 
19 See, CC §1102.1 under Article 1.5, DISCLOSURES UPON TRANSFER OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY:  The 
Legislature did not intend to affect the existing obligations of the parties to a real estate contract or their agents, to 
disclose any fact materially affecting the value and desirability of the property, including but not limited to, the 
physical conditions of the property and previously received report of physical inspections….”   
20 This assignment was not in the PTR, probably because it did not bear an APN. 
21 The 1986 Option is particularly problematic for both Boudreau and the Chrismans.  It improvidently cuts the fringes 
of the property in a way that is inconvenient for both the dominant and servient tenement. Whether is accomplishes 
anything for Boudreau and the development is questionable. If fully exercised, it intrudes on the use of the Property. 
22It appears that the threat to exercise the 1986 Option, which all parties agree is an unsuitable location for the 
drainage basin, was used as a weapon to motivate settlement. 
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89. On September 10, 2021, Old Republic issued and updated an amended PTR, 

showing the lis pendens, the Grant of Rights, and the Exercise of the 1986 Option (to be discussed 

below).  Old Republic also issued a supplemental report stating that it will issues a policy that 

does not include the Grant of Rights after closing. 

90. The Trustees assert in their brief that the Grant of Rights was “rescinded” because 

they were, “ready, willing and able to transfer title to the Chrismans on September 10, 2021 

without any encumbrance at all resulting from the Grant of Right.  The Chrismans chose not to 

take title at all, but if they had closed escrow at that time, they would not have taken title subject to 

an encumbrance from the Grant of Rights.”  (Resp.Cl.Br. 15:12-15.) 

91. The Chrismans asserted that Spectrum’s act of placing the Quitclaim Deed into 

escrow but not to be recorded until immediately before the Trust Deed was recorded did not 

effectively rescind the Grant of Rights for two reasons:  

First, the Quitclaim Deed has not taken effect. But [second] more importantly, even if 
it were to be recorded, it would not effectively rescind the rights of all beneficiaries to 
the Grant of Rights. A quitclaim deed “only transfers whatever interest the grantor had 
in the described property at the time the conveyance was made,” and it cannot rescind 
rights that are acquired after the quitclaim deed is conveyed. In re Marriage of Gioia 
(2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 272, 281. Therefore, through the quitclaim deed, Spectrum 
could only quitclaim its present rights under the Grant of Rights, but it could not 
quitclaim the rights of others. This is crucial because the Grant of Rights has a 
provision which grants Spectrum, the Community’s Homeowners’ Association, and the 
Community’s other property owners, the right to enforce all of its terms. (See Ex. 65 
[the Quitclaim], § 7; see also Id. at §§ 1.2(c); 1.3(c).) In order for the Quitclaim Deed 
to be effective, the Community’s HOA and the other owners would also need to 
quitclaim their rights under the Grant of Rights. In addition, the Grant of Rights 
includes contractual obligations that are beyond the scope of a traditional deed. [See 
e.g., Id. at § 3.1.] 

92. A Quitclaim transfers all the right, title and interest the grantor holds in the 

property at the time of the transfer.  There is no evidence that Spectrum conveyed any interest it 

had in the Grant of Rights to any other person or entity between May 27, 2021 and September 3, 

2021.  Assuming Spectrum had not made any transfers within that period of time, a Quitclaim 

recorded September 3, 2021, would have transferred all the interests in the Grant of Rights back to 

the Trustees.  But that is not what Spectrum did.  Instead, it lodged the Quitclaim into escrow with 

instructions that the Quitclaim it is not to be recorded until a moment before the Grant Deed is 

recorded. 
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93. The Trustees chosen method of resolving the title issue created by the imprudent 

recording of the Grant of Rights does not excuse their June 21, 2021 breach of contract. The 

history of discord between the parties between June 21, 2021 and September 3, 2021 cannot be 

ignored.  It is the seller’s obligation to provide marketable title. By materially altering title during 

escrow, Spectrum and the Trustees acted in bad faith.23. Spectrum and the Trustees did not accept 

that their conduct precipitated the confluence of events that subsequently took place, including a 

lawsuit and a lis pendens. Had the Trustee’s “rescinded” the Grant of Rights (as their counsel 

repeatedly suggests is the practical equivalent of what they did) then they should have recorded a 

rescission, or at least recorded the Quitclaim, on September 3, 2021. By failing to do so, they 

perpetuated legitimate uncertainty and distrust in the transaction.  

4. Failure to Disclose Assignment of the 1986 Option 

94. The 1986 Option was shown on the PTR.  The 1989 Assignment of the Option to 

Charles F. Boudreau was not.24  On September 3, 2021, several months after the PTR, Brian 

Boudreau acting as executor of his father’s estate, assigned the Option to himself and exercised the 

1986 Option. 

95. The Chrismans claim that the failure of the Trustees to disclose the fact that the  

1986 Option was assigned and/or under the control of Boudreau is a breach of the RPA.  Further, 

because Boudreau has now exercised this Option, they contend that they will no longer have 

access to the Property’s sole driveway.  As such, the Trustees can no longer convey the Property 

to the Chrismans in the condition specified in the RPA, so they are in breach. The Chrismans 

demand that the Boudreau’s exercise of the Option be rescinded.  (Cl. Closing Br. 15:1-15.) 

96. It is undisputed that the PTR put the Chrismans on actual notice of the 1986  

Easement.  The 1986 Easement and Option was an encumbrance of record for 35 years, disclosed 

to the Chrismans a day before the “date of Acceptance” of the Contract. Pursuant to the express 

 
23 It is important to note that the Trustee failed to disclose the intention to record a Grant of Rights in their initial 
disclosure statement, to be discussed in section VI.A.(5,) below. 

24 It is questionable whether the 1989 Assignment of the Option, although recorded, ever made it into the chain of 
title. Michelle Lefebvre suggests it did not show up in the chain because it is missing an APN.  
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language of RPA ¶13B, the Chrismans agreed to take title subject to it, and all the property rights 

that derive from it, past, present and future. (Stevenson v. Baum (1989) 65 Cal.App.4th 159, 166 (a 

buyer takes title subject to encumbrances of record and is deemed to have notice that those 

encumbrances might be exercised.))  (Resp. Cl. Br. 18:6-11.) 

97. The Trustees argue that the Chrismans are bound by the knowledge they had of the 

1986 Option and the possibility that it could be exercised by the original grantees, or their 

assignee, at any time through the year 2036. An option is an “irrevocable offer” to sell (C. Robert 

Nattress & Assoc. v. Cidco (1986)184 Cal.App.3d 55,66) and the Chrismans agreed to take title 

subject to that irrevocable offer.  (Resp. Cl. Br. 17:17-21.)  The Chrismans took the chance that an 

assignment or exercise of the Option could happen during escrow, or long after they took 

possession of the property according to the Trustees. 

98. The Trustees are correct for several reasons: 

a. The Chrismans have not proven that the Trustees were aware of the 1989 

Assignment of the Option to Boudreau’s father such that their duty to disclose was 

triggered; 

b. The Chrismans were on actual notice of the Option at the time they entered into the 

RPA, and further, that it could be exercised at anytime until its expiration in 2036; 

c. The Chrismans took a “calculated risk”25 in contracting to purchase the Property 

knowing it was encumbered by the Option hoping it would not be exercised after 

learning that the holders of the Option were older and not living in the development; 

d. The Chrismans have not proven that the Trustees cannot convey marketable title 

because the driveway may need to be relocated; 

e. Rescission of the Exercise of the Option at this juncture would be a futile act 

because it could be exercised at any time in the future. 

 
25 “The Chrismans both admitted under oath that they had reviewed the 1986 Option and knew that it was assignable 
(Arbitration Transcript (“Tr.”) 2/22 at 9: 7-23) but did not inquired into whether it had been assigned.  Mr. Chrisman 
testified that they took a ‘calculated risk’ that it would not be exercised. (Tr. 3/9 at 147:2-11).” (Resp.Cl.Br., 
18:16019.) 
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5. Negligent Representation 

99. The elements of negligent misrepresentation are (1) the misrepresentation of past or 

existing material fact, (2) without reasonable grounds for believing it to be true, (3) with the intent 

to induce another’s reliance on the fact misrepresented, (4) justifiable reliance on the 

misrepresentation, and (5) resulting damage.  

100. The Chrisman’s allege the Trustees, through Herkenrath, made misrepresentations 

on the RPA by stating that the property consisted of 3.47 acres, and continued to perpetuate that 

misrepresentation in their Exempt Seller Disclosure up until the recording of the Grant of Rights. 

(Claim.Cl.Br. 24:10-17.)   

101. It is uncontroverted that the RPA represented that the Property included 3.47 Acres.  

As stated above, it is clear that the conveyance of some portion of the property for a drainage 

basin was known to the Respondents and their agents as early as May 6, 2021, when Herkenrath 

showed the property.  The Chrismans have proven that Herkenrath did not disclose the anticipated 

conveyance.  They have also proven that whatever was discussed at the May 11, 2021 meeting, it 

was not disclosed that a conveyance of nearly one-third of the property was a fait accompli. 

102. The most blatant misrepresentation falls squarely on the feet of the Trustees false 

disclosure in the Exempt Seller Disclosure, item 4i. (Exh. 217, 4i: “Matters affecting title of the 

Property.”) 

RPA ¶13B and C state: 
B. Title is taken in its present condition subject to all encumbrances, easements, 
covenants, conditions, restrictions, right and other matters, whether of record or 
not, as of the date of acceptance…. 
C. Within the time specified in paragraph 14A [7days from May 7, 2021], Seller 
has a duty to disclose to Buyer all matters known to Seller affecting title, whether 
of record or not. (Exh. 207-5.) (Emphasis added.) 

103. CC 1102.7 mandates: “Each disclosure required by this article and each act which 

may be performed in making the disclosure, shall be made in good faith.  For the purposes of this 

article, ‘good faith’ means honesty in fact in the conduct of the transaction.” 

104. The Trustees knew the Trust was to receive $100,000 to sell the rights to the lower 

portion of the Property to Spectrum, a stranger to the RPA, prior to the first showing to the 

Chrismans. In the Exempt Seller Disclosure dated May 13, 2021, the Trustees denied knowledge 
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of any matter affecting title, yet they both testified that they knew a formal agreement with 

Spectrum had been reached and was in the final drafting stage with the intent to record. The 

Trustees representation in the Exempt Seller Disclosure was not in good faith. 

105. By hiding the drafting of the Grant of Rights from the Chrismans, they perpetuated 

the misrepresentation. The Chrismans were justified in relying on the representations in the RPA 

and in the Sellers Exempt Disclosure irrespective of what Boudreau and Palmer may have said at 

the May 11, 2021 meeting. First, the duty to disclose belongs to the Trustees, not third parties such 

as Boudreau or Spectrum.  Second, the Trustees were represented by a qualified real estate agent. 

Third, Herkenrath allowed the Chrismans to engage inspectors and appraisers to act in furtherance 

of their contractual obligations as buyers knowing that they were relying on false information. 

106. Perhaps more significantly, the Trustees breached their contractual duty to disclose 

the as-yet-unrecorded Grant of Rights in their Disclosure. The Trustees disclosure statement was 

false, and is further evidence of their breach of the RPA. 

B. The Trustees Counter Claims/Defenses 

1. Breach of Contract 

107. The Trustees claim that they performed all their obligation under the RPA, but the 

Chrismans did not.  “They [the Chrismans] chose not to remove all contingencies, not to close 

escrow in the time allowed by the RPA, and not to take the Property with title in its condition as of 

the date of Acceptance. Thus, on or about September 15, 2021, as the Chrismans had not 

performed under the RPA…the Trust sent escrow and the Chrismans a final Cancellation of 

Contract.” (Resp.Cl.Br. 30:30-31:4.) As a result, the Trustees claim that they are entitled to 

theircarrying costs, interest it would have earned on the successful sale of the property and 

compensatory damages. 

108. The Trustees’ Counter-Claim fails for several reasons.  First, they claim that the 

Chrismans chose not to remove all contingencies in the time allowed by the RPA.  The Trustees 

assert throughout their brief that June 21, 2021 was the official closing date per the RPA. (See, 

Resp.Cl.Br. 8:10; 8:28; 9:17-18; 13:23; 14:22-23; 19:13-14; 19;17-20:123:26-27.)  Had the 

Chrismans waived all contingencies on that date, they would have purchased the Property with the 
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Grant of Rights on record. As previously discussed, the Chrismans are excused from waiving 

contingencies and closing on June 21, 2021, because of the Trustees’ material breach.  Second, 

although the Trustees sent a cancellation of the Contract on September 15, 2021 (Exh. 273) there 

is no factual or legal basis to assume that September 15th is somehow a new “official closing date” 

by which the Chrismans must accept. 

109. The Trustees did not sign the Quitclaim deed until September 3, 2021, and did not 

provide the escrow instruction re: holding and recording the Quitclaim until September 8, 2021. 

All this occurred after a mediation and meeting with parties and counsel in August 2021, and after 

the Chrismans filed suit on August 23, 2021. 26   

110. The Trustees have not proven that the Chrismans have breached the RPA. 

2. Defense Standing 

111. On June 21, 2021, the Chrismans signed an Amendment to Escrow Instruction that 

the title to the property was to vest with “Cary Lee Chrisman and Jennifer Lynn Chrisman, 

Trustees of the The Carey and Jennifer Chrisman 2015 Family Trust.” (See, Exh. 253.) As a result, 

the Trustees conclude that the Chrismans, as individuals, have no interest in the property and 

therefore have no standing to sue for Specific Performance.  (Resp.Cl.Br. 13:7-17.) 

112. The Chrismans correctly explain that the Amendment to Escrow filed on June 21, 

2021 are vesting instructions only, not an assignment.  “Its simply provides that the Chrisman 

Trust would hold legal title to the Property after it was conveyed by Respondents which never 

happened.”  (Claim.Cl.Br. 9:24-25.) 

3. Defense: Not Ready, Willing and Able Buyers 

113. The Trustees claim that the Chrismans were not ready, willing and able buyers27 by 

 
26 Trustees claim that on September 13, 2021, the Chrismans added unreasonable demands in order to close, including 
recission of the 1986 Option, recission of the 2021 Exercise of the Option, and recission of the Grant of Rights signed 
by six categories of persons or entities. (Exh. 271.) These are inadmissible settlement discussions.  
27 “[A] purchaser is ... ‘able’ when he has the legal capacity and the financial ability to purchase the property. 
‘Financial ability’ means that he has sufficient resources available to him to consummate the transaction when the 
time comes for him to do so. Although the purchaser is not required to have the ready cash at the time he makes his 
offer, he must have sufficient property, credit or other assets at that time which will reasonably enable him to obtain 
the requisite funds at the prescribed time.” Steve Schmidt & Co. v. Berry (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 1299, 1307 (1 Miller 
& Starr, Current Law of Cal. Real Estate (1975) § 2:18, p. 202, fns. omitted; Laack v. Dimmick (1928) 95 Cal.App. 
456, 470, 273 P. 50.) 
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June 21, 2021, the extended closing deadline.  This defense has several problems: 

a. Respondent deems June 21, 2021 as the closing date based on their June 18, 2021 

Notice to perform (waive contingencies, Exh.251).  However, Claimants also sent a 

June 18, 2021 Notice to Perform to Seller No. 2 (demand mediation, deliver title as 

recited in RPA, Exh. 85).  Neither party complied with the other’s Notice to Perform. 

b. Union Bank was ready to fund as soon as the parties signed off on the escrow 

documents.28,29  Had the Trustees complied with the Chrisman’s June 18, 2021 Notice 

to Perform by delivering title “in the condition called for in the RPA,” accompanied by 

a compliant PTR removing the Grant of Rights, this transaction would have timely 

closed. 

114. The Trustees further claim the Chrismans were not ready, willing and able buyers 

on September 28, 2021, the date the Chrismans sent the last Notice to Seller to Perform No. 4 

(Exh.279).  On September 27, 2021, Chrisman’s counsel, Martin Rudoy, sent a letter to Old 

Republic demanding that 10 entries on the PTR “that guarantees merchantable title and marketable 

title without exception and which is not illusory.”  (Exh. 277-2.)  On September 29, 2021, Old 

Republic withdrew its offer to insure the Property, which the Trustees blame on Rudoy’s letter.  In 

the absence of title insurance, the Chrismans would not have been able to obtain funding.30  The 

Trustees conclude, “The Chrismans presented no evidence that they have obtained substitute title 

insurance.” (Resp.Cl.Br. 24:9-10.) In response, the Chrismans correctly assert that the RPA 

assigns the responsibility to the Seller to obtain title insurance.  (RPA ¶9(C)(2), ¶13(E).)   

115. Old Republic’s decision to withdraw title insurance cannot be attributed 

exclusively to Rudoy’s September 27th letter. Although temporally related, the conduct of the 

 
28 (See, Exh. 254, 6/23/21 Union Bank email to escrow: “Please proceed with scheduling the signing…. To be ready 
to fund tomorrow…please coordinate a notary for this evening…. ) 
29 On June 7, 2021, Union Bank told the Chrismans that they were conditionally approved, but needed to submit a 
lease for the home they were currently residing in, but not selling. (Exh. 245.) On June 14, 2021, the Chrismans 
submitted a lease entered into with a friend, accompanied by a check for the security deposit. (Exhs. 82-84.) The 
Trustees claim this was a sham transaction to satisfy the lender. 
30 The Claimants would not have been able to obtain financing either, for that matter, based on the consequences of 
the Grant of Rights on title. All bank appraisals were completed before the Grant of Rights was recorded. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 31  
[PROPOSED] INTERIM ARBITRATION AWARD 

 

Trustees intentionally and materially interfering with title cannot be ignored. 

VI. REMEDIES 

A. Breach of Contract/Specific Performance 

116. The Chrismans seek Specific Performance of the RPA. “Specific performance of a 

contract can be decreed whenever: (1) the terms are sufficiently definite; (2) consideration is 

adequate; (3) there is substantial similarity of the requested performance to the contractual terms; 

(4) there is mutuality of remedies; and (5) plaintiff’s legal remedy is inadequate.” Blackburn v. 

Charnley (2004) 117 Cal.App.4th 758, 766. 

a. Terms and Consideration: Neither Party has disputed that the RPA’s terms are 

definite or that the consideration for the Property is adequate.  

b. Adequacy of Consideration:  There is no dispute that the purchase price agreed 

upon in the RPA was mutually agreed upon and supported by the bank appraisals. (See, 

Exhs.223, 228.) The Chrismans deposited the request funds into escrow and were 

prepared to fund the balance through a mortgage with Union Bank.  

c. Mutuality of Remedy: Specific performance requires mutuality of remedy. See Civ. 

Code, § 3386. Here, mutuality of remedy cannot be disputed, nor has it been disputed 

at any point. 

d. Inadequacy of Legal Remedy: Under California law, the legal remedy for the 

breach of an agreement to transfer a single-family dwelling is conclusively presumed to 

be inadequate in cases where the party seeking specific performance intends to occupy 

the dwelling. Civ. Code, § 3387.  Monetary damages are an inadequate substitute for 

this unique property intended to be lived in by the Chrisman family. 

117. Given the totality of the circumstances of this transaction, and for the reasons stated 

above, the Chrismans are entitled to Specific Performance of the RPA.  In the Chrismans’ 

Complaint, Prayer for Relief, they ask for: “An order compelling Defendant to fully perform the 

agreement, rescind the Grant of Rights to Spectrum, clear the cloud on the Property’s title, and 

covey the Property in the condition called for in the RPA and Escrow instruction,” and “For such 

other and further relief as may be just and proper.”  (Complaint, ¶¶135,136.) 
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118. In their closing briefs. the Chrismans did not explain how Specific Performance can 

be awarded within this arbitration, nor did they discuss how the arbitrator is to evaluate the 

opinions of the land use and valuation experts31 in terms of a monetary award based on costs 

previously incurred and reasonably certain to be incurred in the future.   

119. In fact, it is not possible to implement the remedy of Specific Performance, as 

requested by the Chrismans, in this arbitration, for several reasons: 

a. The Chrismans request recission of the Grant of Rights.  Recission requires the consent 

of all parties. (Civil Code §1689(a).)  Spectrum is not a party to this arbitration.  This 

arbitrator cannot award rescission of the Grant of Rights.  

b. The Chrismans request to clear the cloud on the Property’s title. This arbitration does 

not include all parties necessary to clear the cloud on title.  Such matters are to be resolved 

in the Superior Court action for Quiet Title, and Slander of Title.32 

c. Additionally, the Chrismans request economic damages caused by the Trustees breach.  

During the hearing, witnesses were called to assess the value of Chrismans’ additional 

economic damage given certain assumptions, all of which are either uncertain or 

speculative at this juncture.   For example:  

(1.) Economic loss due to unfavorable changes in interest rates since the date of the 

closing of the RPA.33  If/when a purchase of the Property occurs in the future, the 

Chrismans will be entitled to compensation for unfavorable changes in the interest 

rate.  Interest rates are constantly changing, and it is impossible to predict future 

 
31 See, Testuimony of Karl Shultze, 3/3/23 and Exhs. 155 (CV) and 124 (Report). 

32 Because the arbitrator cannot issue a final award for Specific Performance, given the status of the case, the 
Claimants have technically failed to prove their case. However, the Chrismans opposed the Trustees request to 
arbitrate and unsuccessfully moved the court to include all parties in the same action. As such, the Chrismans cannot 
be punished for the consequences of circumstances beyond their control. 

33 Respondents object to an award for an increased loan interest rate for two reasons: (1) the delay was caused by the 
Claimants own actions; and (2) Claimants waived the loan contingency. The delay was not caused by the Claimants’ 
own actions, as discussed above. Claimants’ waiver of the loan contingency arguably was made when they were 
certain the loan would be funded.  Whether waiver of the loan contingency is applicable under the facts here is 
questionable. This issue may be reserved for a more thorough discussion of damages after the Court makes other 
findings. 
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economic conditions. Monetary loss due to changes in the interest rates are 

speculative until Specific Performance can be awarded. 

(2.) Diminution of value of the property if the Grant of Rights is not rescinded.  It is 

unclear what will happen with the Grant of Rights, or if the Chrismans are even 

interested in purchasing the property if the Grant of Rights is not rescinded.  

Further, if the Chrismans do not choose to purchase the property at the conclusion 

of this case, this issue is likely moot. 

(3.)  Costs to make physical changes to the property. If (or how) the Grant of Rights 

or 1986 Option is exercised may require a relocation of the driveway or other 

modifications to the property. If the Grant of Rights survives a future Quiet 

Title action, will the 1986 Option be exercised?  If the Grant of Rights is 

rescinded, will other avenues be explored to place the debris basin in a 

topographically practical location?34  Will the 1986 Option survive Quiet Title? 

These variables are fact-specific and dependent upon Court findings. 

120. Respondents have reserved the right, in the event Specific Performance is ordered, 

to seek compensation for interest on the purchase money the trust would have received had the 

contract been performed.35  

B. Negligent Representation/Damages 

121. Claimants are entitled to damages related to the Respondents’ negligent 

misrepresentations. Claimant requests economic damages of $1,671,268, plus prejudgment interest 

for the Respondents negligent misrepresentations, as discussed above.  However, the damages 

requested are duplicative of the Breach of Contract damages.  Unfortunately, neither Claimants 

Closing Brief nor closing arguments explained how the arbitrator is to allocate between the two 

 
34 Although not at issue in this arbitration, it is undisputed that the portion of the Grant of Rights designated only for 
the debris basin is the best spot for it given the topography of the area. It is in everyone’s best interest to locate the 
debris basin consistent with the topography of the area. 
35 Relying on BD Inns v. Pooley (1990)218 Cal.App.3d 289, Respondent correctly concludes that in a Specific 
Performance action, the court relates performance back to the date the contract should have been performed and the 
seller is entitled to an offset for the interest on the money which would have been received had the contract been 
performed.  “The process is more like an accounting between the parties than an assessment of damages.” (Id., at 
298.) 
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causes of action. The amount of those damages are inextricably related to a damages award for 

Breach of Contract, which are unascertainable at this juncture of the litigation. 

122. Fees and Costs Paragraph 25 of the RPA states, “In any action, proceeding, or 

arbitration between Buyer and Seller arising out of this Agreement, the prevailing Buyer or Seller 

shall be entitled to reasonable attorney fees and costs from the non-prevailing Buyer or Seller, 

except as provided in paragraph 22A.”  Paragraph 22A of the RPA requires that any dispute or 

claim arising from the RPA be first submitted to mediation.  It is undisputed that the Claimants 

demanded mediation as early as May 31, 2021. (See, Exh. 234.)  The Respondents and the 

Claimants unsuccessfully mediated the disputes on August 9, 2021. 

123. The Claimants prevailed on the majority of their claims, including their core claim for 

Breach of Contract.  Respondent did not prevail on any of its counterclaims or affirmative defenses.  

Claimants are therefore the prevailing party in this arbitration and are entitled to an award of fees and 

costs, according to proof and a subsequent hearing. 

VII. AWARD 

The parties having been ordered to arbitration by the Court, these issues have been 

submitted to the arbitrator for resolution.  Having fully considered all evidence, legal authority and 

arguments presented by the parties, the arbitrator orders as follows: 

A. On Claims and Counter-Claims 

124. Breach of Contract: The arbitrator finds in favor of the Claimant and against the 

Respondent on the First Cause of Action for Breach of Contract based on the filing of the Grant of 

Rights. The arbitrator finds that the Claimants have not proven that the Respondents breached the 

contract by the Exercise of the 1986 Option.  The Claimants are entitle to monetary damages 

incurred in the past and reasonably certain to be incurred in the future. 

125. Specific Performance: The Arbitrator finds the Claimants to be legally and 

factually entitled to a finding in their favor as to the Second Cause of Action for Specific 

Performance, but implementation is dependent on findings made by the Superior Court in the 

Quiet Title action.  Both Claimant and Respondent reserve their rights to pursue monetary 

damages related to implementation of Specific Performance. 
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126. Negligent Misrepresentation: The Arbitrator finds in favor of the Claimant and 

against the Respondent on the Third Cause of Action for Negligent Misrepresentations made in 

the RPA by the filing of the Grant of Rights.  The arbitrator does not find in favor of the Claimants 

as to the exercise of the 1986 Option. 

127. Attorneys’ Fees: The Arbitrator finds the Claimants are entitled to attorney’s fees 

incurred in this arbitration, pursuant to the contract, according to proof. (RPA ¶25.)36 

B. Attorney Fees and Costs 

128. Claimants are entitled to reasonable fees and costs as provided in the RPA. 

129. The Claimants move for an award of attorney fees of $1,053,037.80, including 

billings by co-counsel, Rudoy, and costs of $175,444.63. 

130. Respondents contend that if an award is made, it should be for no more than 

$280,000 in fees and $4,183 in costs. 

131. Claimants sued in Superior Court against Respondents and other non-parties to the 

RPA. Respondents successfully moved to compel arbitration against Claimants’ opposition. 

Claimants unsuccessfully sought to join the third parties to this arbitration.  They prevailed in this 

arbitration but could only achieve a sliver of the full relief they claimed. 

132. The arbitration solely between parties to the RPA showed that Claimants’ concerns 

in opposing arbitration were well-founded. The interests of the third parties are far more 

significant than the relief which could be awarded in this forum. An award of Specific 

Performance or monetary damages were unavailable in this arbitration for the reasons stated 

above. 

133. Nevertheless, Claimants were forced to proceed in a piecemeal fashion, and the 

limitations of their remedies in this forum does not reflect a lack of success. Their success entitled 

them to reasonable fees and allowable costs. It does not entitle them to all the fees and costs 

claimed. 

134. The RPA, paragraph 22.B. states in part: “The parties shall have the right to 

 
36 Claimants have requested attorneys’ fees for the Quiet Title action.  If they are the prevailing party in that action, 
they will be entitled to attorneys’ fees pursuant to Civ.Code §880.360, to be awarded by the Court. 
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discovery in accordance with Code of Civil Procedure §1283.05. In all other respects, the 

arbitration shall be conducted in accordance with Title 9 of Part 3 of the Code of Civil Procedure.” 

135. The September 14, 2022, Arbitration Management Conference Order issued by this 

arbitrator, after conference with counsel, specifies: “The Rules applicable to this proceeding are 

contemplated in the CCP.” 

136. Claimants appear to contend in their reply that because the RPA states a prevailing 

party is entitled to costs, that they may claim any cost incurred in this proceeding. The Arbitrator 

does not accept this contention, which is not developed by any reference to legal authority. As in 

most litigation, and pursuant to the Order for this arbitration, Claimants are entitled to reasonable 

costs as allowed by CCP §1033.5. 

137. In the absence of any legal basis pursuant to CCP §1033.5, the following costs are 

ordered stricken: 

a. Expert fees and costs in the sum of $67,796. There is no legal basis to recover 

this sum absent a rejected CCP §998 demand. CCP 1033.5(b)(1) expressly 

prohibits costs for experts not ordered by the court. 

b. Arbitrator fees of $48,250. The parties agreed in the RPA to split the cost of 

Arbitration. 

c. Deposition transcript and video costs of $24,338.92. The RPA expressly 

invokes CCP ¶1283.05 as a basis for discovery. 1283.05(e) states "Depositions 

for discovery shall not be taken unless leave to do so is first granted by the 

arbitrator or arbitrators." No such leave was sought or granted. Claimants must 

bear their own costs for the depositions conducted without leave. 

138. Costs in the sum of $10,369.31 are awarded. 

139. "Under the lodestar adjustment methodology, the trial court must initially 

determine the actual time expended and then “ascertain whether under all the circumstances of the 

case the amount of actual time expended, and the monetary charge being made for the time 

expended are reasonable.” (Nightingale v. Hyundai Motor America (1994) 31 Cal.App.4th 99, 

104.) Factors to be considered include, but are not limited to, the complexity of the case and 
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procedural demands, the attorney skill exhibited, and the results achieved. (Ibid.) The prevailing 

party and fee applicant bears “the burden of showing that the fees incurred were ... ‘reasonably 

necessary to the conduct of the litigation,’ and were ‘reasonable in amount.’” (Levy v. Toyota 

Motor Sales, U.S.A., Inc. (1992) 4 Cal.App.4th 807) Mikhaeilpoor v. BMW of North America, LLC 

(2020) 48 Cal.App.5th 240, 247   

140. Claimants’ counsel prepared a detailed presentation of fees, but it is nearly 

impossible to structure a straightforward lodestar calculation. There are many attorneys on this 

case charged at multiple rates over the course of litigation. In addition, two paralegals and an 

assistant paralegal billed on this case without providing a breakdown of who did what at which 

rate. Mr. Gregory provided a $143,285.50 discount, which the arbitrator will accept as true in the 

absence of evidence to the contrary.  

141. Claimants made some significant concessions which are not reflected in the 

numbers provided in the reply. Claimants initial request for attorney fees is reduced to 

$999,171.80, based on Claimants agreement to deduct the following: 

a. $37,000 for fees and costs related to Spectrum's County Approval Hearings. 

b. $3,200 for duplication error in Mr. Rudoy's billing. 

c. $11,525.50 for researching and preparing materials for injunctive relief which 

were not filed. 

d. $2,140 for unfiled supplemental complaint. 

142. The arbitrator accepts the stated attorney rates as reasonable in the legal 

community. The Arbitrator assumes the base figure of $999,171.80 (after discounts and 

concessions) represents the hours expended by each member of the legal team multiplied by the 

applicable rate at the time services were rendered. 

143. In considering the amount of reasonable attorney fees, the following factors are to 

be considered: complexity of the case, attorney skill, results achieved, and excess billing. 

144. Stripped down to the basic issue, this arbitration was unusual, but not overly 

complex. Concern about available remedies was identified prior to the commencement of the 

hearing and proved to be the most difficult issue to untangle from other immaterial factors 
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raised.37 Regardless, the Claimants reach as good a result as possible given the limitations. 

145. It is questionable that the services of at five attorneys and three paralegals were

necessary. Some of the discovery efforts were focused on the future litigation of the underlying 

case. Neither side sought to have the deposition approved by the Arbitrator to receive 

compensation for that time, perhaps because of the blurred line between the arbitration and the 

underlying litigation. For these reasons a discount to the lodestar is appropriate. 

146. After balancing the above factors and starting with a base figure of $999,171.80,

the Arbitrator adjusts the figure downward by 30% to account for the lack of legal complexity, the 

ordinary skill involved, and excessive billings consisting of over-staffing and billings directed 

towards the underlying litigation. 

147. The Claimants are awarded $699,420.26 as reasonable and necessary attorney fees

incurred in this arbitration. 

C. On Other Matters

This Partial Final Award resolves the liability portion of the Breach of Contract and

Negligent Misrepresentation causes of action in the underlying Complaint. The remaining issues 

of remedies and damages related to these claims, along with the other non-arbitrable claims, are to 

be decided in the Superior Court proceedings. The attorney fees and costs awarded herein are 

applicable to the arbitration only. 

DATED:  November 28, 2023 

By: 
Hon. Lisa Hart Cole (Ret.), Arbitrator 

37 Respondents MIL #1 precluded a ruling on the exercise and validity of the 1986 Option. Yet, significant time was 
spent on the consequences of exercising that option on the Property, including two experts who offered little, if any, 
relevant information. 


